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Abstract

The 2008 Russia-Georgian war, as well as the Russian annexation of Ukraine’s Crimea in 2014 and its military participation in the
Donbas region represent clear cases of shortcomings of the European security order. However, there is a complete disagree-
ment between European security actors over the reasons behind lack of cooperation and coordination on security issues. The
Western countries maintain that the main problem is the lack of political will from Russia to comply with the existing principles and
norms enshrined in the fundamental security documents, while Russia believes that the problem lies with the Western security
policy and mainly the decision to enlarge NATO after the Cold War. In response to conflicts with Georgia, Ukraine and other secu-
rity crises situations, Russia retorts that the problem lies with imperfect security order in Europe and the West missed an opportu-
nity, on numerous occasions, to implement Russian proposals in this regard. Russia backs up its argument with a specific histori-
cal discourse. Hence, the aim of this article is to provide for a historical description and analysis of the chosen case (Russian
proposals regarding the European security order after the Cold War) and interpretation of the failure to cooperate with the use of
regime theories.

Article finds that these Russian initiatives have not been plausible especially since the accompanying Russian actions did not
create necessary goodwill to condition cooperation among European states on creating a new security regime in exchange for
the existing security institutions. Article concludes that a major breakthrough in improving European security lies with Russia’s
capacity to acknowledge its own misgivings in relations with its European and Euro-Atlantic partners, first and foremost with its
neighbors. Second, the Russian governing elites need to concede that a desired security regime cannot be imposed over by a
treaty but it takes a gradual integration for which Russia has to establish the reputation of a trustworthy security actor, which does
not consider opportunistic expansionism as a better way to increase its own security.

Key words: European security order, Russian proposals on European security order, regime theories, Improvement of European
security.
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Introduction

The 2008 Russia-Georgia war shook the European security order to its core as one OSCE member
state invaded another with subsequent military occupation and then the unilateral recognition of parts
of its territory as sovereign states. A shock of even greater magnitude emerged when Russia annexed
Ukraine’s Crimea in March 2014 and continued to be involved militarily in Ukraine’s Donbas region.
Russia’s ongoing role in the crisis in Ukraine has become the new watershed in European politics,
bringing about tectonic shifts in Russian-Western relations, denoted by the imposition of sanctions on
Russia and disruption of existing institutional ties.

Russian involvement in Georgia and Ukraine reveals the shortcomings of the existing European security
order. Moreover, arising disagreements between Russia and the rest of the Euro-Atlantic states affects
their overall effectiveness in terms of tackling global threats such as the war in Syria, the rise of extrem-
ism, radicalization and sectarian violence and the resulting problems, such as the flow of refugees from
the war-affected territories.

However, there is a great divide between Russia and the West over identifying the causes behind such
malfunctions. The US and European countries maintain that the main fault lies with Russian incompli-
ance with the existing norms and principles enshrined in the basic and fundamental agreements in
Europe including the Helsinki Final Act and the Charter of Paris such as respect for the rights inherent in
sovereignty, territorial integrity, inviolability of frontiers, refraining from the threat or use of force, as well
as fulfillment in good faith of obligations under international law.

In opposition, Russia’s reading has traditionally been that “everything is the fault of the West” most im-
portantly because they have failed to build single and inclusive security architecture after the Cold War.
In his March 3, 2016 article - “Russia’s Foreign Policy: Historical Background” Russia's Foreign Minister,
Sergey Lavrov lamented that European countries failed to create “a new foundation for European secu-
rity by strengthening the military and political components of the Organisation for Security and Coop-
eration in Europe” (Lavrov, 2016). Instead, Lavrov claimed that the Euro-Atlantic partners have opted for
NATO expansion, which caused “the systemic problems that have soured Russia’s relations with the
United States and the European Union” (Lavrov, 2016). At the 2016 Munich Security Conference, Rus-
sia’s Prime Minister Dmitry Medvedev argued the same (Medvedev, 2016), while Russia’s President
Viadimir Putin repeatedly discusses the need to remodel the European security order (For example see
Putin, Valdai Conference, 2014).

While it is unguestionable that Russia represents a major and an important actor in European politics, a
fuller and more inclusive picture of the European security requires the study of the Russian discourse
on the issues of European security order both through historical and theoretical perspective. This article
will aim to show more clearly what where Russian preferences for the security order in the post-Cold
War era and why she failed to garner necessary support to realize stated goals.

The article will rely on the historical descriptive method, which allows a researcher to focus on past
events and conditions in order to “explain or evaluate phenomena that others have not fully described”
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(Van Evera, 1997, p. 95). The article will hence focus on the historical description and then the analysis
of a single historical phenomenon: Russian preferences for the European security order in post Cold
War era and the following outcomes. The explanatory work is important, since one of the key actors in
European politics — Russia, puts forward exclusive reading of history that implies concrete faults with
the existing European security order which is different from the interpretation of the absolute majority of
other participating states in this order. It is important to review the Russian view and reveal what needs
to be re-evaluated for a better understanding of the European security. According to Levy, a single case
study can be descriptive but also interpretive one structured by a theoretical framework and aimed at
explanation. This is analytic history as it explains particular historical episode rather than aim to develop
or test theoretical generalizations (2002, p. 435). In that respect this article will use regime theories to
explain the subsequent outcome as well as failures of Russian initiatives across the identified historical
period. The article will then identify analytical evidence for policy relevant recommendations.

Yeltsin and Putin Policies — a quest for veto rights in European Security

In the wake of the disintegration of the USSR, NATO almost immediately proposed a new framework of
‘interlocking institutions’ that would take up complementary roles to prevent instability and division in
Europe. The Rome Declaration stated - “NATQO, the CSCE, the European Community, the WEU and the
Council of Europe complement each other” (Rome Declaration, 1991). The following December the
Alliance launched a new format — the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC), which proposed to
include the Allies and former adversaries in a single forum to discuss security matters.

Initial Russian efforts to dictate the rules for the new post-Cold War European security order date back
to the origins of the new Russian state. When Boris Yeltsin came to head the new Russian state, born
out of the rubles of the Soviet Union, he based his political platform on complete jettisoning of the
Communist ideology and building a democratic and economically viable state. He was showing full in-
terest in jointly building a new security system in Europe. In his letter to US President George Bush, Yel-
tsin declared that he “positively assesses the outcome of the session of the NATO Council in Rome. We
are in support of the NATO efforts to build a new system of security from Vancouver to Vladivostok... We
welcome the decision by the NATO Council to establish the Atlantic council on cooperation and intend
to getinvolved in the work of this body” (1991, p. 2-4).

However, Yeltsin's vision of a democratic and economically viable Russia soon became overburdened
by difficulty of the tasks ahead as well as his government’s failures in executing the needed reforms
effectively. The situation Yeltsin inherited was extremely dire: exhausted foreign reserves, hyperinflation
and budget deficit that totaled to about 20 % of the GDP. A reform known as “shock therapy” failed to
achieve desired results. According to Talbot, instead of economic recovery, a new class of ‘robber bar-
ons' emerged and crime and corruption became widespread. The most incapacitating flaw of the re-
form was the absence of cooperation between the government and the Parliament (2002, p. 30). For
this reason, “notions of convergence and integration with the West lost their appeal, and Russia’s
leaders began shifting back onto a more Westphalian Great Power course” (Mankoff, 2009, p. 37).
That also meant that the military class and their ideas became more prominent in Russian politics. Al-
ready in 1993 the Russian Foreign Intelligence (FIS) report and a new military doctrine took an openly
antagonistic stand against NATO and perceived its continued existence acceptable only under the
condition of its complete transformation into a more political institution (Smith, 2006, p. 55-57).
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Simultaneously, Russia continued to push for its special status within European security institutions (first
and foremost in NATO) at the same time Russia started to claim its special rights in ‘its near abroad’. In
1993 Yeltsin declared - “the time has come for distinguished international organizations, including the
UN, to grant Russia special powers as a guarantor of peace and stability in the former regions of the
USSR” (cited in Hill et al., 1994, p. 1). However, in reality, Russia was usurping its regional leadership
and despite the peacemaking rhetoric, massive evidence was accumulating that Russia was not acting
as an honest broker in the conflicts situations that have followed the breakup of the USSR. A 1994
study concluded: “An analysis of the conflicts in the republics of the former Soviet Union since 1992,
reveals a disturbing pattern. In each of the conflicts, there is evidence to suggest that Russia has inter-
vened in such a way as to promote their escalation and/or continuation instead of their cessation...in a
manner that would seem consistent with stated Russian policy, the sovereignty of each of the republics
of the former Soviet Union has been compromised, forcing them into an increasingly dependent rela-
tionship with Moscow” (Hill et al., 1994, pp. 1-2).

Despite the growing apprehension about Russia’s actions, in 1994 NATO continued to think of ways on
how to accommodate Russian demands for a privileged relationship. On June 22, 1994, once Russia
signed up for the PIP, the Alliance issued “summary conclusions” creating a more exclusive 16+1 for-
mat for Russia (Summary Conclusions, 1994). Instead of seeking closer cooperation with NATO and
integration with Europe, throughout 1994 Russia concentrated on promoting the idea of a ‘security
council’ for Europe made up by the leading CSCE members and empowered to take executive deci-
sions on behalf of the member states as a whole (Smith, 2006, p.12). Simultaneously, Russia was pro-
moting the CSCE as the lead institution in European security affairs calling for a ‘hierarchical’ organisa-
tional structure and a ‘co-ordinating role’ for the CSCE over NATO, the European Union and other in-
ternational institutions (Ibid.,).

Meanwhile, as Central and Eastern European sovereign states sought further institutional integration
with Euro-Atlantic space, the push for the NATO enlargement picked up momentum, supported by
prominent individuals in Western countries (Goldgeier, 2010, pp. 47-48). After complex policy consid-
erations, by January 1994, the idea had ripened within the Clinton administration that the question of
NATO enlargement was no longer about “whether” but about when and how (Asmus, 2010). The dis-
agreement over the NATO’s imminent enlargement resulted in a bitter exchange at the 1994 Budapest
CSCE Summit. While Clinton pledged continued cooperation and assistance to Russia, he also firmly
declared that no third country would be allowed to veto the NATO expansion. In response, Yeltsin re-
torted that Europe was in danger of plunging into a cold peace...” Instead, he called for the “establish-
ment of a fullfledged all-European organization with a solid legal basis...” (Church etal., 1994).

Accompanying Russian actions made these proposals sound nonrealistic. Indeed, from the early 90's
Russia’s conduct in its ‘near abroad’ had all the hallmarks of the policy of divide et empera, aimed at
ensuring that the side that favored Russia would win. Such behavior had quickly raised the fears of Rus-
sian neo4mperialism among European states, especially the newly independent ones. Furthermore,
with the degeneration of the first Chechen war into a bloodbath and impasse coupled with Russia’s
tarnished image from its ongoing interventions in the neighboring States made Russia a very difficult
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partner. Due to this background Russian initiatives were deemed elusive while the campaign for
NATO’s enlargement on behalf of Central and Easter European states picked up full speed.

However, overall the Budapest summit did endorse a Russian proposal to launch a discussion on a
“Common and Comprehensive Security Model for the 21st century” (CCSM). The Budapest Document
reconfirmed the necessity for further enhancement of the CSCE’s role and capabilities in early warning,
conflict prevention and crisis management, including peacekeeping operations and missions as well as
post-conflict rehabilitation and assisting with reconstruction (Velitchkova, 2002).

In pursuing its proposed CCSM objectives, in December 1995 Russia called for the formulation of a
Charter, the creation of a European Security Council and coordination of activities between the OSCE,
the CIS and NATO. The Russian idea was to promote a hierarchical security structure, which would be
centered around one institution (the Council) in which Russia would have an equal position and a deci-
sion-making power similar to other Allied powers. This was ambitious but hardly realistic. Basically, Rus-
sia offered to dilute the existing institutions for a new collective security order in an environment where
the CSCE states were utterly unwilling to become part of any Council with Russia as a dominant actor in
it (n. a. /nstitute for Public Policy Research, 1996, p. 146). Moreover, a 1996 survey about the Lisbon
Summit agenda, based on 87 reports from 15 countries, concluded that most editorials were of the
opinion that through the years the OSCE had been paralyzed by the need for consensus among its 54
members and that Europe would continue to need NATO (Neely, 1996). Hence, member states went
on strengthening the OSCE capacity in many respects but not in terms proposed by Russia. On the
contrary, the 1996 Lisbon OSCE document rejected the principle of hierarchy asserting “no State, or-
ganization or grouping can have any superior responsibility for maintaining peace and stability in the
OSCE region” (The Lisbon Declaration, 1996).

On the RussiaNATO front the relations were still centered, at Russia’s behest, on elevating participa-
tory status for Russia. After six rounds of talks between Secretary General Javier Solana and Russian
Foreign Minister Yevgeni Primakov ,a Founding Act was drafted and later signed on May 27, 1997 in
Paris, creating NATO—-Russia Permanent Joint Council (PJC). The document conceded to Russia a
great deal of goals it aspired to: it promised to revise NATO's core strategic Concept, and pledged to
continue to “expand political functions”. Most importantly, the document stated that ‘NATO has decided
that it has no intention, no plan, and no reason” to deploy or store nuclear weapons on the territory of
new members (Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security Between NATO and the
Russian Federation, 1997). In practice, the PJC meetings had negligible success while the Russian
side completely suspended its participation on March 24, 1999 in response to NATO'’s operation “Allied
Force” (Smith, 2006 p. 80). In spite of this, marginal relations still continued but never recovered to their
fullest degree during the Yeltsin's remaining time in office (Lynch, 1999, p. 76).

In August 1999, embattled President Yeltsin appointed a virtually unknown person — Vladimir Putin as
his fifth Prime Minister, later declared him as his successor who then went on to win the March 2000
Russian Presidential elections (Truscott, 2004, pp. 94-95). During his tenure as acting{president of
Russia, Putin gave a famous interview to BBC's Sir David Frost, saying “we believe we can talk about
more profound integration with NATO, but only if Russia is regarded as an equal partner” (Truscott, p.
135). From the Military point of view that was an overstatement of Russia’s aims hence, General Leonid
lvashov ‘clarified’ that the integration was ‘hypothetically’ possible but prior NATO would need to trans-
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form itself into a European security institution and Russia given veto rights (Truscott, p. 135-136).

With Putin’s ascent to power, his main concern was the diminishing role of Russia hence focusing on
asserting its lost supremacy (for example, see Russia on the Brink of the Third Millennium, 1999).
Alongside the economic and political underdevelopment, instability in the Caucasus presented an im-
mediate challenge to the newly appointed Prime Minister. The September bombings in Moscow, Bui-
naksk and Volgodonsk served as a casus belli for the second Chechnya War, with 800,000 Russian
troops given the task to subjugate Chechnya (Truscott, p. 102).

Just as Russian conduct in the first Chechen war was a major factor for criticizing Russia under Yeltsin,
s0 was the Russian conduct in the second Chechen war a topic of discontent between the West and
Russia. While Russian officials tried to pass Chechnya military campaign as a fight against terrorism, the
Western politicians underlined the difference between fighting terrorism and obliterating whole cities to
the ground (For example, in 2000, Human Rights Watch detailed the massacre of at least sixty Chechen
civilians in the Grozny suburb of Aldi).

Putin’s steadfast show of backing to the US administration in the face of the September 11, 2001 terror-
ist attack on the United States provided a good momentum for improving relations and touch basing on
issues of common concern, however, once that momentum waned, old disagreements resurfaced.
Divergence heightened especially in the face of talks of further NATO enlargement to include the Baltic
States while Russia was nowhere near to deep integration with European security institutions. Promi-
nent policy-makers highlighted the prevalent hesitation that it was not easy to make friends with Putin’s
Russia, which did not deliver on its promises to reform. Former Secretary of State, James A. Baker, who
back in the early 1990’s argued for NATO’s Eastward expansion to also include democratic Russia in
2002 noted that “the idea that Russia could even be eligible for membership has been met with opposi-
tion and indifference, mainly because Russia has never been ripe for membership — because it has
embraced democracy and free markets only rhetorically, without creating the institutions or exercising
the political will necessary to commit itself fully” (Baker, 2001, p. 95).

Instead of focusing on practical integration, throughout early 2002, Putin continued to argue for a new
joint body of cooperation with NATO. He maintained that the council linking Russia and the 19 NATO
members “will only be effective if all countries taking part in the process are cooperating on an equal
basis” (cited in Kulhanek, 2010, p. 151). The year 2002 was marked by negotiations over the new body,
finally creating NATO-Russia Council in which Russia and NATO member states meet as equals “at 20"
— instead of in the bilateral “NATO+1" format under the PJC (See Final Communique, 2002).

[t can be assumed that Putin’s demands towards the European security architecture at that time were
largely met and no requests for changing it were issued throughout his tenure. The Prague 2002 Sum-
mit, which declared the ‘big bang’ enlargement to 7 European States, including the Baltics was met
with “calmly negative” attitude from Putin (Kelin, 2004) and the NRC continued to work and expand co-
operation until the Alliance declared “no business as usual with Russia” over its military invasion and
occupation of Georgia in August, 2008 (Belton et al., 2008).
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Medvedev Proposal — The Treaty on European Security (TES)

A second major post-Cold War era Russian campaign to promote a new security order in Europe com-
menced during the Medvedev Presidency. Within a month of being elected in 2008, Medvedev started
a campaign for the new Treaty on European Security (TES), which was initially voiced during his first
official visit abroad. On 5 June, 2008 at the meeting with nearly 1000 German political, parliamentary
and civic leaders, the president of the Russian Federation, championed the idea of “drafting and sign-
ing a legally binding treaty on European security in which the organisations currently working in the
Euro-Atlantic area could become parties...” (Medvedev, 2008). It was stated implicitly that this pact
would be a “regional pact” based on UN principles, which would “clearly define the role of force as fac-
tor in relations within the Euro-Atlantic community” (Ibid.,). According to prevalent scholarly opinion, with
that Russia was openly campaigning to curtail the US influence and obtain an outside veto on NATO
decision-making through this pact (Van Harpen, 2008 and lo, 2009). Later, in July, 2008 Medvedev
adopted the initiative as part of Russia’s Foreign Policy Concept (FPC). The document made a bit more
public impact than the pronouncement in Berlin, however the initiative was still dismissed by European
officials as something redundant, since all of the principles were already enshrined in the existing
documents while the only ultimate outcome would seem to be the weakening of NATO, OSCE and
other European security institutions in exchange for a broader collective security type conference.

In the meanwhile, Russian policies have toughened in its supposed sphere of influence, especially to-
wards Georgia, which was displaying firm willingness and readiness to be qualified for NATO and EU
integration. Russia’s destabilizing moves have particularly accelerated from the beginning of 2008 re-
sulting in an all-out military invasion of Georgia in August 2008. As Ronald Asmus points out, the main
reason for the war was that Georgia chose pro-Western course over pro-Russian alternative. “The
Kremlin openly told Thilisi it had to decide whether they were on the side of Moscow or the West and
that Moscow’s attitude on resolving the frozen conflicts in Abkhazia and South Ossetia would be driven
by Georgia’s answer to that central question” (Asmus, 2010). On that account Russia maintained a nar-
rative that the war was a result of bad security architecture in Europe and first and foremost continued
existence and enlargement of NATO (OSCE Panel of Eminent Persons, 2015, p. 25).’

Russia’s military invasion and then occupation of two Georgian regions of Abkhazia and Tskhinvali re-
gion/South Ossetia further widened the existing value gap between Russia and the Euro-Atlantic com-
munity of states (for detailed account of the war see Asmus, 2010; Comell and Starr, 2009). The occur-
rence evoked a wide range of criticism towards Russia with most Western States supporting restrictive

' The Panel of eminent persons was launched on the initiative of the 2014 Swiss OSCE Chairmanship at the OSCE Ministerial
Council 2014 in Basel on 4 December. The panel was tasked to prepare the basis for an inclusive and constructive security dia-
logue across the Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian regions, reflecting on how to re-build trust among OSCE participating States, and
examine perceived threats in the OSCE area and potential common solutions. Notably, the OSCE report of the Eminent Persons
in 2015 gave two narratives of the 2008 war. According to the Russian narrative “Before the 2008 NATO Bucharest Summit, the
West did not even pretend to consult Russia, although the promise of NATO membership for Georgia and Ukraine was, as Presi-
dent Putin later said “a direct threat” to Russian security. Therefore Russia stopped the NATO enlargement by attacking Georgia
(According to the Western and Georgian narratives, “The intervention by Russia was a response to the active pro-NATO and pro-
EU policy of Georgia”.
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measures such as suspension of NRC and Russia’s place in the G8 in parallel to providing political and
humanitarian support to Georgia (Larsen, 2013). Most notably, the EU member states held the Extraor-
dinary European Council on 1 September 2008 and among other measures postponed the negotiation
of the Partnership Agreement “until troops have withdrawn to the positions held prior to 7 August”
(Council of the European Union, 2008). In the eyes of European partners, from that war Russia
emerged with a new reputation of an unpredictable and irresponsible partner.

However, after the initial furry, it emerged that the strategy on EU’s behalf tilted towards engagement
with Russia as a way to manage other problems and that there was the need for cooperation with Rus-
sia on Afghanistan, the Middle East, energy policies or nuclear weapons proliferation” (Hasselbach,
2008). Although the EU maintained that it “does not accept status quo in Georgia” and that full imple-
mentation of the 12 August ceasefire agreement and 8 September implementing measures were es-
sential from October onwards contacts resumed. The first ice broke at the World Policy Conference, in
Evian, France, on 6-8 October, 2008. Medvedev used the conference to officially declare the withdrawal
of Russian troops from two “buffer zones” inside Georgia, two days before the set deadline (n. a. DW,
2008) and then went on to unvell the five underlining principles for the proposed Treaty (Medvedey,
2008b). Medvedev urged for the convening of a “special forum”. Sarkozy was a very responsive host,
himself calling for a total reconstruction of the European security structure and proposing for an OSCE
Summit in 2009 “to discuss (Russian) proposals and those of the European Union for new concepts of
a pan-European defence” (n. a. DW, 2008). Calls were repeated at the 14 November EU-Russia Summit
in Nice as well.

To that affect, Russia’s Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov tried to gather all around support for the initiative
at the OSCE Ministerial Council in Helsinki, on December 4-5, 2008. However, OSCE member states
did not display willingness to accept the proposal. The major problem was the renewed mistrust and
fear towards Russian intentions. Overall, instead of organizing an exclusive summit, it was maintained
by all European states as well as the US and Canada that any further talk on the pan-European security
had to be contained within the OSCE, tasking the upcoming Greek Chairmanship to continue the dia-
logue on Euro-Atlantic security and clarify the questions that remained (n.a. OSCE News, 2008). Hence,
a course of action known as the Corfu process emerged that tried to address all the open issues on
European security. As part of the Corfu process more than 50 food<forthought papers have been dis-
tributed by the OSCE Participating States regarding the ways to improve the European security archi-
tecture in all three dimensions - politico-military, economic, environmental and human. These discus-
sions were marked with the attempts by Russia to focus the attention of the OSCE on the hard security
issues and the counter-attempts of the West to bring the issues of human dimension, such as fair elec-
tions, democracy and human rights to the forefront of the proposed agenda.

Even though Russia engaged in the discussions within the OSCE, it has also maintained that the Euro-
pean Security Treaty was supposed to be discussed outside of the OSCE. In that spirit Medvedev took
up the issue yet again calling anew for a new architecture, this time nick named the "Helsinki Plus’ dur-
ing his speech at the Helsinki University on 20 April 2009. Still failing to attract the needed attention and
engagement, Russia unveiled a draft text of the so-called treaty on European security on November 29,
2009 (Draft Treaty on European Security, 2009) just prior to the December OSCE Ministerial in Athens
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and the planned ministerial meeting of the NATO-Russia Council (NRC). The draft treaty was carefully
timed and was aimed at attracting the maximum interest (n. a. Stratfor, 2009).

The proposed Draft consisted of 114 articles and used a similar language to that of the NATO and the
UN Charter. Pursuant to the concept of indivisible security no nation or international organization oper-
ating in the Euro-Atlantic region would be entitled to strengthen its own security at the cost of other na-
tions or organizations (Article 1, Draft text of the TES). If and when a threat to security would occur the
treaty would provide mechanisms of consultations and conferences to counter this. The conferences
would arrive at unanimous and binding decisions, which would need to be carried out by the signatory
states. Furthermore, the draft treaty provided for the possibility for the signatories to give military assis-
tance if another signatory state was attacked. The Draft provided for the three levels of conferences:
Consultations among the Parties; Conference of the Parties and Extraordinary Conference of the Par-
ties.

Notably, the draft did not envision the unanimous attendance for the Consultations, which would be by
invitation. The Conference was not to be mandatory either and the proposed sufficient attendance
number was specified at two thirds. However, the Treaty proposed that the decisions of the Conference
would be taken by consensus and would be mandatory! The draft clearly showed Russian preference
for exclusivity. It can be easily inferred that the Treaty was proposing re-establishment of a big power
Concertin Europe, with big powers making decisions, which then would be mandatory for all.

Article 7 proposed that the attacked Party or any other Party is tasked to convene an extraordinary Con-
ference, which shall be effective if it is attended by at least four fifths of the Parties to the Treaty to de-
cide on necessary collective measures (Para. 1 and 2, Article 8). Notably, the only intricacy that was
addressed in this regards was the fact that the vote of an offending Party would not be included in the
total number of votes of the Parties in adopting a decision (Article 8, para. 4). Other than that there was
no specification of possible collective punishment mechanisms under the proposed collective security
arrangement. Most importantly, the treaty would in practice mean the dilution of all the existing security
institutions in Europe in exchange for the proposed loose system of Conferences.

Overall, Medvedev's draft took up the negative attitude: instead of describing what could be done it
proscribed things that could not be done (De Haas, 2010). The major purpose of the proposal was to
preclude any hard security decision by the Western countries without Russian veto oversight. It also
blatantly left out the existing institutions such as NATO, OSCE and EU from the decision-making proc-
ess. Most importantly, such a complex treaty with all of its shortcomings and legal redundancies was
prepared and unveiled unilaterally, unlike the established practice of making such treaties collectively,
based on shared common interest from the participating states.

The draft was discussed at the OSCE Ministerial in Athens from December 1-2, 2009, as intended,
however, received little direct support. While both the German government and other EU states wel-
comed the Russian proposal, they spoke of crucial reservations: on the one hand, the Russian initiative
may not call into question existing alliances, such as NATO or the OSCE; while on the other hand, Mos-
cow would have to present more concrete proposals on how such a common security space would
come to life. The discussions also highlighted the fact that the Russian proposal lacked and in fact omit-
ted those issues that were truly central to the European Security. For example, French Foreign Minister
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Bernard Kouchner said the Russian proposal omitted the issues of arms control, human rights, and the
Georgian-Russian conflict. French comments were seconded by head of the British delegation, which
also stressed the need for “a resolution of the crisis” of the Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE)
Treaty, implementation of which Russia suspended in December 2007. The Central and Eastern Euro-
pean countries in particular were openly antagonistic about the Russian proposal. They pointed to the
war in Georgia and warned against an attempt to undermine solidarity in the Western defense alliance.
Georgia’s then foreign Minister Grigol Vashadze strongly challenged the necessity of the draft as a rep-
resentative of the country, which had suffered from Russian disregard to the already existing fundamen-
tal principles and norms of international law (Charnysh, 2010). All in all, at Athens skepticism prevailed
concerning the need for a new binding treaty exclusively on hard security matters.

The prevailing sentiment was also conveyed by the NATO Secretary General saying “We have already a
lot of documents, so my point of departure is: ‘I don’t see a need for new treaties.” But let me reiterate,
we are of course prepared to discuss the ideas in the right forum” (Sweeney, 2009). Although the pro-
posal continued to be discussed it did not find any direct utility. In January 2010 the US Secretary of
State Hilary Clinton in her speech on the Future of the European Security, stated: “...the Russian Gov-
ernment under President Medvedev has put forth proposals for new security treaties in Europe. Indivisi-
bility of security is a key feature of those proposals. And that is a goal we share, along with other ideas
in the Russian proposals, which reaffirm principles of the Helsinki Final Act and the NATO-Russia Found-
ing Act. However, we believe that these common goals are best pursued in the context of existing insti-
tutions, such as the OSCE and the NATO-Russia Council, rather than by negotiating new treaties, as
Russia has suggested — a very long and cumbersome process (Clinton, 2010).”

The Russian initiative was met with prevalent criticism from the representatives of academic circles as
well (for example, see GMF report, 2010). Eventually, discussions over the TES have subsided in 2011
and were not discussed seriously since then by either the Russian Federation, or the West.

Explaining the case — reasons for failure to amalgamate European security institutions

Although currently no proposal is on the table, from time to time Russia reverts to the reproachful rheto-
ric, claiming that the West missed an opportunity to form a new, better security order in Europe. Essen-
tially, what the Russian Federation has been proposing -a pan-European collective security system that
fully regulates the hard security area - is basically a security regime regulating the involved states’ be-
haviour in the specific issue area. The historical overview above showed that there was hardly a mo-
ment in the post-Cold War era history when a specific Russian proposal on reforming the European
security order was viable and plausible enough beyond magniloguence of the voiced speech.

Beyond the facts discussed above, it would be analytically useful to attempt theoretical explanations
why it had not been possible to impose a collective security regime in Europe with a Treaty, as Russia
desired. According to Jervis, a security regime “implies not only norms and expectations that facilitate
cooperation, but a form of cooperation that is more than the following of short-run self-interest” (1982,
p. 357). Itis difficult to put a security regime to work because the Prisoners’ Dilemma is far greater in
the security realm because of primacy, competitive and unforgiving nature and uncertainty over how
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much security the states need and have (Ibid., p. 359).

The best example of a security regime is the Concert of Europe that prevailed from 1815 t0 1823 and, in
attenuated form, until the Crimean War (Ibid., p. 362). Another possible type of security regime is the
balance of power, in the environment when the restraints on state action it involves are norms internal-
ized by the actors or arise from the blocking actions of others and the anticipation of such counterac-
tions (Ibid., p. 369). Jervis believed that a security regime was not possible between the two superpow-
ers during the Cold War because they saw mutual security as a myth and their beliefs that individual
security required making others insecure was all too apparent (Ibid., p. 375).

However, theoretically, the dissolution of the Soviet Union and bridging of the ideological gap should
have provided a wide window of opportunity for a new functioning security regime, which still did not
materialize for a number of reasons. In the first episode of the chosen case study, the stance the Rus-
sian Federation took across security issues in Europe, including the conflicts in the former Soviet ex-
panse as well as failures in democratic development and its handling of the wars in Chechnya contrib-
uted to Russia’'s image as an unpredictable and unreliable security partner, hence exacerbating the
relative gains considerations and putting the prospects for comprehensive security cooperation back in
the stage of low probability area for regime formation (see Hasenclever et. al, 2000).

In the second episode as well the Russian side undertook the campaign for new security order in
Europe in a situation of damaged image of a security partner due to its internal development shortcom-
ings as well as its military invasion of Georgia in August 2008. Besides, during the discussion, the Rus-
sian side failed to show sensitivity to soft security requirements by Euro-Atlantic states and continued to
concentrate heavily on hard security area (during the Corfu process, for example). Russia maintained
that the collectivization of hard security area would do away with Europe’s security problems while the
Euro-Atlantic states unanimously maintained that the problem was the lack of political will to abide by
the existing rules of the game enshrined in the UN Charter, the Helsinki Final Act and the Charter of
Paris.

Conclusion

The developments in Ukraine and the subsequent severing of cooperation with Russia as well as the
deterioration of disarmament and arms control regimes in Europe show that the campaign to improve
security order in Europe is still an unfinished business. Clearly, there is the need to bridge the security
outlook among its actors. Major part of that breakthrough lies with Russia’s capacity to acknowledge its
own misgivings in relations with its European and Euro-Atlantic partners, first and foremost those who
are its neighbors.

Second, the Russian governing elites need to concede that a desired security regime cannot be im-
posed over by a treaty. The security regime, like any other regime is a principles, rules and norms
based institution, around which actors expectations converge (Haas, 1982, p. 211). Euro-Atlantic states
regard universal commitment to the rule of law, democratic governance, human rights, including the
minority rights, as integral parts of what constitutes a modern security. That necessarily means that any
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overarching security regime in Europe would need to be based on states’ common commitment to the
soft security considerations and a clearly discemible pattern of behavior from its participants corre-
sponding to these existing rules of the game.

Moreover, according to the regime theories, it makes a difference whether cooperation partner is a
long-time ally or a long-time foe; whether the states in question are at the brink of war or are members
of a Deutschean pluralistic security community (Hasenclever et. al, 2000, p. 17). Hence, in order for all
fifty-six states in the area from Vancouver to Vladivostok to form an overarching security regime, the
Russian Federation has to establish the reputation of a trustworthy actor, which does not consider op-
portunistic expansionism a better way to increase its own security. That reputation needs to be tested
over a considerable time period. Without such moves on Russia’s behalf, Europe's security architec-
ture will remain vulnerable because disregarding the agreed principles and norms diminishes institu-
tional effectiveness putting the world back into a zero sum game mode.
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Abstract

Recognition is an important act for validation of new entities’ claims to statehood. It started to feature as
an important principle when political liberalism challenged the dynastic rights. Development of recogni-
tion criteria reflected the prevalent state practice of recognition of new states. When recognising new
states, the recognising states guide themselves with their own criteria for recognition. Despite attempts
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to codify criteria as well as the institution of recognition in international law, there is no single interna-
tional law act which lists the universal criteria for recognition. Recognition to the new entity is still ex-
tended at discretion of a recognising state and there is no provision in international law that could force
the state to recognise the new one.

Along with lack of codification of recognition criteria, there is a lack of any international authority tasked
with determining whether an entity claiming to be a state in fact is a state. It is for each state to make
such determination based on its own assessment and its own political will whether the new entity
should be admitted to the community of nations. De+ecognition, non—+ecognition and recognition thus
becomes a political act, and perceptions of national self-interests play a determining role.

Keywords: Recognition, International law, Statehood, Theory, State Practice, Non-Recognition, De-
recognition
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Introduction

The issue of recognition of new states turned into a bone of contention between the world powers in
2008, when firstly the western nations recognised Kosovo after its unilateral declaration of independ-
ence and then in August 2008, Russian Federation officially recognised Abkhazia and South Ossetia as
independent states. These acts of recognition eroded one of the fundamental principles of international
law - territorial integrity and brought systemic change to the Westphalian order, given the fact that four
out of five permanent members of the UN Security Council challenged the principle (US, UK and
France with recognition of Kosovo and Russia with recognition of Abkhazia and SO). The present article
aims at exploring how recognition is regulated in international law if at all and what is the pattern of state
practice of recognition. According to international practice, recognition may be extended to a state, to
a government and to a belligerent party.' For the purposes of the present article | will concentrate only
on recognition of states.

In order to provide an analysis of the research topic | will briefly explore the history of development of
norm of recognition in international law and its relevance and significance to international relations. Fur-
ther, | review the existing sources of international law and provide examples of application of this norm
from the international practice.

Recognition is an institution of state practice that can resolve uncertainties as to status and allow for
new situations to be regulated.” It confirms the will of recognising state to establish relations with the
new state and it is a legal acknowledgement that the new entity fulfils the conditions for becoming an
international subject.’ Recognition is an instrument for validation of claims to statehood on the part of
new entities by existing states.*At the same time, recognition is an important factor in diplomacy and
newly formed states are striving for recognition to secure their place on the international arena. Recog-
nition deals with creation of new subjects of international law, representation of existing subjects at the
international arena and establishment of legal relations between the subjects of international law. Ob-
ject of state recognition is legal relations between the benefactor and beneficiary of recognition.

Evolution of Recognition

It is extremely difficult to ascertain concrete date of origin of institutions, but it could be stated that the
notion of recognition started to develop when the Westphalian congress in 1648 extended first ever
collective recognition to Switzerland and Netherlands. It introduced the rule, according to which acces-
sion to the family of nations was granted only through approval of the family of nations.® Nevertheless,
recognition, like self-determination, did not become important until at least late 18" century, when politi-
cal liberalism started to challenge authority of the monarch. Dynastic legitimacy and full monarchical
authority began to erode in the second half of the eighteenth century under the growing popularity of
political liberalism. The liberal views had it that the government was to be based on the will of those sub-
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ject to it and not on the will of monarchs.® The American independence and French revolution also con-
tributed to the advance of political liberalism and the US independence was justified exactly from liberal
viewpoints. Despite this, all nations but France extended recognition to the US only after it was clear
that the parent state Great Britain let the US into independence in 1782. There was a common under-
standing among states that recognition of a new state can only happen when the parent state re-
nounces its sovereignty over that territory.

After the US and French revolutions, dynastic legitimacy suffered its blow in Latin America with the
emergence of 12 independent states from the period of 1810-1830. Once the Spanish Crown lost ef-
fective control over its territories in Latin America, someone had to be responsible for interaction with
these entities. Although, Britain and the United States did not recognise the entities right away, they
dealt with dedfacto governments and endorsed the application of ut/ possidetis juris, which was de-
signed to protect from external force the sovereignty and territorial integrity of entities that attained de-
facto independence. The principle meant that the de-facto states agreed to the external boundaries
that they inherited from colonial entities. The main factors leading to recognition was a success of free-
dom movements, which managed to effectively secede from the Spanish Crown. The tendency of rec-
ognising was further developed in Europe when political entities such as Belgium, Greece, Serbia-
Montenegro were granted independence and gained recognition from the great powers. According to
positivist theory, which was a prevailing theory of the time, the obligation to obey the international law
derived from the consent of individual state.” If a new state subject to international law came into exis-
tence, new legal obligations would be created for existing states. Late 19" century positivist stance to-
wards statehood and recognition is best described in Oppenheim’s International Law which is ac-
knowledged as the most influential work of the time reflecting views propagated by different jurists.
Here are the main principles:

1) “As the basis of the Law of Nations is the common consent of the civilised States, statehood alone
does not imply membership of the family of nations. Those states which are members are either original
members because the law of nations grew up gradually between them through custom and treaties, or
they are members as having been recognised by the body of members already in existence as they
were born”.*

2) “New States which came into existence and were through express or tacit recognition admitted into
the Family of Nations thereby consented to the body of rules for international conduct in force at the
time of their admittance.” States not so accepted were not bound by international law, nor were the
“civilized nations” bound in their behaviour towards them.

3) “Since the Law of Nations is based on the common consent of individual States, and not of individ-
ual human beings, States solely and exclusively are the subjects of International Law. This means that
the Law of Nations is a law for the international conduct of States, and not of their citizens”."

4) “International law does not say that a state is not in existence as long as it is not recognised, but it
takes no notice of it before its recognition. A State is and becomes an International Person through

® Locke, John, Second Treatise of Civil Government
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recognition only and exclusively. It is a rule of International Law that no new State has a right towards
other States to be recognised by them, and that no State has the duty to recognise a new State.”"!

5) It did not matter how an entity became a state. Unrecognised states were not part of the law-
governed system and neither the recognised states were treating them as such. Their birth and
mechanisms of acquisition of a territory were completely irrelevant to international law. “The formation
of a new state is... a matter of fact not a law. It is through recognition, which is a matter of law, that such
new states become a member of the family of nations and subject to international law. As soon as rec-
ognition is given, the new state’s territory is recognised as the territory of a subject of international law,
and it matters not how this territory is acquired before the recognition”.*?

The quotes from Oppenheim clearly reflect the constitutive theory to recognition. This theory was later
challenged by declaratory approach, which maintains that recognition is a mere declaration of the fact
that the state exists. The difference between these two theories constituted the great debate on recog-
nition as a doctrine.

Theories of Recognition

Constitutive and declaratory theories of recognition are termed as classical theories. Recognition is
described as either “constitutive” or “declaratory” of statehood. The constitutive school argues that a
recognition of a new entity as a state creates a state. It makes recognition part of statehood and implies
discretion of the existing state to bring new states into being. The central implication of this is that
whether or not an entity has become a state depends on the actions of existing states. Recognition by
others makes an entity a state, non—recognition leaves the entity in non-state status. For a “constitutiv-
ist”, existence of all attributes of statehood and how the state was formed bears no importance in the
absence of recognition. The constitutive proposition follows directly that recognition resides at the
complete discretion of the existing state.
The decision to recognise is subject exclusively to the sovereign will of the existing state and is made
unilaterally without reference to the actions of other members of international community or objective
condition of the entity receiving recognition. Extending or withholding recognition is a political act and
more often an act of bargain. Some historic quotes below clearly prove this notion. The Head of East-
ern Department of UK Foreign Office, Bernard Burrows said:
“We can repeat to the Americans that our attitude on recognition (of Israel) will depend on the
success of the plan on which we are working, and we could perhaps add that we have always
considered our recognition as a valuable card which must be played to the best political advan-
tage”.”
US Ambassador to the UN Warren Austin in response to criticism by Syrian representative at UN SC in
1948 when the US recognised Israeli government stated:
‘I should regard it as highly improper for me to admit that any country on earth can question the
sovereignty of the United States in the exercise of that high political act of recognition......
Moreover, | would not admit here, by implication or by direct answer, that there exists a tribunal
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of justice or of any other kind, anywhere, that can pass upon the legality or the validity of that
act by my country”.**
One of the reasons given by the US in 1920 for refusing to recognise Georgia and Azerbaijan was “the
reaction on the minds of Russians, hitherto friendly to the allied and associated governments, of such
recognition.”” In a similar vein, US Secretary of State Dulles on a question why the US and Great Britain
have not recognised German Democratic Republic said that
‘it would be politically disadvantageous and harmful to our interests to do it. So the guide in
these things isn't something doctrinaire, that you have to give recognition of a diplomatic char-
acter to a regime which is hostile to you and where it involves great disadvantages to do it ...
But on the other hand we do not accept the blind policy of pretending that it doesn't exist. It
does exist. We know it exists.”"*
All of the above quotes show that basically it is not important whether a state fulfils statehood criteria or
not, political interests and political bargaining play far more important role.
Historic roots of constitutive theories are traced back to the Vienna Congress. Accession of any new
state 1o the family of states depended on great powers. Constitutivist interpretation of recognition could
be compared to an entrance ticket for a new state to enter the exclusive club of states.
Recognition, under this model is not a principled and mandatory response to certain developments
within a foreign community. It is a deliberate measure taken unilaterally and at the discretion of the indi-
vidual state. Recognition in this sense has a heavy political agenda behind it, which may have little or no
relation to the act of recognition or even to the benefactor of recognition.
Recognition is solely a matter between the state recognising and the entity being recognised. If recog-
nition is bilateral and discretionary, then there are no legal restraints to censure a state extending rec-
ognition. The reaction of third states is also irrelevant, since it concerns conduct over which the state
has discretionary power. The constitutive doctrine provides no apparent means to regulate state con-
duct and no apparent code of conduct either."”
Constitutive theory of recognition is challenged by the declaratory theory. The declaratory school as-
serts that an entity becomes a state upon meeting the statehood criteria and recognition simply de-
clares the fact that it has done so. “In general, a nation's existence should be determined without refer-
ence to whether or not other states have officially recognized it.”** Declaratory theory emerged as a
reaction to the constitutive theory of recognition which failed to address the questions of recognition as
early as in 19" century. Some scholars consider the Monroe Doctrine as the source of declaratory the-
ory. Monroe doctrine of de-facto recognition did strike on the principles of legitimism which served as a
basis of constitutive theory. Grant writes that recognition to the “declaratist’, is a response triggered by
certain facts and conditioned by law. When the statehood criteria are attained by a community, existing
states should recognise that community as a state. Declaratory theory sees recognition as a legal duty,
whereas the “constitutivists” argue that states have no such duty. Thus, the declaratory doctrine is a
more complex one, since the recognising state needs to determine whether the claimant entity has
attained the statehood criteria.
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Soviet scholar Tunkin writes that even though the recognition does not create a legal personality of the
state, its legal implications are obvious, since it creates “solid legal basis for relations between the two
states.””” “Declaratists” also acknowledge that the more states recognise the new entity, the stronger is
its position in international law. Recognition brings about certain juridical consequences. These conse-
quences are mostly dependent on the forms of recognition and most frequently culminate in estab-
lishment of full diplomatic relations.

The Badinter Arbitration Commission tasked by the European Community in 1991 to provide legal ad-
vice on compliance with the EC guidelines for the recognition of states following the dissolution of
Yugoslavia, found that “the existence or disappearance of the state is a question of fact; that the effects
of recognition by other states are purely declaratory.””

Both views have their weaknesses however and have been criticised therefore. “Constitutivists” are
criticized for neglecting the rights of new states and simultaneously providing immunity to non-
recognised entities for violation of international law (excluding Geneva conventions), by not letting them
to become subject of international law. Equality of states under constitutive model is distorted and new
states are subordinated to supremacy of existing ones. Most importantly its main shortcoming however
is “that constitutive act of creative of statehood is an act of unfettered palitical will divorced from binding
considerations of legal principle”.”

The declarative theory is criticized for non-compatibility of the theory with juridical importance of recog-
nition. “Declaratists” are further criticized for neglecting the political ingredient of the act of recognition
and claiming that it is a legal duty. The declaratory model does not put an emphasis on recognition, but
as historic examples of Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus, Biafra and Rhodesia and more recently
Abkhazia, Karabakh, and Kosovo show, the entities do need recognition to become fully<fledged mem-
bers of international community.

It is sometimes suggested that the great debate over the character of recognition has done nothing but
confused the issues. It is mistaken to categorise recognition as either declaratory or constitutive in ac-
cordance with a general theory. As Thomas Grant writes neither doctrines addresses where recognition
falls along the spectrum between law and politics.” Grant is echoed by Starke who says that “the truth
lies between these two theories. One and the other theory could be applied to different cases.”® As the
state practice shows, different states may also apply different approaches to the same case.

The recognition in fact is a two-step process: 1) declaration of recognising states of the fact that a new
entity is created with sustainable government and 2) establishment of official relations with the new
state. The first of these acts is declaratory and the second — constitutive.

The interim conclusion to constructivist vs. declaratory debate is that recognition only does not make
an entity a state. Entity can become a state irrespective of recognition, albeit its international legal per-
sonality could be limited. On the other hand, the declaratory approach implies that there should be
workable statehood criteria established in international law, attainment of which qualifies entity as a
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state and thereafter its recognition is a mere declaration of fact by the recognising state. Therefore,
now we will turn to the criteria of statehood.

Criteria of Statehood

As Crawford writes, if the effect of positivist doctrine in international law was to place the emphasis in
matters of statehood on the question of recognition, the effect of modern doctrine and practice has
been to turn the attention to issues of statehood and status independent of recognition.** However, for
a quite long period of time, there have been no recognised criteria for statehood. Here, we have to dis-
tinguish between the criteria of effective statehood and international law conditions that should be met
for creation of a state.

Attempts to declare rules about recognition within the framework of international codification had been
rejected by the League of Nations Committee of Experts as well as during the International Law Com-
mission’s work on the draft of Declaration on the Rights and Duties of States.” The topic of recognition
of states and governments has remained on the International Law Commission’s work programme
since 1949, for the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties in 1956 and 1966 and for proposed Arti-
cles on Succession of States in Respect of Treaties in 1974, but during last discussion it was agreed to
set it aside for the time being due to “many political problems, which did not lend themselves to regula-
tion by law.”*

The best known formulation of the basic criteria for statehood was offered by the United States and
other Pan-American nations after endorsing the Montevideo convention in 1933. Article | of the Monte-
video Convention on the Rights and Duties of States, reads: “The state as a person of international law
should possess the following qualifications: (a) a permanent population; (b) a defined territory; (c) gov-
ernment; and (d) capacity to enter into relations with other states.”” Although, the Montevideo conven-
tion was limited in its geographical scope, the criteria have been endorsed by wider international soci-
ety thereafter.

According to the Foreign Relations Law of the United States, the state exists when 1) its leadership is in
effective control of the state's defined territory; 2) the bulk of its inhabitants possess sufficient political
stability and provide allegiance to whatever national symbols there might be; 3) the leadership pos-
sesses sufficient administrative capability to carry out certain well recognized internal government func-
tions and its international obligations under international law and the United Nations Charter; and 4)
there is no massive and systematic interference in its affairs by a foreign power.”

Though international organisations or conferences have not produced any new instrument to replace
and supplement the Montevideo Convention as a definition for statehood, many scholars are calling for
revision arguing that additional criteria are necessary. Crawford puts forward other important criterion,
which Montevideo does not mention but implies, - independence. According to him, independence is
the central criterion for statehood. It is important to distinguish independence as an initial criterion for
statehood and as a condition for continuing existence. “A new state attempting to secede will have to
prove substantial independence both formal and real from a parent state before it could be regarded
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as definitely created”.” However, it is very hard to measure the extent of independence. It is also not
clear why independence from a parent state should be a criterion and not from the other state.

Some new criteria however are blurring the distinction between criteria for statehood and criteria for
recognition. These are for example respect of fundamental standards such as ban on wars and ag-
gression, respect of human rights, rights of minorities and respect for existing frontiers that have be-
come more important in international law.* It has been suggested that respect of these principles also
form criteria for effective statehood and hence recognition. Therefore, we will turn to recognition criteria
next.

Criteria for Recognition

As | have mentioned above, the international law does not provide for concrete norms which regulate
the creation of new states — subjects of international law. Lauterpacht wrote that recognition of a politi-
cal entity as a State means to declare that it satisfies the conditions of statehood under international
law.* His criterion of recognition consists of independent government exercising effective authority
within a defined area.” Basically, Lauterpacht’s vision coincides with Montevideo criteria of statehood.
Charpentier challenges Lauterpacht arguing that these are not criteria for recognition, but rather criteria
for legal personality of state. “International legal personality of a state depends on factual existence of a
state (and not its recognition). The general criterion for legal personality is compatibility of this personal-
ity of a new state with international law practice due to lack of norms regulating creation of a new
state”.” In 1936 the Institut de Droit International — French organisation devoted to study development
of international law and composed of renown international lawyers -in its resolution on recognition of
new states and new governments defined the following: “The recognition of a new state is the free act
by which one or several states take note of the existence of a human society, politically organised on a
fixed territory, independent of any other existing state, capable of observing the prescription of interna-
tional law and thus indicating their intention to consider it a member of the international community”.™
Even this short overview shows that the fundamental problem in recognition is absence of well-defined
requirements of statehood and recognition. Lorimer expressed concern that “Each state is to say, not
only whether or not a given community fulfils the requirements of international existence, but is, more-
over, left to determine what these requirements are.” Since Montevideo, more criteria have been
added in the practice, leaving unclear whether these are criteria for statehood or for recognition. This,
of course makes recognition subject of political manipulation.

An important clarification for criteria of recognition came from the European Community. Following the
break-up of the USSR and velvet revolutions in the Eastern Europe, on December 16, 1991 the foreign
ministers of the EC countries adopted a "Declaration on the Guidelines on the Recognition of New
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States in eastern Europe and the Soviet Union”. The declaration stated that the following criteria should
be satisfied in order to recognise the emerging states:

“The Community and its Member States affirm their readiness to recognise those new states which,
following the historic changes in the region, have constituted themselves on a democratic basis”. Re-
spect for the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations and the commitments subscribed to in the
Final Act of Helsinki and in the Charter of Paris, especially with regard to the rule of law, democracy and
human rights; Guarantees for the rights of ethnic and national groups and minorities in accordance with
the commitments subscribed to in the framework of the CSCE; Respect for the inviolability of all fron-
tiers which can only be changed by peaceful means and by common agreement; Acceptance of all
relevant commitments with regard to disarmament and nuclear non-proliferation as well as to security
and regional stability; Commitment to settle by agreement, including where appropriate by recourse to
arbitration, all questions concerning State succession and regional disputes.

The Community and its Member States will not recognize entities which are the result of aggression.
They would take account of the effects of recognition on neighbouring States.”*

[t is worth concentrating at some of the important provisions of the guidelines, such as democracy, mi-
nority rights and security and regional stability.

Like self-determination, democracy began to matter as a criterion in the recognition in the 20th century
and gained widespread recognition itself towards the late 20" century. In deciding whether to recognise
the Yugoslav and Soviet republics the European Community and the United States demanded that the
emerging states undertake democratic reform. However, Yugoslav and Soviet cases were different.
Former Soviet republics were recognised after the official dissolution of USSR and recognising states
did not bother about statehood criteria at all. In the Yugoslav case EC declared that the governments of
Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and Macedonia had to demonstrate adherence to democratic principles be-
fore recognition could be extended.” Commitment to these guidelines did not turn into practice, how-
ever, as Germany and Austria recognised Croatia and Slovenia unilaterally, with big question marks
over Croatian democratic governance. Bosnia also received recognition in summer 1992 with its tri-
partite institutions not functioning democratically.

Truly, democracy is not as evident criterion for recognition and it is very difficult to de-couple democ-
racy criterion from politics. As the practice in Yugoslav cases showed, the democratic criterion is ap-
plied more negatively than positively, meaning it is applied to halt the recognition of new entity until bet-
ter times.

State practice had connected minority rights to state recognition even until the 1990’s. The new states
were required to guarantee minority rights in the 19" century and after the WW I. The break-up of Yugo-
slavia and the USSR served again as a catalyst because the emergence of new independent states
with large ethnic minorities, whose rights were not enshrined in the respective constitutions and ongo-
ing ethnic tensions, posed a threat to security of these new states and the continental Europe as well.
The EC Guidelines of Recognition explicitly stated that “guarantees for the rights of ethnic and national
groups and minorities in accordance with the commitments subscribed to in the framework of CSCE”
were required. Slovenia and Croatia quickly amended their constitutions, adding guarantees of minor-
ity rights to the text.

* EC Declaration on Yugoslavia, 16 December 1991, http://www.dipublico.com.ar/english/declaration-on-yugoslavia-
extraordinary-epc-ministerial-meeting-brussels-16-december-1991/
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Insistence by the EC that minority rights receive formal guarantees preferably through amendment of
the constitutions in the new states extended the formal criterion for recognition to minority rights’ pro-
tection. However, it should be noted that it can not be regarded as a universal criterion, since outside
the EU and US many other countries recognised the new states without insisting on guarantee of minor-
ity rights.

Security and stability has been named as another criterion for recognition. This criterion coincides with
the UN membership condition. Presently, as international law prohibits war as a means of solving prob-
lems in relations between the states, and international aggression is condemned, the existing states
closely examine international intentions of a new entity. Commitment to peace is as important criterion
for recognition as political independence® and one of the aims of the international community is to hin-
der emergence of a new state prone to aggression.

Modalities and Forms of Recognition and Non-Recognition

There are several modalities of recognition of a new state as well as non+ecognition. It could occur ei-
ther unilaterally or collectively. Unilateral recognition occurs when an existing state, international legal
personality recognizes that another entity claiming to be a State meets the requirement of statehood
and is therefore regarded as a state with the rights and duties attached to the statehood.

Collective recognition occurs, when a group of States, such as the European Union or the United Na-
tions recognises the statehood of a claimant entity directly, by an act of recognition, or indirectly, by the
admission of the State to the international organisation.

| have discussed the purpose and consequences of unilateral recognition already, therefore | will focus
on collective recognition here. In recent past the European Community has collectively recognised
states emerging from the former USSR as well as ex-Yugoslavia. Germany recognised Croatia and Slo-
venia three weeks before the collective recognition from the EC but did not enter into diplomatic rela-
tions before collective EC recognition.” Here, states exercised their individual right of recognition col-
lectively in a manner which does not depart substantially from traditional recognition practice. Second
example of collective recognition is admission of an entity to the UN. Today, apart from Israel whose
statehood is still denied by some states, all members of the UN are accepted as states. Former colonial
territories achieved statehood en masse by admission to the UN. They would have otherwise not re-
ceived widespread recognition through traditional unilateral recognition only. Thus, it is reasonable to
conclude that many states have achieved statehood by becoming members of the UN and that this
procedure for recognition co-exists alongside the traditional method of unilateral recognition.

Apart from collective recognition, there exists a notion of collective non-recognition dating back to non-
recognition of puppet state of Manchukuo in 1932. The then US Secretary of State Henry Stimson de-
clared that the US would not recognise Manchukuo, because it was created in violation of the Pact of
Paris 1928 renouncing war. This was followed by a declaration by the League of Nations calling upon its
members not to recognise Manchukuo.” The doctrine of non-recognition is founded on the legal prin-
ciple that if certain peremptory norms are violated, the legal act itself is null and void. This applies also
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to the creation of states. States are under a duty not to recognise such acts under customary interna-
tional law. In accordance with this doctrine, the UN has directed States not to recognise entities cre-
ated on the basis of aggression (Northermn Cyprus), systematic racial discrimination and denial of hu-
man rights (Bantustan states), and self-determination rights (Southermn Rhodesia) or illegal change of
status (Crimea). Non-recognition could be a tool for the states not to recognise entity, which is not con-
sidered to be really independent of the state that had been instrumental in its establishment. In such
cases non-recognition reinforces the legal position and helps to prevent consolidation of unlawful situa-
tions. Its value in this respect is significant, although non+ecognition is not as such either a method of
enforcement or a sanction. It is a precondition for other enforcement action and a method of asserting
the values protected by the relevant rules.

Unilateral non+ecognition is also a phenomenon that is widely spread in international relations. PRC,
North Korea and GDR were not recognised on ideological grounds. The recent recognition of Kosovo
on one hand and recognition of Abkhazia and South Ossetia on the other have brought unilateral non-
recognition policies to the center stage. For example the United States and the member states of the
EU declared that they will not recognise the independence of Abkhazia and South Ossetia. On the
other hand, Russia, China, 5 EU member states and among others Georgia conduct non-ecognition
policy towards Kosovo. We can still attribute non+ecognition of Abkhazia and South Ossetia by the
European Union to collective non+ecognition, whereas other cases and Kosovo non-recognition is
clearly a unilateral policy of non4+ecognition chosen by the solid amount of states.

State practice provides for the principle of de+ecognition that is withdrawal of recognition. Although,
derecognition is not widely spread and concerns mostly the case of Taiwan. Taiwan was de-
recognised by most of the international community in 1971 and replaced by People’s Republic of China
at the United Nations. However, until recently some states have switched recognition from China to
Taiwan and back for political and financial reasons.”" Abkhazia and South Ossetia were also derecog-
nised by Vanuatu and Tuvalu.

Dependence between the forms of recognition and intensity of relations has also been a matter of dis-
cussions of the legal scholars. The international law distinguished two forms of recognition 1) De-Jure;
2) De-acto. The discussions mainly concentrated over the form of de<facto recognition. Some schol-
ars argued that de-facto recognition could be revoked, some said that de-facto recognition could not
be revoked, but fully-fledged relations could not be established and the others denied any juridical dif-
ference between de4ure and dedacto recognition. The analysis of legal nature of the form of recogni-
tion shows that division of recognition into dequre and de<facto may not be applicable to all types of
recognition and specifically to recognition of new states. Act of recognition is a juridical fact for the
creation of a state. If a new state emerges on the international arena it has the right for full recognition
(de4ure). Nevertheless, the government of the new state may get limited recognition (de-facto).

Thanks to Hallstein Doctrine most of the countries who had trade, economic and cultural relations with
the German Democratic Republic recognised its government defacto, because in case of dequre rec-
ognition they were faced with breaking of diplomatic ties with German Federal Republic.”” This practice
effectively came to an end when both GDR and FRG were admitted to the UN.

Nowadays, features of de-facto recognition can be observed in relations between Russia and Transnis-
tria and Armenia and Karabakh. Russian President Putin’s decision to deal directly with authorities of

‘' States that have switched recognition from PRC To Taiwan were Macedonia, Kiribati, Nauru, Guatemala, Gambia
“ Haftendorn, Helga, Coming of Age, p.39
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Abkhazia and South Ossetia in May 2008 represented also a sort of de<facto recognition. But none of
those entities were recognised as states either by Russia or Armenia in the period concerned.

Conclusion

Recognition has been an important factor in validation of claims to statehood for over two centuries. It
started to feature as an important principle when political liberalism challenged the dynastic rights.
Recognition became a tool for establishing relations with the newly emerging states first in the Ameri-
cas and then also in Europe. At first recognition was thought to have a constitutive character for the
beneficiary state however, the declaratory theory challenged this notion by stating that recognition only
confirmed the existence of a factual state. The great debate over these theories of recognition pointed
that the “truth lies somewhere in between”. Declaratory approach presupposed existence of certain
criteria for statehood but until today international community failed to codify criteria for state creation,
with Montevideo convention being the only limited source.

Similarly, there are no universal criteria for recognition either. Mostly, development of recognition crite-
ria reflected the prevalent state practice of recognition of new states. When recognising new states the
recognising states guide themselves with their own criteria for recognition. Despite attempts to codify
criteria as well as the institution of recognition in international law®, there is no single international law
act which lists the universal criteria for recognition. These attempts have failed because there are no
clear dividing lines between law and politics in the field of recognition. Recognition to the new entity is
still extended at discretion of a recognising state and there is no provision in international law that could
force the state to recognise the new one. The truth is that recognition is not governed by any rules
whatsoever. All aforementioned criteria are deriving solely from international practice of recognition of
new states.

Along with lack of codification of recognition criteria, there is a lack of any international authority tasked
with determining whether an entity claiming to be a state in fact is a state. It is for each state to make
such determination based on its own assessment and its own political will whether the new entity
should be admitted to the community of nations. De+ecognition, non—ecognition and recognition thus
becomes a political act, and perceptions of national self-interests play a determining role.

As a rule new states are rarely successful in achieving recognition by all members of the international
community within a short period of time, unless they become the member of the UN right away. Recog-
nition of a new entity largely depends on the consent of the parent state to let the entity into independ-
ence. Absence of recognition however does not mean that the new entity is devoid of legal personality
in relation to non-recognising states. “General international rules such as those concerning to high
seas, or respect for territorial and political sovereignty do apply to the relationships between the new
state and all other members of community.”*

“ UN International Law Commission members advised to codify recognition of states at the first session in 1949.
“ Cassese, Antonio, International Law, p76
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Abstract
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Abstract

Various aspects of the Russian foreign policy have been insufficiently researched from the perspective of the Securitization
Theory. The research attempts to fill this gap and aims at diversifying the theoretical understanding of Russia’s behavior. The
following paper explores to what extent and how does Russia securitize the ethnic Russians and the Russian nationals living

abroad and uses securitization as a means of justifying its specific foreign policy objectives vis a vis Georgia and Ukraine. The
paper conducts the discourse analysis to examine the official state documents and the legislation of Russia as well as the
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speeches of the Russian government officials. The case study of Georgia and Ukraine helps to demonstrate the extent to which
the securitization of certain groups by the Russian government is subordinated to specific foreign policy objectives. The re
search identifies that the securitization of ethnic Russians and the Russian nationals residing abroad is enshrined within the
Russian legislation as well as within the major policy documents. This, then, enables Russia to locate the issue into the security
field and, thus, to claim the use of extraordinary measures.

Key Words : Russia, Securitization Theory, Compatriots’ Protection, Georgia, Ukraine

1. Introduction

The foreign policy of the Russian Federation has been a subject of extensive academic studies
notwithstanding the downgrade of Russia’s status from superpower to that of a great power. The Rus-
sian foreign policy is most often analyzed within the confines of the Western Russian rivalry which is still
widely present in the international politics . The processes of NATO’s expansion towards the Eastin par
ticular and Russia’s strive to re establish itself on the international scene intensified the Western
Russian rivalry to a greater extent.

A new wave of theories and concepts that emerged in the field of International Relations, Foreign Poli
cy and Security Studies have largely remained unexploited in relation to the Russian foreign policy.
The study of the Russian foreign policy has remained within the field of strategic studies and the tradi
tional understanding of the international relations. Hence, there is a shortage of an academic literature
which explores the Russian foreign policy, or certain aspects of the Russian foreign policy, from the
perspective of the newly emerged theories and concepts.

To fill this gap, through the means of applying the Securitization Theory to the certain Russian foreign
policy behavior, this paper attempts to widen the spectre of a theoretical understanding of the Russian
foreign policy and to contribute to the scholarship of the Russian foreign policy studies. In particular,
the research will identify how the ethnic Russians and the Russian nationals living abroad are securit
ized through the means of discourse and how the process of securitization of the collectivity is utilized
for the purposes of accomplishing certain foreign policy objectives of the Russian Federation. More
specifically, the paper attempts to address to the following research question: 7o what extent and how
does Russia secuntize ethnic Russians and the Russian nationals living abroad and uses securtization
as a means of justitying and accomplishing its specific foreign policy objectives vis a vis Georgia and
Ukraine?

The paper aims to discuss two case studies —the Russian Georgian war in 2008 and the Russian
Ukrainian crisis over Crimea in 2014 which depict how Russia’s use of securitization has been ap
plied to the realities of the international politics. By analyzing the cases, the paper will attempt to ex
plore how the discourse of securitization is actually translated into the practice and how the ‘saying
security’ is closely intertwined with and followed by the ‘doing security’.
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2.Theoretical Framework and Methodology

The Securitization Theory has been a distinct addition to the security studies. The Theory can be placed
within the wider approach of Critical Security Studies, whilst also remaining ‘traditional’ in the sense of
privileging the state as the major recipient of security. Securitization Theory is ‘critical’ in the sense of its
portrayal of security as a speech act , while hinging on the traditionalist camp via the recognition of the
state as historically important object of security and military sphere as being of a primary importance.
For Ole Waever, ‘security is , in historical terms, the field where states threaten each other, challenge
each others’ sovereignty, trying to impose their will on each other, defend their independence and so
on’ (Waever in Lipschutz, 1995:50).

According to Waever, what makes security distinct is the need of urgency which gives the state power
to claim the legitimate use of extraordinary means. Operating in the realm of security can be perceived
as similar to embracing the politics of extraordinary and politics of Agambenian ‘state of exception’. As
Waever concludes, ‘/n naming a certain development a security problem, the ‘state” can claim a spe
cial right , one that will | in the final instance, always be defined by the state and its elites’ (Waever in
Lipschutz, 1995 54, emphasis in original).

However, the revolutionary approach of Waever was to perceive security as a speech act. By saying
‘security”, ‘a state representative moves a particular development into a specific area, and thereby
claims a special right to use whatever means are necessary to block it" (ibid, 55). Another important
aspect which is attributed to the securitization is the utilization of the process for ‘self serving purposes’
by those who are the power holders and, thus, ‘by definition, something is a security problem when the
elites declare itto be so’ (Waever in Lipschutz, 1995 54).

Unlike Ole Waever, Barry Buzan goes beyond the state centrism and provides more precise description
of the securitization process through identifying certain steps in projecting the issue as a security threat.
According to him, ‘security’ is the move that takes politics beyond the established rules of the game
and frames the issue as a special kind or as above politics (Buzan ef a/, 1998:23). Securitization, there
fore, can be regarded as a more extreme version of politicization. For Buzan ef a/, (ibid, 24) :'security is
thus a self referential practice ,because it is in the practice that the issue becomes a security issue —
not necessarily because a real existential threat exits but because the issue is presented as such a
threat’.

A successful securitization, thus, has three components: existential threats, emergency action, and the
effects on inter unit relations by breaking free of rules (Buzan ef a/, 1998:26).For securitization to be
regarded as successfully endorsed, the securitization actor should induce the audience about the ne
cessity of the extraordinary actions it has pursued. However, an important dimension of the securitiza
tion is its political nature and inter subjectivity. As Buzan ef a/ (1998:29) highlight, it is always a political
choice to securitize or to accept a securitization. When states or nations securitize an issue ‘correctly’
or not itis a political fact that has consequences, because this securitization will cause the actor to op
erate in a different mode than he or she would have otherwise.
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Security action is usually taken on behalf of, and with reference to, a collectivity (Buzan,1998:36). Bear
ing this in mind, this paper will seek to identify, to what extent and how the process of securitization is
exercised in the realm of the Russian foreign policy making. In particular, the Securitization Theory will
be applied to the issue of protecting ethnic Russians and the Russian nationals living abroad. The cas
es of the Russian —Georgian war of 2008 and the annexation of Crimea in 2014 are studied to examine
the extent to which securitization acts were performed.

For the purposes of this research, the key concepts within the Securitization Theory need to be
defined:

Referent Object — ‘That to which one can point and say, “It has to survive, therefore it is necessary
to...""(Buzan era/, 1998:36) — the ethnic Russians and the Russian nationals living abroad.

Securitizing Actor—the Russian government who claims the right to locate the issue into the security
sphere and request the use of exceptional measures.

Securitizing move — Securitization move is defined as “an attempt to securitize an issue by labeling it as
a security issue (Peoples and Williams, 2010: 76). The securitization move is performed when the gov
ernment of Russia, on the discursive level, claims the need of protecting ethnic Russians and the Rus
sian nationals living abroad.

Audience Convincing an audience ‘in the existence of an existential threat’ is crucial for the success
of the securitization process. As Russia's securitization of ethnic Russians and the Russian nationals
living abroad goes beyond the boundaries of the Russian state, the members of the international so
ciety become the target audience to be convinced.

In terms of the research methodology, the paper will broadly rely on the qualitative research methods.
The paper will undertake the documentary analysis of the primary and secondary sources concerning
the issues of the Russian foreign and security policies. This would include the analysis of the official
Russian foreign and security policy documents. The paper will also utilize the method of discourse
analysis which places its attention on the role that ‘language, texts, conversations, the media and even
academic research have in the process of creating institutions and shaping behavior’ (Burham et a/,
2008:250). This paper will largely consult with the public speeches given by the Russian state officials.
The study will attempt to show how the discourses have been constructed by the Russian decision
makers in order to legitimize their policy options or, in other words, ‘how the language can be used to
deceive and to manipulate those to whom itis addressed (ibid, 251).

Within the research, the case study method is also utilized to further exhibit Russia’s behavior. The ex
amination of the cases is necessary to ‘reveal what it tells us about a larger set of political phenomena’
(Lichbach and Zuckerman, 1997 quoted in Burnham et a/, 2008:94).The case studies of Georgia and
Ukraine, therefore, help to better assess the sources of Russia’s pursuance of the securitization in rela
tion to the ethnic Russians and the Russian nationals living abroad.
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3.Literature Review

Since the breakup of the Soviet Union, the Russian Federation has adopted four major foreign policy
concepts, in the following years of 1993,2000,2008,2013. The Foreign Policy Concept consists of a
systematic description of the basic principles, priorities and goals of that policy (Gonzalez,2013:1).
According to the documents, the main goal of the Russian foreign policy is to ‘protect citizen’s and
society's interests’ (2000); ‘protection of citizens’, society's and State’s interest’ (2008) and ‘to guar
antee the protection of citizens’, society’s and States interests’ (2013) (ibid:2).

The foreign policy concepts set clear objectives that are related to each region and even to individual
states (Gonzalez, 2013:17).The post Soviet space is of a particular importance to Russia, not only be
cause of their past connection to the Soviet Union, but some of the countries, such as Ukraine and Bel
arus, are part of the historic core of the Russian identity (ibid,18).

With regard to Russia’s relations with the Western institutions, the language of the documents varies.
From 2000s onwards, the subsequent documents reflect the changing patterns of the Russian —
Western relations. What remains as a constant in all the major Russian policy documents is the strict
opposition to the expansion of NATO.

Russia’s relation with the Western nations has been of an unsteady nature, as Russia was trying to ac
commodate its interests to the changing international environment. Russia wanted to be part of the
international status quo and ‘fully integrated into Europe , but from the middle of 2003, Putin admin
istration began to change the course (Lyne,2015:2). According to Roderic Lyne, Russia’s relations with
the West have deteriorated from the stage of the integrationist model of convergence and partnership
to the divergence and confrontation (Lyne, 2015).From the middle of 2003, it became increasingly evi
dent that the mood in the Kremlin was changing. The reasons behind this were twofold: Russia was
becoming richer and was willing to restore its historical role as an independent great power and to re
verse the perceived humiliation of the years of weakness since 1991 (ibid).

The so called “color revolutions’ in Georgia (2003) and Ukraine (2004) were one of the key events that
altered Russian policies in relation to both post Soviet counties and to the West. Many in Russia per
ceived the colour revolutions as an insidious plot by the West to encircle Russia with pro Western and
thus anti Russian regimes and undermine Russia’s political order (Ambrosio,2007:237).The Russian
foreign policy has changed , remarks Dmitri Trenin, proportionally to the criticism coming from the
West. The Kremlin adopted a new approach to foreign policy which meant ‘reasserting its status as a
great power , thereby claiming its rightful place in the world alongside the United States and China
rather than settling for the company with Brazil and India’ (Trenin;2006).

According to Buzan and Waever, the idea of ‘near abroad’ as Russia’s main priority started to emerge
already in 1992 and became an official policy from 1993 (Karaganov, 1992; Migranyan, 1994; Lep
ingwell, 1994 cited in Buzan and Waever, 2003:405). Former Soviet republics were defined as Russia’s
sphere of interest, party justified by the need of protecting Russian minorities, partly in terms of joint
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interests, including economic ones (Buzan and Waever, 2003:405).The increased attention to the
‘near abroad’ was mostly perceived as a neo imperial turn away from the liberal Western policy, albeit
some noticed that this reorientation also has a strong element of ‘strategy retreat’ (ibid, 406). Russia
has always negatively reacted against the NATO's eastward enlargement. Russia views the post Soviet
space as its backyard in which ‘Russia has privileged interests’.

The principle of protecting ethnic Russians and Russian citizens residing abroad has enjoyed a great
deal of attention in the major policy documents of the Russian Federation. The Constitution of the Rus
sian Federation, the Foreign Policy Concept, National security Strategy and the Military Doctrine, all
emphasize on the responsibility of the state to protect its citizens living abroad. Article 61(2) of the con
stitution states that: “The Russian Federation shall guarantee to its citizens the protection and patron
age abroad” (The Constitution of the Russian Federation).The foreign policy concept expands the ob
jects of protection by adding the category of compatriots residing abroad: “ensuring comprehensive
protection of rights and legitimate interests of Russian citizens and compatriots residing abroad...”
(Russian Foreign Policy Concept, 2000; 2008; 2013).

Additionally, the Military Doctrine and the ‘National Security Strategy until 2020" carries a special
clause that guarantees the protection of the ethnic Russians and Russians citizens living abroad. The
Military Doctrine (2010) states that Russia retains right to use its armed forces : "to ensure the protec
tion of its citizens located beyond the borders of the Russian Federation in accordance with generally
recognized principles and norms of international law and international treaties of the Russian Federa
tion”. Similar to the military doctrine, ‘National Security Strategy until 2020 stresses that Russia is
obliged to ensure ‘more effective defense of the rights and lawful interests of Russian citizens
abroad.” The wording of the official documents indicates that Russia has located the issue within the
security sphere and stands ready, and even obliged, to effectively ensure the protection of its nation
als and compatriots residing outside the Russian Federation.

That the ethnic Russians have been securitized in the official Russian discourse is also noticed within
the scholarship of the Russian foreign policy studies. According to Buzan and Waever (2003:210), the
Parliament of the Russian Federation upgraded securitization in relation to the ethnic Russians in the
neighboring states. Chairman of the International Affairs Committee Dmitri Rogozin says:

"discrimination against and threats to the life, let alone taking the life, of Russian subjects
amounts to a threat to the Russian state itself and its national security. We have 25 million
compatriots in the near abroad. That problem is our number one problem, a national secu
rity problem’ (Monitor 10 February 2000 cited in Buzan and Waever, 2003:411).

Barry Buzan and Ola Waever (2003), as already outlined above, remarked that Russia has securitized
ethnic Russians residing in other countries and determined their protection as a matter of national se
curity. However, despite some remarkable efforts, there is still huge lack of scholarly literature explor
ing various dimensions of the Russian foreign and security policies from the perspective of the Securit
ization Theory. This paper is an effort to expand the understanding of some dimensions of the Russian
foreign policy through the lens of the Securitization Theory and to provide an account of the practical
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cases in which Russia’s securitization of the ethnic Russians and the Russian nationals residing
abroad has been materialized.

4 Securitization of the Russian nationals living abroad The case of Georgia , 2008

The Russian Georgian war of 2008 depicts how Russia securitizes the Russian nationals living abroad.
As it will be further discussed, one of the officially narrated casus bellis for Russia to intervene in Geor
gia has been the protection of the Russian citizens living there. However, as a disclaimer it should be
remarked that the narrative developed by the Russian Federation regarding the Russian Georgian war
has been confusing and multifaceted. Creating confusion could itself be perceived as a sort of strategy
or atool in the hands of the Russian Federation to pursue its own policy objectives.

The foreign policy objectives of Russia during the Russian Georgian war

The reasons why Russia went to war with Georgia in 2008 have attracted a great deal of analysis
among the scholars interested in the Russian foreign policy and the post Soviet space. Naturally,
Russia’s account of justifying the war has been different from that of Georgian and the Western un
derstanding of the preconditions that led to the war.

Russian Georgian war of 2008 serves as a demonstration of resurgence of Russia’s power and auton
omy as an international actor (Mankoff, 2014:3). Among the Russian political elites, there is a broad
consensus about the role Russia has to play in the world and that Russia has to increase its relative in
ternational power (ibid, 5). To ensure its standing as a great power with relevant influence on the inter
national scene, Russia has to guarantee that it remains a dominant actor within the post Soviet space
and does not allow other states, the West specifically, to meddle in the ‘Russian affairs’. As Buzan and
Weaver remark, ‘If Russia is to remain a great power able to both defend itself and assert influence
globally, it needs to retain its sphere of influence in CIS (Buzan and Weaver, 1993:410).

The Georgian aspirations towards the NATO and the NATO's willingness to enlarge eastward
clashed with the declared interests of the Russian Federation. Since the dissolution of the USSR,
Russia has consistently demonstrated its resistance towards NATO expansion which is expressed
through all the major foreign policy and security concepts which Russia has adopted. Moreover, the
public speeches of the Russian government officials demonstrate the level of their resistance to
wards the idea of NATO’s enlargement. In his interview with BBC, then Russian president Dmitri
Medvedev remarked that had Russia not intervened in Georgia in 2008, NATO would have expand
ed by now to admit new ex soviet republics: “If you...had faltered back in 2008, the geopolitical situa
tion would be different now... and a number of countries which NATO tried to deliberately drag into
the alliance, would have most likely already been part of it now” (Reuters, 2011).

The states that are most directly affected by Russia’s assertive foreign policy are those immediate
neighbors who were once the members of the Soviet Union (Mankoff, 2014:7).For the Kremlin, prevent
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ing the former soviet republics from becoming jumping —off points for hostile forces has been the dom
inant theme. The war with Georgia as well as the Russian policy towards the post Soviet space some
times ‘looked like a naked imperialism’. (ibid).Therefore, the Russian foreign policy with regard to the
post Soviet countries is part of a larger dynamic of great power competition that has been characteris
tic for the Russian foreign policy of the last decades (Mankoff,2014:7).

To ensure that Georgia remained within Russia’s horizon, the use of force and the demonstration of
power were needed. However, the arguments advanced by Russia to justify its intervention demon
strate how the Russian interpretations of the customary international law as well as the norms related
to the use of force have served as an instrument of state policy, rather than being rooted in any broad
er international consensus (Allison, 2009). Among Russian claims, Moscow’'s commitment to support
its ‘citizens’ abroad has been particularly controversial (Allison, 2009).

Russia devised different kinds of narratives to justify its intervention in Georgia. Russia officially did not
cite Georgia’'s ambition to integrate into the NATO as the determinant of the intervention. Rather, the
Russian narrative emphasized on the need of protecting South Ossetian people from the Georgian
aggression. According to the president of the Russian Federation (BBC, 2008):

“‘Russia does not reject the principle of territorial integrity but its foreign policy will take into
account the will of the peoples of South Ossetia and Abkhazia who are unlikely to want to
remain in the same state with Georgia. *

It is hard to identify the exact motivations of Russia that resulted into war with Georgia. However, stem
ming from the official foreign and security policy documents of Russia, it can be observed that Russia
disapproves NATQO'’s attempts to expand towards the east and to get closer to the Russian borders. To
some extent it can be argued that Russia securitizes the process of NATO expansion as well. There
fore, any desire of the Georgian side and the NATO to admit Georgia as a member of the alliance
would constitute a threat to the Russian security and thus would go against the declared Russian for
eign policy objectives.

Securitization of the Russian citizens living in Georgia

The securitization of the Russian nationals living in Georgia has been widespread narrative in the
statements of the Russian state officials during the Russian Georgian war and afterwards. Since the
protection of the Russian citizens living abroad is securitized within the legislation and the major poli
cy documents of Russia, it came as no surprise that Russia would have claimed to take necessary
measures to ensure the protection of its citizens living abroad. In his meeting with the participants of
the International Club Valdai, then President of Russia stated that there are regions in which Russia
has its interests and Russia would defend these interests,” but most important of all, we will protect
our citizens®(Medvedev, 2008).

Protection of nationals residing abroad has been claimed to be the obligation of the Russian state.
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According to the Chief Justice Zorkin, peace enforcement operation conducted by the Russian mili
tary in South Ossetia was in accordance with the article 14.5 of the Russian Federal Law on the State
Policy in regard to the Fellow Citizens Residing Abroad .The law provides that if a foreign state vio
lates recognized norms of international law and human rights in regard to the Russian expatriates,
the Russian Federation shall undertake efforts authorized by international law to defend their inter
ests (Zorkin cited in the Law Library of Congress, ‘Russian Federation: Legal Aspects of War in Geor
gia’).The President of Russia even intensified the language by remarking that: “If anyone thinks they
can kill our citizens and escape without punishment, we will never allow this “(Telegraph, 2008).

The discourse of the Russian government during the Russian Georgian war illustrates how Russia secu
ritizes the Russian nationals living in Georgia. The securitization of the Russian nationals living abroad is
then utilized by the government officials and subordinated to the specific foreign policy objectives of the
Russian Federation.

Additional evidence in support of the claim that Russia uses the securitization of its nationals living
abroad as a foreign policy tool is Russia’s so called “passportization” policy that has been carried out in
the disputed regions of Georgia. According to the EU —led report, prior to the emergence of the con
flict, Russia organized a mass conferral of Russian citizenship and consequently passports to persons
living in South Ossetia and Abkhazia and vast majority of the population are now carrying such pass
ports. (IFFMCG, 2009: 18). Turning Abkhazians and South Ossetians into Russian citizens seemed to
offer a way of consolidating Russia's informal grip on the de 7acto states (Artman, 2013:689). Russia
accelerated the distribution of the Russian passports into the territories of Abkhazia and South Ossetia
so that, by so doing, Russia could “rationalize its actions in these two regions by the claim that it was
merely defending its “citizens”’ (llarionov quoted in Artman, 2013:689).

Distribution of the Russian passports in the disputed territories represented a policy calculation made
by the Russian government. The large number of the Russian citizens created in Abkhazia and South
Ossetia meant that Russia could now claim some measure of jurisdiction over the significant proportion
of the population of de facto states , and therefore, of Georgia (ibid,691). The conferral of the Russian
citizenship would enable Russia to request the deployment of extraordinary measures — in accordance
to the logic of the Securitization Theory to claim the protection of its citizens.

5.Securitization of the ethnic Russians living abroad The case of Crimea ,2014

The Russian Ukrainian crises in 2014 have largely intensified the Russian Western rivalry. The annexa
tion of Crimea is yet another case in which one can discern the official policy discourse of the Russian
government. The Russian political elite emphasized on the existing threats to the ethnic Russians living
in Crimea and argued for the necessity of exceptional measures to protect them. The case of Crimea
also illustrates the pattern of Russia’s behavior to subordinate the securitization of ethnic Russians liv
ing abroad to the specific foreign policy objectives.

Russian foreign policy objectives towaras Ukraine

The decision of Ukrainian President Yanukovych in November 2013 to postpone the signing of the as
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sociation agreement with the European Union triggered massive demonstrations and an intense politi
cal crisis within Ukraine (The Atlantic Council report, 2015:2).The Ukrainian crisis became a major Rus
sian Ukrainian confrontation in late 2014,when Yanukovych abandoned his position and Russian mili
tary forces seized Crimea (ibid).

For years, there have been entrenched beliefs within the Russian security and foreign policy elite that in
a highly competitive world, western regional organizations are covertly pursuing strategic goals (Allison,
2013;1256).In response to those goals of the West, Russia felt it could register some success in inte
grating like minded CIS states into the Eurasian Union (ibid).The idea of the Eurasian Customs Union
developed in the Russian political elite and was considered as a vehicle for reintegrating the post
Soviet space , including the countries that are the members of the European Union’s eastern neigh
borhood policy (Dragneva and Wolczuk,2012:3).

Ukraine has been regarded as a driving force for Russia’s calculations for the Eurasian Union , although
‘Ukraine had previously positioned itself on the sidelines of or outside Moscow's various Eurasian inte
gration projects” (Allison,2013:1256). Therefore, Russia’s foreign policy objectives of deepening inte
grative projects with the post Soviet countries would have been unsuccessful if Ukraine was not an in
tegral part of the project.

Besides the economic and trade interests, Ukraine has always been strategically important country for
the Russian foreign and security policy. Russia’s actions in Ukraine were perceived as the protection of
its core strategic interests which have been disrupted by “NATO expansion and Washington's com
mitment to move Ukraine out of Moscow's orbit and integrate it into the West” (Mearsheimer, 2015).

However, some emphasized on Russia’s revanchist policies and its desire to ‘maintain influence
across the domains of the former Soviet Union” (Mankoff, 2014). Accordingly, the Russian Military
Doctrine of 2010 cites NATO expansion “to move the military infrastructure of NATO member coun
tries closer to the border of the Russian Federation, including by expanding the bloc” (Military Doc
trine of Russia, 2010) as the main military dangers to which Russia faces.

The decision makers in Russia believed that the signing of a Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade
Agreement with the European Union would jeopardize Russia’s declared goals of deepening the co
operation with the CIS countries. Besides, the Ukrainian rapprochement with the West in general
would endanger the foreign and security policy goals of the Russian Federation. The connection with
Ukraine was perceived as ‘the last pillar of Russia’s stability and power which could not be undermined
if Russia were to survive and preserve its sovereignty, independence and authentic political culture’
(Tsygankov, 2015:288).

Securitization of the ethnic Russians in Crimea
The main justification that allowed Russia to perform its actions vis a vis Ukraine was the protection of

ethnic Russians living there. On March 18, 2014, in his address to the Parliament of Russia, the Presi
dent of Russia, Vladimir Putin, highlighted the historic importance of the referendum in Crimea and its
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‘full compliance with democratic procedures and international norms”. According to his speech, by
introducing a draft law to revise the language policy in Ukraine represented ‘a direct infringement on
the rights of ethnic minorities’. The revolution in Ukraine, according to Vladimir Putin left the country
without legitimate executive authority and the situation in the country was controlled by the radicals
who threatened those who opposed the revolutionary ideas. He remarked:

“Those who opposed the coup were immediately threatened with repression. Naturally, the
first in line here was Crimea, the Russian speaking Crimea. In view of this, the residents of
Crimea and Sevastopol turned to Russia for help in defending their rights and lives...”
(Putin, 2014).

Therefore, the narrative developed by Putin underlined the need for actions that Russia had to take to
defend the residents of Crimea: "millions of Russians and Russian speaking people live in Ukraine and
will continue to do so. Russia will always defend their interests using political, diplomatic and legal
means” (Putin, 2014).

The speeches from other government officials went in line with the statements of Vladimir Putin. The
foreign minister of Russia, Sergey Lavrov, in his remarks at the United Nations Human Rights Ses
sion declared that Russia’s actions were all about “the protection of our nationals and compatriots
and defense of the most fundamental human right the right to live” (Lavrov,2014).

The Russian President submitted proposal to the Federation Council on the use of the Russian armed
forces on the territory of Ukraine on the ground of “extraordinary situation in Ukraine, the threat to the
lives of citizens of the Russian Federation, our compatriots, and the personnel of the armed forces of
the Russian Federation on Ukrainian territory (in the Autonomous Republic of Crimea)” (The Website
of the President of Russia).

The statements from the Russian government officials exhibit the narrative of how the Russian nation
als and the ethnic Russians living in Ukraine have been securitized. The discourse on the protection of
the Russian nationals’ and compatriots’ ‘right to live’, ‘extraordinary situation in Ukraine, the threat to
the lives of citizens of the Russian Federation, our compatriots’, ‘we could not abandon Crimea and its
citizens in distress’, indicate how the Russian government presented the situation in Ukraine as being
extraordinary, thus, requiring the extraordinary means .

The Russian governments’ ‘saying security’ transformed into the ‘doing security’. Securitization
helped Russia to take the issue from the normal politics and to locate it into the security field and,
by so doing, making all the possible unlawful actions justified as the survival of the collectivity the
Russian citizens and the ethnic Russians was under the threat.

However, even though Russia claimed that the lives of ethnic Russians and the Russian nationals
were threatened, it needs to be determined whether the threat to them was real or Russia construct
ed the threat so that it could have been able to pursue other objectives it had in relation to Crimea
and Ukraine in general. Although, from the perspective of the Securitization Theory, what can be per
ceived as a security problem ‘is always defined by the state and its elites’(Weaver in Lipschutz, 1995
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54).Thus, the security problem in Ukraine as well as in Georgia existed as soon as Russia perceived to
be so.

However, according to the United Nations Human Rights report of 2014, the situation of ethnic minori
ties in Ukraine has become highly politicized in the context of political and social unrest in Ukraine
since February 2014 .While the UN report does not cite any substantial threats to the lives of ethnic
Russians and the Russian citizens in Ukraine, the reports by the OSCE and Amnesty International indi
cate a reverse tendency of Russia violating human rights since its occupation of Crimea (Amnesty In
ternational, 2015; The OSCE Report on Ukraine, 2014: 10).

The Russian reasoning that there was a need of protecting the lives of the Russian citizens and com
patriots in Ukraine was hardly based on the objective realities existing on the ground, but rather relied
on the subjective perception of the threats. To secure its strategic interests in Ukraine, Russia con
structed the threat against the ethnic Russians living in Crimea, utilized the domestic legislation — which
securitizes the Russian citizens and compatriots living abroad to its own benefit to enable itself perform
the securitization move which would allow Russia to take the issue out of normal politics and to locate it
into the security field. Securitization of the issue would, on the discursive level, justify Russia’s use of
extraordinary means in Crimea.

However, the audience’s acceptance of the securitization act is necessary to examine the successful
ness of the move. The audience — the states did not justify Russia’s use of extraordinary measures
neither in Georgia nor in Ukraine. Russia’s securitization of ethnic Russians and Russian nationals liv
ing abroad was hardly an inter subjective process in the collectivity of the states.

Conclusion

The paper attempted to identify to what extent and how does Russia securitize ethnic Russians and
the Russian nationals living abroad and uses securitization as a means of justifying and accomplish
ing its specific foreign policy objectives visavis to Georgia and Ukraine. By conducting the dis
course analysis of the official state documents, the statements and the public speeches of the gov
ernment officials in Russia as well as by overviewing the academic literature in the field and examin
ing the specific cases, the following conclusions have been drawn:

Russia securitized the ethnic Russians and the Russian nationals living abroad and emphasized on the
need of protecting them from the possible threats. The principle has been enshrined in the Constitution
of the Russian Federation, The Federal Laws as well as in the foreign policy document, national security
strategy and the military doctrine. The documents obliged Russia to take measures to guarantee the
protection of the Russian nationals and compatriots residing in another country.

The study of the cases of Georgia and Ukraine displayed the intensive utilization of the securitization
language by the relevant government authorities in Russia. The Russian officials attempted to portray
the situation in Georgia and Ukraine as dangerous to the Russian nationals and compatriots residing



56 Sirbiladze / Journal of Young Researchers, No. 3, July, 2016

there, hence, enabling Russia to perform the securitization move.

The disputed nature of the actual threats against the Russian citizens and the ethnic Russians in
Ukraine; the mass policy of ‘passportization’ enforced in Georgia; Russia’s declared interests vis a
vis the post Soviet states; Russia’s strong opposition to the expansion of NATO; Ukraine’s aspira
tion to sign the free trade agreement with the EU and the challenges this would have caused to
Russia’s ambitions in the region indicate that the protection of the ethnic Russians and the Russian
nationals residing in those countries could have been an a/ib/ for Russia’s intervention in Georgia
and Ukraine. Securitization has been used as a foreign policy instrument which allowed Russia to
use the extraordinary measures for executing its specific foreign policy calculations in relation to the
countries concerned.
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Abstract

Pension system is one of the most important parts of state’s social policy. Without implementing the efficient pension
system, it is very difficult to develop economy of the country and improve social economic conditions of the people.

Currently, pensions in Georgia are provided only by state budget. Georgian population is ageing and the share of pen
sioners in total population is going to rise significantly in the future, therefore the pressure on state budget will rise and it will be
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pension system reform in Georgia is becoming more relevant. One of the most important parts of the reform must be the public
opinion survey.
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In given research, we analyze the history of introduction and development of pension systems in Georgia and the world;
make overview of plans and promises of Georgian government to reform current pension system; study attitudes of Georgian soci
ety to existing pension system and alternative pension systems based on survey which we conducted in 2014.

Key words: public pension policy, pension reform, public opinion survey, funded pension system, redistributive pension
system.
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LobEgded hooboigme dobsdpyg oblgdmmo Lobgmdfogm aswebsfomgdomo Ledgblbom LobEgds, dmdgmbsg
gvm@ggo ‘Pay as you Go” ©o dobo obloo ol, bond @@3306@3@0 @oboﬂaggn@ob go@oboEm@om (Bob-onQ)ggo
©Mq30bgmo  bobpoddymo 39bLombgho. hobszgmgdol doBgbo oym Lobgmdfomm Ledgblom gmbgdols
0bo9n9J@0obo d9b9%3d9bE0, bmioommb g4mbmdosmé Leggbhmdo Lobgmdfomml bmmob I9doégdol bybgomo
(Ruiz Tagle & Castro, 1998) oo sabgmsg, 39460l ©qdmaboqonmo damdobagmds, Goi godmobo@gds
dmbobmgmdedo bobpobdymoms bagodomo Fomol Ebhpsdo.

dmg 30069000, ™Moc0bmbo sdghogolb 393hds Lbgs J3940b0doy dgdmomm homgl dmegmo~. qlgbos:
4oaemddos (1993), 39ém (1993), 0bgqbobo (1994), 4oobide bogo (1995), némageo (1996), dmemogos (1997),
d9dboge (1997), bogngoméo (1998), omdobo ol hqldndmogse (2003), 3o6ds (2008) (Kritzer, 2008).

1990 0obo Fmgdoeb smdmbogmgo  gzbmdol odg@ds Lobgmdfoczmd  (3mmmbamo, mbabgoo,
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Bg@go@amo, 672]3063070, bm@go@oo, Bodag)mgoo, dmbm3m, Fvabamo, b@mgodamo, mo@30, mo@gzoo, ab@mggmo,
Gbgmo) Jgdmomm ygbdm oghmggdomo Lodgblom Lobdgds (7dg@gl I9dmbggzedo Logomegdmm) bmamébs
Lobgmdfogm donzg@dg Lmgosmmmbo §6gbol J9dlmdmJgdol Ledmemgds, géol ©edghgdols ©s bobpobdnmos
Fommol aobmblogmo ol 03mbEg. momobmbo sdgho ol dbsgern Jggysbedo, bmaméss om3b036gm, oxogg
do¥gom, ygédm @oghmggdomds Lodgblom LobEgded Rosboggme Lobgmdfomm aopebofjomgdomo 3gblos.
2008 §emol dbmgymom  ggmbmdogmdo  géobolbolb Fgdga omdmbogmgm g3bm3ol J3946930L 739@qLmdsd
3980moo Fgbodebgdol gowobopbae ygédm egbmggdomo Ledgblom LobEgdedo o Eoaémggdnmo mebbgdo
20Eo0@ebs  dodobobg Lodgblom  gomgdmmadgdol obeggobeblgdmop Lobgmdfogm goebsfomagdoom
Lodgblom  LobEgdedo.  dgogae, dmymggeosh  3gbhbdg)@ogedo oo  Fgoebgdom  gomegomogden
beagoommbo gomEgdnmgdgdol 3gbbnmgds, dogéed g4mbmdogmbo meboddébmdmmdols o gobgomahgdols
méogobodogool (OECD) 94Ldgh@ol, gogebo goomdemdol (Whitehouse, 2012) o¥éboom, aédgmgeoood
396L3g)Ho30d0 oo 360d3bgmmabo omddadgdem gobemmébo Ggobomo dmbobmgmdol odgégdol asedm.
OECD ol dogé 2011 Famb godmEgdnym mgmdgb@do/sbyoetoddo “Fensions at a Glance~ spbodbmmos:
"...obobobo 036900 03 Lodgblom éhgozmérdqdoob gowobgggs, mdmob dodsbo oym dgdo 4gbhdm ©obsdmaols
ogémggde Lodgbologol. gbdgmaowost 3gbLdg)@ogedo... aspsbofomgdomo o oabmggdomo Lodgblbom
dmpgmgdol  Jmddobogos [obdmopagbl obes bmmmp  yzgmedg bgomoldnbd  3gbldgi@ogel, obsdg
Logggogbem dmmogogeb~ (Organisation for Economic Co operation and Development (OECD), 2011).
dbmegemom 80630l gJbdgbdos o8bom, 03 LobgmdFonmqdl, Lowey y3gmoedyg 0b@gblondow dodwobsbgmdl
dmbobmgmdol ©odgbgde, dmdsgommdo gondobogden hobopgmgdol jmagoorogbBol (396Lool mpgbmdols
dq0bgde bamazelosb, bmdgmoi 3obl 3Jmbs 39bLosdg aobgmgdog  ©5¢).) 0do39 ©™bg¥g Igbobhmbade o
0dolomgol, bmd 34390 ob 930 gl vedosbol 3bmgbgdol mbg 39b6Losbg asbgmol F9dwgy, Lododms
396 dm Lodgblom oboBmgqdol aobbmbzogmagdol Fobsmolgds (Schwarz & Arias, 2014).

LoJoborggmmmdo 396Logdol Jgdmmgds, dobo drlgemol 0d3ghool Jgdowagbmmdedo ymmbol 3gébomels
1403d0hEgds.

bbgmdo 39bLos dgdmomm 9@y 3o Lodbgobm magopbgdobogol, Gbmdmador 396Lool domgdol
PRmgdel dmodmggdwbgb opagbomo Ledbobmbol LEezol ogdmggdol Fgdga. 396Lool eb0dgbod o
60@3808 8%’3m3<’00 bob@gaob Lobg 1827 va@b 800@0), Goquwo% 'L @bmb. 396Lool 0mgdbgb Lo gmobm hobol
dggmmdgmo Lobgmdfocgm dmbedbobrbggdo, bmambis Ledbgobm, obg LedmJsmmoeJm 3obhgdo. dodbodsgrybo
mEgbmdob 396Lool Jobomgder Lodobm oym 35 Fmmoobo Lodbobréol LEego. vdob 39dpamd 396Lool Jomagdols
7Rmgdol 3Jmbg dobms Fhg mobpomsbmbon gebmmgogdmps o dmgz00bg30m dmorge odsmo Gobaol
Lobgmdfoggm dmbedbobmbggdo, Gmdmadlbeg ob 3Jmbosm hobo  Lobgmdfocgm ©sfqlgdmmgdgddo dmdndsgy
9303900, dobfegmgdmgdo, 373980 o Lbge (Kpeuernnkos, 2010) (nencnonHEI hona poccuiickoii heneparmm,
2016).

dmmdgg04933s bgmobngmagdedo dmbgmoboebegg asenddgl 3930l bnlgool pémobogmo 39bLogdo.
1918 9@0@05 dom ggamoggb 396Logdo Vomg@o oédool 0bgomopgdobomgol, 8m83006350m 40 @oo?gbgb
obogoob  og03d0bgdmmo  3gblogdo: 1923 Fmocosb 3obGommo 0@ og0bBgdobogol  (bobodmemo
Bm@gagodggobmgob) (HeHCI/IOHHbIP'I dboux Poccuiickoit denepanmn, 2016), 1924 %’@0@06 Uao@@gbo
Logobdobommgdmm  offglgdmmgdol dobffogmgdmgdobomgol  (Coer Haponmeix Komuccapos PCOCP,
1924), 1928 Jmosb  Ledom dndmggdomo o boggoJbm dbgfggmmdol d7dqdobomgol. 1937 Fenobogol
sbogom 39bLool Jomgdol mmgds dmodmgs yggme Jommodol 393ed o Lobgmdfocgm dmbedlobrérgd
(ITencuonnslii dony Poccuiickoii ®enepamuu, 2016). 1964 Fqmb sbogoom 396Lool domgdol egzemgdes goboo
Logmggmoem, dob gday, Goi gmmdgndbgmdgddo ©oboddgdmmaddes dmodmgqgl dobo dopadol mmmgde
(Bepxosuerii Coser Coroza Coserckux Cormmammctrueckux PecmyOmuk, 1964). 39bLogdo o30boblgdmeos



64 OG0y /5boemzo8is digmmagoh00 gdboemo. NO3, agmobo, 2016

Loffobdmgdol/mérgoboboogdol dogé aswoboomo Lmzosmmbo dgbo@ebgdol dgdggmdom. Lodgblbom obsjo
3o30bmg0l ogm 60, Jomobmgol 55 Fgmo. 396Lool mEgbmds ©edmowgdmo oym débmdoo LEszbs oo
bgamegoldy.

©adm7300g09m boJoboggmmb 39333006 gmdoo bgos Fomep Leddmms Ledgblom LobEgds, mdgmog
doBbo obobogs 396Loodg aoligmedg b ligdmmo (36mgégdol mbol 3gbodhmbgdel.

396Loo Fgoggbs dmdomdol dmmm, b dmmm 5 Frmol (bmdgmog gi3bm bgmbeybgmo 0dbgdmes
336b0m63<’00bm30b) bg@qgobob 55% L (World Bank, 1993).

396Logdobs o Lbge Lmioommbo gobsggdmgdol sdobobEdobgds brgdmps ghmasbo Lodgblbom o
Lodgeogobm ebmggzol gmboolb dogh. mboo gobsblgdmps LmEosmméo Bglo@ebgdoweb, bmdgmbsg
obos hmgmbi edbsJdgdgmo (Lebgmdfogm o ygédm Legmombgdedo dymao Loffobdmgdo  Lobgmazebem
Qmbob 37% ol mEgbmdom, Lodomggdm ©ofgbgdnmagdgdo  Lobgmaezebm ggmbool 26% ol mEgbmdon), olg
obogdgdmmo (bgmaysbol 1%) (World Bank, 1993).

5307 40090mmBob dndmggdol dobhggm Fmgddo LsJobooggmmdo Lodgblom gomegdmnmagdgdo Lo dome
00 oym 1991 ol dmboigdgdoo Ledgblom ©obsbobzgdo dgeagbos domosbo dos 3bmpyidol 10%
(World  Bank, 1993), o3 mobmmgogds  asbgomobgdmymo  J39ybgdol  obobobggdl od  Lyygéomdo.
90l gd0bmgol 2015 Fgmb LeJoboggmmdo gL boibge posbmmmgdon 4,4% Fgoagboos. dumaegemom 3ob 4ol
1993 §9mb a0dmJ3gybadmmo sbgsbkodol dobgogom, dgdmbogmgdo, bmdmomey Mboo o)0boblgdnmoym
396Logdo, Lbogem 0gmgdos gimbmdognbo 3bmdmadgdol aedm. 0dogg sbashodol dobggom, 1992 Fomb
0mbeol dgdmbogmagdds oagadomol S0 60% Fgoanbs, ol godme, 396Logdol aoizgde obodgammobmac
bogdmee.

5307 40090mmBob dm3mggdol Jgdgy, g3mbmdognébo smmogglol 3obmdgddo, spbodbmm 3habi038g
0031db987emo Ladgblom LobEgdol dgbobhnbgds dgmdmadgmo gobos.

beagoogmnéoo dgbo@ebgdol/aeebiobool (1997 Fgmb @gbdobo Lmioommmbo Fqbe@oebo~ goigeme
Lbmgoomabo  go@oboboom™) asbsjyzgmgdo ©bmme 306303@m6‘>‘30 o3gmgdmeos (2004 va@b obagmo
bgmolggmgdol  dogh  ggmobndrgdnmo  modgbombo  gymbmdogndo  dmmodogol  ggadamgddo,
94bmdogmdo 0j@Hogmdol Fobomoligdol doBbom, dobo aoboyggmo Fgdzobos 20% dwg), obggg, bmamés
Lobgmdfocgm gmbrol Lobgm{mpgds. LmEosmyéds dglo@ebde/geebobowds J3996ol sedmmjowgdmmmdols
dm3mggdoeob domasg ogebas ob mmbigos, bog dob odgl aebgomebgdnm J39y698do, Losg 396Lool
mEgbmds sdmoEgdmos dndemdol dobdogmBg geebromo bmEosmméo dgbs@ebol mpgbmdoedy. 2008 §gmb
beagoomm®o goobsboo bogébome gonddcs.

396Lool mEgbmds oo gxmdbgdmes 39bLoody aobgmedwg oblgdmm bamagebl o Fbmmme
Lobgmdfogmb aewolygg@omagdedy oym odmgopgdmmo. edmmowgdmmmdol dmdmggdol I9dwoga, d30ékggmosy
%’@380@06 (1993 V), 39bbool mEgbmdo aomebedés yggme obogom 3gbLombgboliomgol o ‘830%060 50 599
396¢0L 94303°m96@E0 ngmGggrao. 1996 %’3@[} 3gbLoo gobs 14 gmobo gl mEgbmds piEgmagmo @o&)%o 2004
Fmodog o 0bggemoEool godm dolo dbyoggmmmbatosbmds 360336 gmmabow 39dods (07 93 mmod g3do
3005&)(‘00‘3360) 1996 %]@b 39bbos oym 11 pmmoebo, 2003 %)8@1) 6,54). 2003 %b@b 39bLos 0d bmobogols
oblgdmmo  Lodgemm  bgmegolol 11,1% Jgegabos (2014 Famb gl dohggbgdgmo 18,3% oym) oo
d60d369mmmgbso hodmmgebogdmps Looblgdm dobodndl (Losbklgdm dobodndol @osbmmgdor  17%). 2016
famol 1 ogmmoliosb dobo mpgbmds 180 mobo asbgds  éog dzobgoom omgde@gde Looblgdm dobodndl
(163,2 gmodoo 2016 V@ob 09096 3mob 8(\0506383800)).

3omrg®dg Fbgbol dgdz0bgd0l doBbom, 1996 Famb, Ledgblbom sbsgo 5 Fmmoo goobobs s démdomo
39bLoobmgol 65 (4o30) o 60 (Joemo) Fgmo 3gowa0b0s, bengnem Lmgosmmdo 396Loobmgol (dsmmgols, g0b3 394
ooadmge opagbomo Ldego 25 Fgmo ogobogol, 20 Fgmo Jomobogol) gL dohggbgdmado oym
39Lodedobo 70 o 65 Famo.

LoJoborggmmmdo oym  Lodgblbom LobEgdol Logemogdmymm  Lopebmggam  3hobioddg aspebgmols
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38@3@0030 o 2003 %’@ob 0350U80 Lo doboggmmbl 30@@0836@80 300@0} 3obmbgdo  "Logomgdmmm
begoommbo ©obmgggol dgbobgd~, ,Logomogdmmm Loedmggam 39bLogdol Fgbobgd” o "Logemmgdmmm
bomgosmmbo  ©o8mggaol  Loggbmdo  obogopmemmbo  (39ébbmboggogobgdnmo)  smboigbgolbs o
obogopombo  obgob0dgdol Bgdmmgdol dglobgd~, bmdgmos dobgrgom, obojom  Logemegdnmm
LooBmggam 396Los b aoblebmgbmmoym mbo  Lodebobm o Lowodmgggm bofomoo. LedeBolm baffogmo
©odm4ogdmmo 1bs ymagomoym 3g6Lool ©eb0dgbol Fobs Famb J3994060d0 oblgdnmo Ledmemm mgoméo
bgmazobol mEgbmdedy (Lodebolm boffogno = 0.13 X Ledgemm bgmaegelo), bogmm Lowedmgggm boffommols
mEgbmds  odmyoEgdnmo 0dbgdmes ©odmagnmol dbmdomo Loddosbmdol asbdegmmdedo  goseboomo
Leagoogmyéo {3350@06()[) mEgbmdalo ©o Féndom b@oﬂ%g. mgaso, 2003 %’@ob 5(*1386350(30, bgemolmamgdols
33momgdol  dgdgy, Jobmbgdol sdmJdgogds aooom, bmmm 2005 Fgmb  domgdymo  gobmboo
Lobgmdfogm 396Lool Fgbobgd®, Bgdmembodbrymo jobmbgdo asmddwe. Fgogaew, Fgbobhrbos Lodgblom
78bmb39mymazol 1990 006 {mgddo Aodmysmodgdmmo Lobggds, bmdmob dobgwgom, Lobgmdfonm megee
obnb 3093l LobgmdFogzm domggBoeb dmbsbemamdol Lodgblom 1¥ébmbggmymaezel. 396Lool mpgbmdes b
obol odmyopadmmo Ibmdomo LsJdosbmdol aobdogmmdsedo aoeboommo goobobowol mpgbmdebs ©o
dbndoo LEogdy. Lodoboggmml omgsebogmo Lodgblbom LolEadol dobsboo bobeddmmaddo Lomohodols
mbol 393306 g8s, boboi Losdlbigdm 3060dndmeb dobo mobsggobomds sobdnhgol.

Joomogos  ,Jobormds  m369003°  Lodgblom  LobEgdol  égogmébdol  Lodobmgds  29éb o3
bgmolmymagdedo dmbgmedog 2012 Fnol Lodobmedab@m obhgsbgdologol dmdbopgdmm Losbhgsbm
3brmgbrododo smbodbo:

,bododome, hodmyomodeaql oabmgqdomo badgblom Loldgds, bmdmomesi dmdomodol dogé 39bLools
doadol Loggndggmo 0dbgds dobo Lodgblom dgbodebgdom @oabmggdmmo Lobldgdo.

LoJoborggmmmdo odmIdgogde g3bmgosdodol d304698d0 dmidgoo Lobgmdfomm o sbsbobgmdfonm
Lodgblom  ©o¥mag3ol  mbocgozobgdnm  4obmbdpgdmmdedg woxmmdbgdnmo  sbomo  LobEgds, émdmal
d9939mB0ma(3 Mobsmebmdom gogbgdom g3ém3ol bmiosmién bogbol mébgsebmmo dgdsoggbgmo bofjomo.
obogmo LobEgdol Laggmdggmo dbmegmmomdo sposhgdmmo obgmo 3063039800, bmgmbogss Lsdsbmmosbmds,
bmqm@o(zomgo o 60(4)06(50(4)86‘3@(‘060. (SM@()@O&VJ(OO MO0 300 ,,ﬂo(omf]@o m@%%o“, 2012).

Jemamoool bgmolngmgdedo dmbgmogeb dogmggg, 2012 Famol dmmmeob, peofym dndomds Lodgblom
bgmbdol Lo ombgddg, bmdgmoi ogbmggdomo Lsdgbbom LobEgdol aebgomsedgdel ammolbdmdl.

Lodoboggmmbl amog@mgob 2014 Vme 17 0360LoLN#400 Eoggbomgdoo @08@50@@0 Lodobroggmmbl
beagoomnéd ggmbmdognbo asbgomebgdol Lebsdgaos Lodobmggmm 2020, bmdmolb dobgogom dmsgémded
s0m Eoadhmggdom bodgblom LolEgdol gobgomodgdol gomegdnmgde: ,39bLombgbhmo bompgbmds dEsbros
0 20ghmb dmbsogdgdom 39bLombgbhgdol hompgbmds 2050 Fmmobomgol bojobromggmml dmbsbmgmdol 25%
L doomfgsl, bog  Lmgoommbo  obobobggdol dmwdog Bbwol  aodmofgggl. ©Jgweb  gedmdobeby,
omMEomgdgmos  g@edmdénger oabmggdom bodgblom Loldgdedyg aswolgme, by, mogol dbbog, bgmb
IgFyemdl LodoBobem 396Lool obodadoo Bbhoolach godmfggnmo §6gbol dqdlndndgdel” (LsJsboggummml
80008500060, 2014).

2014 §mob dmbobemgmdol Loymggmomoem omfgébol dmboigdgdom Lsjobomggmml dmbsbemamdols
Lodmomm obogo 38,1 Fgmos (boJoboggmmbl LEs@obEool gbmgbnmo Ledlobméo, 2016). gogbomosbgdmymo
96980l mbgobodoiool 2015 Fgmb dgogqbomo bmpmom dmbobmgmdol 3émgbmBol~ dobgwgom, 2045
Joobogol gl dohgabgdamo 46,1 Fmodog  goobbpgde  (United Nations, 2015).  sbogmdbogo
@oSWJOQUBU@QBOb og@gjbo (O|d age depend ratio (4708@350 65 VU@%Q Ubggbo 0@080060 Smg)ob 9mzam
100 3bmdolgbodrnsbo obogol (1565) o@edosbdg) 2015 Famb Fgeagbos 20,4, 2060 Fumolbogol gb
dohg9bqdgmo  a008bogds 53 dpq (United Nations, 2015) — ojgoeb godmdpoboby, ULsJoboggmml
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boba@a%’oogm domgg@obogols 8m303o@r30 860@353@0}360@ aohomogds 506@0%33@000 3%50”3633@3«)030
0obbgnmo 3bmgbgdobmgol Ladobm 39bLogdom. ogbmaggdomo 3g6Lool ebghage go, Logotemome, %8360
J39ybobomgals 8m36380060 046930, 30bs0gsb ol bgemb (ngvgmﬁb bobggavo%m 3omRg@ob aebmogolmamymagdol
VEgbobgog.

Lodobroggemmbl (]demaodobo o 3@6(00(90 aobgomodrgdols boaogob@)(‘omgo 3383303@0 Lodgblom
(0303@0(%30[5 3(*1@3@0 abm%@om 306 4ol o JBombo BWGOVOQ)gm?)om. Lodgbbom (0303@0(4030[5 HWQS@U Y 3603%3
(338@330 Lobg o]3b: amﬂogmﬂg 00300 0(0?)33[} F)og(ommb o obs ygédm bgdoymagmmdon oglmggdoo
Lodgbbom bob@gaogo. 0@60{861‘)@ bob@ggorao %o&m[gob (338@5333030, @oboﬂag?)a@o ao@obobogh bgmaezabol
donBH@a&@m&om oy 960 5090@[} bobg@HVO@mb 803(0 ooblgdmm o&odmag&gog@ Lodgbbom %mgggo.
oadgmag @08[)038383@0 o bobagavoogmg 300 Eg37mbo 03698006 gooboibmb @o@agbomo mebbgdo
Lodgbbom 03006@‘30 @oboﬂaggn@ob bob[]@%g. ogémggdmmo mobbgdols 80(4)0)30[) (0b39LE0bgo0l)  ygbdm
dm330500 20b0bmér309mgdL (Lo Joboggmmb gdmgmaodobo o 8@3(‘70@0 2063000980l boaogob@)&)m, 2016).

Lodmgomgdodo mgobomgol pogémaggdomo Ledgblbom LobEgdol jmb 4bha@mmo dmpgmagdol obhagmos
NGO bb&)@obbgom&oo.Eaﬂlﬁg&)@)g&o do&omo@og) @og(vmgg&omo bob@)gaob né o@@g&)&)@ogob
aobobomoggb: Lobgmdfomm ogémggdombe o j9édm Eeabmggdoml.

Lobgmdfocgm  oadmgadomo Lodgblom dmpgmo ammobbdmdl Lobgmdfocgm Lodgblom  gmbools
3943bsb.

0b0db7m 3mbEdo oloJdqdmmol Ladgblom vbaséodol Fg3Lgdol Fysbom Igodmagds oymb:

1. ©odboddqdgmo, bmdgmoi bognmoebo Loblébgdoom n3bmbagmymal ©sJoboggdmmol Ledgblom
©380393°L;

2. @oboﬂaggg@o, 6’70’)88@06 bodamo@o Bg@cgobob 60(’)5883@, dOB(V)BOO’) @0@6860@ 60%’0@[) &')OGE)OSLJ
CBMB@(BO, (47(")8@0[.) 80&70’)30[} bobg@SVO@m OBW&BOS@SE)L)

dg(‘odm (pog(omgg&omo boSngom 3(\0@3@0[) 3063@300), &mgm(‘o@ @0330&03363@0, oba @oﬂo(‘oogg&g@o,
06@3636 @0@3360@0 ooo%g?)ob go@o&ogbgob @ojoéoogg%g@ob bobg@%g gobb&)@ boSngom 0630500(3%3,
bedmob dobaogol ggbhdm jmd3sbos obmébrz0gmadl. bobgmdfonm go dobgammodgdgm b diosl obbmmgdl.

m@oga (333076333530 SSBboob m@agm?)o @ogmdog)g&g@oo 0@030060b 80350 aggomgob 8003@0 SS&OMQob
506303@m6§80 boSngom qgmB@rgo (33@060@0 mo%g%ob m@36m80%3 ©o o3 mo%g?)ob ogggb@)o&)g%ob 33@860@
30@383@ amgggo%g.

DOOMYMO gb amgggo ‘Bgodgg?)o oamb bogog@gangm, ob Gggogm@@mgomo. obggg Ugod@g?)o
bobggavogmao@ go@o&)ogbmb mong%o bobggavo%m 60353@0@05 300l boSngom 0650(4)0{3%3, bo?)g(oobmgob
»obbol @og&mggi’)ob %Bbogvobg%ob doBboo. 3[)803[50 cgo(ooomaobra@o&oogo bmgoo@g(o SJMGMBOJU&)O boliosmals
30303@0(4030[5 8@03%0@350 ©o 80650}(‘0@03@380 bo%o(omg%b o@@g&%@ogomo @3@0@3&0@ 60650@30[}0 ©o
bodombob 83@503&)3@ Qabvoggob, &m@@ob 0380@888@0 dm@SmBaB@oo bo%mgogama?)émgo 080l 43939,
6)0@806 30)[)06@30060[) 3m%0600b (Hagd@oo ©OEO 808@360 amob@ogmb &mgm(@@ 3m@o©odm(’n 63?)0%3, obg -
(/V)gogm&oaob %’o&)ao@)a%om gogbmé)@og@ggo%a.

O')BO@O[JO[J 8(’)[)05@8(‘060[) @030}50@363@330 lJOSSSlJO(‘Q 3(")@06060[) 80806’)0’)

Lodgblom 3mmodogol dodebro mdomobols dmbsbmgmdol ©edmyoEgdnmagdgdol dqbfogmob doEboom
Po@odgdmmds bompgbmdhogds bmizommmaonéds y3maged ohggbs, bmd bgldmbrgb@mes goboffomgds bJqLol
dobgg00m, ©oqdmbge ggbghommmbo gbhmmdmomdol obommmaoné dohg9bgdmgdl: gedmyombrymmes 56,8%
Jomos, 43,2% Jogo. obogmdbogo dobsboomgdmol dobggom asdmombymaes 32,4% 18 b 35 Fmodog
sbogmdbog gama3dos, bgbdmbog@me 26.7% 35 Fmosb 50 fFmedge, 23.3% 50 fimowob 65 Fmedog, bmenm
17.5% obol 65 Femobo o dg@ob. 33masol Ledodby gamo3owob 49.65% wolioddgdmmos, bmmem 50.3%

@ogbojggag@o
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m?)ogmbob ambob@am?)ob ©OEO 60\?0@0 63.8% ongmévBoéog?)g@oo boﬂo&mgg@m‘go 085080@
amﬂag@o boSgEbom SM@o@)odob ‘agbobga, 305&03 o&ooggm@%&g%g@o 50%’0@0[) 3m63@m60 36.2%" (ob.
6‘47003%0 #1), bodaomg OO oaobomgob, bond é?acgm(v)aob @oﬁg&ggobo ©o &oggomo&g?)ob 3(0«163[;36%3
Ggg)o@)og&o@ s0Lobml.

g&?oqgodo #1
0bggmbdobhgdnmmds 03703 dmJdgwo dobomoepo Ledgblbom dmpgmol Jgbebgd

" ogolb 56 ogob

ol 030360, bond 36.2% oéo %@mab oS@m(\oao@oob DOOMYYMO amﬂo@oﬂobomgob o3 33603863@m3063b
bodomb%g, (agbod@mo, 0300 0@60‘86:‘]@0 BZBU‘BOL’ bm@oog):jé) 30[)02](4)0)?)0%3 aogmomg?)@gb. ggbo%oaobo@,
boogqgm&)aogom doBSoSooL\ m&gogo%{]?)ob ggambgagogo ©OQEO 350‘8368@(030 835330 bo%mgo@magob o3 60?0@0[}
0936@0%060&36&0 ©o dolmob ag(aomgob bSQGOO@n&o 330)(0@850[) ‘3383‘30336&.

sbs60365300, bmd 0Bgmb3othgbnembs bsdgbbom Lobgdol Fgbobgd o sbob @sdmgopgdgmo bgblo
©o obod%g, 0738(30 3603363@m306 @3@3(‘030606@)0@ 6333@06360 @oboﬂgg&)b 30%336333@0, (470083@0(3
boSngom bob@)gaob &)gcgmé')aob Wo(’ngo@){]%ob 3(‘00) 3(‘0070 3603363@0}3060 30érmdos, (470@606 336boob
ogémggdol dobomo Loggmdagmb Lfmébgo oobofdgds Fobdmowagbl. smlbebodbogos, hmd 2009 fFmopesb
3308%330 333333(’*}0}30[) @mgob 860{8363@013060 33860(’*}360 ©o @obojaggobo ©o oj@)om(am%ob @mgob
3603363@0}3060 %&@o (boﬂo(‘om33@mb b@)o@)ob@)odob 3(‘00}363@0 boaboba&o, 2015). oy gb @36@36800
30}8030@306 606‘4"}8@@07 ©OEO o@%omm&om, @og({vmg)g&oooo boSngom bob@gao 3({;(‘00} 33@ abo&Qogg&ob
3m03m333b bo%mgo@mg%orgo.

608m0d33mo b@)o@ob@)oda&)o@ 86({8363@0}3060 @oamdoggga@ggo @oboﬂaggob cgoﬂ@)mé')ob dodobron
@oboﬂaggn@mo oG@m&Bo&g&n@mBob 80%335333@0 3(85000 80@0@00, 30@(‘03 domo, 3068 oy ool
@oboﬂagga@o.

6080}3@06@0 %m&o@o 6360(‘503&0 @oamdog(r]%a@g&o 033030@ o(nbg?);_f]@o boSngom bob@gaob d0dobro.
m%oquobob ambob@gmaob 0d BOVOQOL» 30)63@0)30, (nmag@og mg@ob, éond o&bg%a@o boSgEbom bob@)aao
3%6}3633@30}({;[) bo(’)g(’ngb, 350}@0}@ 1.4% oo. o&bg&g@o bob@gaob dodobron obamo @oamdopggg@gao, dolo

. b9L3mbgb @930 3olymdebgb Jombgedy: ambmgm, smfgbhmam, b @odol Ledgblom dmmoagogs beadbzogmpgds 9370300 Lododmggmmmdo?
20dmgoobmmoms 63.8% s dogymoms LobgmdFogm aosbofomgdoma, beagnm 36.2% o Lbgs olmbo sodhos
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bgnmérdodrgdol bgmdgdfymdo o J@mbos.

b0 Iggbgde ggédm Lodgblom LobEgdel, yombgel ,abdgboso o obe, 3gbhdm Eoabmggdomo Ledgblom
LobEgdol dglobgd?” mdbrsgmgbmds  56.7%  @opgdomop 3sbpbmdl. omdze, obsobegmddodgdmmmdols
doh396939emo(s Lo gdome dopogmos  43,3% 3obibmdl, bmd oér Ldgbos ool Jgbobgd.

obgymédobgdmmmds 4ghdm oghmggdomo bLodgblbom LobEgdol dglobgd ymégmegosdos obsgoeb.
Lobgmemddh, 65 Fmmobs o dg@o  sbogolb  Ggldmbogb@gddo  obgmbdobgdmmmdol  dohggbgdmgdo
360936 9mm 365 hodmbhgdo Fobes sbsgmdhogo gamngdolb dgbodedol dohggbgdmgdl: Ldgbos 43,5%, ob Ldgboo

56,5% (0b. gbogogo #2).

abhogogo
#2

3b39bosm MYy 5G> 39 EIYOMZYdoMo bo3gblom bolBgdol globgd?

120.0%

100.0%

80.0%

60.0%

40.0%

20.0%

0.0%
18-sb 35 Fansd0g  35.036 50 Gansdog 50-@sb 65 Gamsdy 65 Fawo ©s g0

HaLagbos "o 8LAgbos

07 3030035m0bfobgdm, Gmd ombodbymo obogmdbogo fanne oghmggdomo Ledgbbom LobEgdol
obghggol  do¥bmdbog Lgadgbdl ob  Fobdmoggbl, Logobonomo, dopgdnmo dgogao  Ggumébdol
aobbméz09mgdedy obligdomow ob solisbgdo.

33ma30b Fgogae godmgmobs, ¢md mdomobol dmbebmgmdol 56.7% obgmbdodgdmmos 39édm
ogdmggdomo Lodgblom LobEgdol dglobgd. dqdgmd Jombggdbg 3olmbol gobopgdo, Ggbdmbrogb@gdl
Bobromngdol d9d39mdoom dosfmgl 0bgmébdozos Lbgeabbge Ledgblom dmpgmgdol dgLsebgd. Adol dgdcogmd 4o
aodmgmobs, bmd 4ghdm ogbmaggdom LobEgdedo hobogol IBomdol dJmbgems gamezol dmpzmemmds
oobmmagdom Ledggh bogmgdos 0d gama3ol dmEpmmdedy, dmdgmog o3 LobEgdedo hobamgol Fobssmdogaoo
(ob. abrogzog0 #3).
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abhogogo
#3

5306PPM MY) 56G5 B5JOMMm 396Mdm ©3OM39d0m bodgblom
bob@gdsdo?

bbgs
7%

bo%mgo@mg&ob 333@0%8 030")0’)0’) 60%’0@[) 085080@ USO&)L} 60@0%’388@)0@860[) 80@860 080[.) 88[}0686,

Pogbrmggdo o oho ogbmggdom Lodgblom LobEgdedo, bog mmyogmdos, bowasb, bedobomggmmdo dbaegbo
aodmEpomgde bobdmymge. bgdoympmmdomo ygbdm oabmggdomo Ladgblbom LobEgds Lodobomggmmdo
o0bgbas 1998 Eg@b 30@853@0 gobmboo ,,o@obobg@a%’o@m badgblbom @o%@3330bo ©o g%@:\j%g@gmcgob
Fgbobgd” o MgoEIhgboe dobhg gogéizgmgdon bobosmgde. gdg oabmggdomo Ledgblom Loldgdom
osbmmgdom 20 000 0@030060 Lobagdemmdl. ob 3o ddo, ébnd 0d 0@03006360b bompgbmds, golLog g9ék
4093 ob dommos  goofyzg@omgde, 360d36gmmabor omgdo@gde  JoBgamdonmow  dmfobsomdogames
bhomgbmdol, dgodmgde gobgobommar bmgmébyz 3mEgbosmo, Loowsbsg dmdbbgms gama3ol gogebmmgds
7600 dmbgl. sbgo dobmdgddo goblognmégdom of@memméo brgds hgammddol swgige@len ©oagadse
(Bopomomo, Logemogdnmm ©o8mggsol 3gdmmgds, gobomm Leobgmédsgom o bLobgimedm Joddebos,
Lodgblom LobEgdol god3dgodgemmdol mbmbggmymas, Lage@obobopm dgmegemgdo LobEgdsdo hobormmo
4m33060gdole o googmho 3obgdobmgol s Lbgs) ©o dolo, éoi Bgodmgds bogmgdo bobggsgdom
aobbmérzogmgde.

39édm oabmggdom LobEgdedo Pobmgol FBomds jmébrgmobrgdl 0bggmérdobgdmmmdeborob. gobog
aodmgombgodog Ldgbos gbhdm Eogbmagdomo Lodgblom LobEgdol dgbebgd, Ledggdh mubm dg@o v30bgdl
Pobrogol ombodbrem LobEgdedo, gobg ol hgbdmbogb@gdo, dmdmgdles acdmombgedog ob Ldgbosm dobs
39Lobgd (ob. gbrogyogo #4).
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abogogo #4

20306930 o 0bw, hoghommo ygbdm ogbmggdom Ledgblom LobEgdedo?” joobgobaob, ,aLdgbosom

o7 obo 3ghdm ogbmggdomo Ledgblom LobEgdol Bglobgd?” dodotrogdodo

60

50

40

30

20

10

553

H 3530690
Haeq o6

3°0530(Y393H0d
Hs6 3330690

Ldgbos 396dm EIaHM39d0m0 @ bdghos 39Mdm M ®zIdomo
Ladgbbom Lob®gdol dgbabgd Ladgblbom Lob@gdol gbabyd

Lobgmdfogm Lodgblom LabEgdel LoBmgopmgdol pgbm dg@o bofomo gbpmds, gowbg — jgbdm

oabmggdombl. Lodgblom LobEgdgdol dodobor brmdol ghogebbmdammgdosbo dohggbgdmgdo d9dwgabontrns
(ob. aoc3040 #5). LobgmdFocgm Ldgblom LobEgdel gbmdes 44.4%, boagmm ygébdm ogémggdoml — 23.1%;
oplobodbogos, bmd  Lobgmdfogm  Ladgbbom  LobEgdol dodobor  7egéom  dogomos  bMEmm3als

305336383@06: bobg@%’oq;m boSngom bob@gaob 56 36@(080 42%, bmgmﬁ dg&vdm @og&mgg%omb — 38.9%; od

;Z&-quob 8(‘")6‘3@(‘780, (47(")80@[)08 da(")d(’") @0&&7(’")8360070 boSgEbom bob@gaob 8080(470) 6@(’")60[} bo&?obbob

20bLoBaho m3obl (38.5%), aszomgdon smgdodgds sbommgonés dohggbgdgmb Lobgmdfonm Lsdgblom
bob@gaobmog 3030&707380‘30 (13.4%):
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aboggogo #5

5309650 9bmdom Lobgmafonm Ladgblom bobEgast s
39M3dm ©33M™M3930m bo39bbom LolEgdsl?
500
450 444 421
40.0
350
30.0
250
200
150
10.0
5.0
00

Lobgerdfonm badgbboe Lol@gds 39600 IMM3zgdomo badgblbom bol@gds

E3960mdo o 396mdo  FdoFoml 3oLybol gozgds

Lodgblom LobEgdol dodober bpmds sdmyowgdnmos obogdg (ob. abogogo #6). Lobgmdfoogm
Lodgblom LolEgdol dodobor bomdol yggmedy odomo dohggbgdgmo 18 35 §f obogmdbog gamando
608‘“8@06@0 (38.9%); bobg@ag’o@m badgblbom bob@)gaob dodobro bmdols 388@"%8 ao@o@o 30%33633@00’)
65+ sbogmdbogo gamazo bobosmgde (52.4%). 18 50§ sbsgmdbogo ganngdol §obdmdswg g6gmagddo po3ém
©opos 0d ¥ama3ol dmEmmmmds, bmdgmoi gbomds ygbhdm egbmggdom Lodgblom LobEgdel o pg3ém
dzohge 0d gama3ol dmEmmmds, Gmdgmog ob gbmds 5mbodbym LobEgdel, godg gi3émbo sbsymdbogo
faRg0ol Fobdmdowagbmgddo, bog bgogmbdol bgmdqdfymd gej@mbe dgodmads dogohbomom, Gowash
1850 §F olbogmdéogo ganmol Fobdmdopggbmgdo mbs asbgobommm, bmamby Lodgblom &gxmébdol
doBbmdhogo Lgadgb@o, bmdgmmsi Igbedoedolo 33tmomgdgdo brgommbe dggbgde.
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abogogo #6

»500gbs@ 9bEmMdom 39Mdm EIMM3gdom Ladgblbom bolikgdsl s
bsbgemdfogm badgbloem LobEgdsh?”, badgblom sb353056 BodG0BTO

803060 33Legbols 436785 (3Mam)
20M3m @iyMmgIdom Ls3gblom Lob@gdsl 3@ 376cmdo

30M3m ©iyMmgIdom Lsdghlom Loldydst gyBombo
80306L 33begbols 3GnBs (LabgerBFonm) 3%

Lisbnerdfioggm LadnBliom Loldgdel oM gnbombo

Lisbnerdfioggm LadnBliom Loldgdel gabopmbo

F18-oob 35 Gawodeg  M35-ob 50 Gemody M 50-oab 65 Gamsdpg T 65 Ggamo s 390

o@boGo‘HSogoo, éornd dg&;dm @og&mm%omo boSngom bob@gaob 90dobon 6@0080[) 30%33636@880
dm(’ng@o&)g&b ogqgm(ngoc’ng?)g@m%ob 30%33636@88mo606: gobo@ goamdombgoggg baggoo dg&;dm @og&vmgg%omo
boSngom bob@ggob ggbobg?), "30357(0 33@)0@ 36@0780 0960363@ bob@gaob, 30@(478 ol A?ngmg@OGég%O,
&ma@g?)bo@ 803("’(500’5808@0 NG bagﬁoom dols (agbobga (ob. 3(47003050 #7)
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aboggogo #7
650965 9B6Mdom 396MdM EHM3YO0m bo3gblom bol@gdsls?
60.0%
514%
50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0%

L3g6os 36 Ldgbos

Fagbomdo Mo 396mdo  Tdoodl 3sbmbol as3g9s

domgdymo dgogagdol dobgogom dgodmgde ogelygbem, Gmd Lebgmdfogm Ledgblom LolEgdobowdo
76m3mm3ol dob dodobro =339 Aodmysmmodgdmmo bgas@ogbo edmyogdnmgds goblodmabogl, bmemm
396dm  ogbmggdomo Lodgblom LobEgdobodo mbomdmmdsl — o3 LobEgdol dodobo asdmgmabogmo
0bgymédodgdnmmdol odomo dohggbgdgmo. g. 0. 4ghdm Eoadbmggdomo Loedgblom Lol@Egdol dodsobhe
oblgdnmo Mbmdmmds 360336 gmmgobfomow vésobgmbdohgdnmmdol dgwgans (Hbomdmmds 7Ebmdo
096mdgbol dodobm), érsz gbodedobo Loobegmbdsgom yoddebool aggadzol dgdmbsggedo, bgmmédol gho
96 360336 gmmgob bgmdgdfymd Fobsdobmda dgodmgde 0jizqb.

Joobgedg: ‘o dogohbosm Lodghol 1¥bmbagmymaol yggmoedy plogbombem Lednemgdew?” domgdmmo
3obgbgdo 333@386006}0@ 8050%’0@@0 (aboq3o 40 #8):
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abogogo #8
65 30g5h6050 LOdYEHOL M BEE3geyma3ol g3z9emsB MboxGmbM
bodgoemgdo?
30.0% 28.5%
25.0% 24.4%
20.0% 16.3% 16.7%
15.0%
11.5%
10.0%
>-0% 2.2% y
5%
0.0% I
o o o o S
modp < <b°@ 'i:-})o o S nég’
S & ) Rs]
& o o A o
&€ « « & <
& SO =50 «© &0
cg @@r 6‘& 6;.3 \;53
o ¢ S P 3
RS S N &
& °
& >
& N

dopgdmmo  dqogaqdoeb  dgodmgds  ogobygbem,  Gmd  Lodgbol  mBbnbigmymaeboreb
403909870 dmmmobgdo (HLegbmbmgde/éolygdo) Loggmag dmdmmegosdo bojdomo d40030mp obal
aodmyggoomo  — gombgedyg 3olgbol ao3gde GgldmbogbBmse bmmme 0.5% L gomdods; mdomolol
dmbobmmgmdol yggmedg oo boffomo — 52.9%  Lodgbol m3bmbggmymaeboeb ©ogogdohgdon yggmedyg
Dbogbobmp  Logmmed @oGo%mgb (28.5%) ob mypobl  (24.4%) BOO%SSL\; Lbadgblbom bob@gao%g
mér0gbBobgdmgmos ndbogmagbmds (33%), gubm plogbobme Lobgmdfogm Ledgblom LobEgdel doohbgsl,
g00bg — 39édmb, 0dsbomsb, olobo ®omddol mebedbow boffommgdosh 396Lool b sbg@mmo  Lobol
(go@oﬁo%’ogwg?)omo 16.3%; ogbrmggdoomo — 16.7%) 3058@3009.

bodoborggmmb  mobmalo Foblmmoeb gedmdpobobg, sbgoo Fgogagdo Loygdomp  mmyogmbos.
mobodgbmgg Lodoboggmmdo 39b yogs dmoglos Ghowogomgmo mbogb@oEogdo; sdomos bomdol
bodrolbo bm@oogw:j(zo Sm@o@odg(oo on@)o@U@g%ob 3030(‘000; LodoBdbm adm&naodo qgm(‘oao(v)a?mb 3(‘0«)@3[}‘300,
LoBmgomgdol 360d3bgmmmgeb boffomdo obol dgdméhgbogmo ymdnbolEméo opgmmmaool godmbodmo —
7bEmdmmmmds ygédm Jmd3obogdol dodobm, boliog ol gged@or odmoghgdl, bmd J39460lL Lowobmgggm
3o&oho Jgpobgdom LmbEewes asbgomebgdmmo. bowodmagam do8éol obhodwgbepmdol mebmglo degomomos
boodmgggm gmddebos "0bJodgogl ammdom gmégoslb~ asgm@dagds, Gmdgmdss 396 dqdmm smgdmmo
3omEgdmgdgdol IgLbmmads. obomgoebhs 96 Lodmommm sbogol oboJdgdmmds, mobbs  ©ogbhmagdals
4700006 »odgb0dg sogymo Femol 3qdwga be doomml, dog Jgmdmgdgmo 03bgds, o o3 3gbompoals
aobdogmmoedo Loedmgggm Jmddebos obligdmdel 3974393 L. Fqbodedobow, dmbobmmamdol o8 Bofjomobsmgal,
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Lobgmdfogm  aoEomgdom gubm Ig@ee  Fobdmepagbl ghdgmageosbo  gobsblmbo mbhmogbhommdgdol
go&ogé)b, 30@503 dg&)dm bgﬂ@m&o.

ol boffogmo 3o, 3063 b Lobgmdfocgm LobEgdel 9bmds, oo smmdsmmdom, 0d bggo@omho
aodmEEomgdon  bgmddmgebgmmdl, bmgbeg 0bgmogeol gogasw  dmbobmgmdol  ygbhdm  sbedbgdo
00 JB™3b0300 o0 gobas o 3mbELed3myéds Lobgmdfogmd 396k Jgdmm o3 3bmglol 3md3gblsioo.

Foblmgmol aedmipomgdeboseb ghms, 03 mgombedéolon, 360336 q9mmaeb g3od@mbl Fobdmopagbl
©odomo  dgdmbogmgdo, bog aomagdebl  bool, Gmgméb  Fgodmagds  osgbmgmb  oedoobds  Lodghal
798mbzgmboymaie smEomgdgmo maebbe.

Lfmbge Ghowogomgmo mobgdnmgdgdomn dgodmads s0blbel ol dgwagao, hmd ombodbym Jombgedy
3olmbo  gmbgmegosdos LJgbosb: Joggol Jméol m3be  oos 03 fanazol dmEmemmds, gobi Lodghol
78bmbagmymazol yggmedy mloggbobm Lodmemgden Lognmods ©obeBmal doohbgsl, bmmm Jomgdl dmbols
y3gmoedg dopmomo bggbomo Fomoom mgobos Fobdmpagbomo. mzsbol §q3ékgdL dmbol LEo@mbgdobs o
bagmgdob goboffomgdol dobgwgom, do@ghosmnbo qEbmbagmymas jogob dmgomgmdes, sdo@md Jogb me3éom
Logmmoho megob 0dgwo mboo 3Jmboal, bogmm Jommlb  mgobols, ooy 39dmdEebol 3mbios dob ol ogobéros.
0dols ool@nbaol #9 abogoybs o #1 Gb(‘oog)rao 8(*733060@0 LEo@obEoge: boJu@odolb 2014 v@ob
dmbogdgdom, Joemgdol Lodgemm bgmagobo 4oggdol Lodmemm bgmazobol 63,5% b Fgoagbl. Jommgdol
oboddqdol mbg asEomgdom edsmos 3obg Jozgdob.

abogogo #9

dobomaom

678.4 630.8

T BT i R 85.7
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 201 2013

(Lo Jobroggmmb LEs@obE 4ol géhrmgbmmo Ledlobyéo, 2014)

3bébomo #1
15+ sbogol Jogmgdols o dodsgoEgdol gobafomgds g3mbmdosno oJ@ogmdals dobgrgom, 2009 2014
(3&)0’)335@33‘30)
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
7973d93bmdol ombg Jommgddo 15.4 14.5 131 13.8 12.3 10.4
7973936 mdol ombg dods yo398d0 18.1 17.9 16.7 16.1 16.5 14.0
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oﬂ@og(’nm%ob @mga 30@3380 54.3 55.5 55.8 574 56.8 57.1
oﬂ@oa&)m%ob @mgg 303050836‘30 74.6 74.5 76.5 78.2 77.3 77.4

o8B0l ey FoemgiPo 45.9 47.5 48.5 495 49.8 51.1
@oboﬂaggob @mgg 8080(50638‘30 61.1 61.2 63.7 65.6 64.5 66.6

(Lo Jobooggmmb LEedobEogolb gébmgbmmo Ledbsbréo, 2015).

Lodghol 98mbggmymazol yzgmedg qlogbobm Lednemgds Jmbgmogosdos sbogmebsg. Aslismdbos
Féromdo goblommbrgdnm gnbomgdel 0J393L ob od@o, dmd 65+ sbsgol gbdmbogh@gddo yggmedy oo
dmmmmdon Fobdmoggbommos ‘mgsbo~ 38%. gb Jggae, aobrs 0dobs, bmd Bérsoiommo mboghdsiogdol
303tmgbol Lobobagdmme  dg@ysgmagol, 39dwgao ob3gd@omeg bl LeobEghgbm: swbedbmmo  faneel
amgg@m?)o mbRgb 0@3806360 0d a0 amgg@m?)ob, 3063 bogmorodo QOBO%MBON 73obmbe (20,4%). oL 0ol
30356036 g0gmos, Gmd o3 sbogmdhogo ganaol dbmmme dizobg bofformo bgwgds Lodghgl db60dgbgmmgebo
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Abstract

The following research attempts to undertake an in-depth study of EU-Georgia relations in a specific
context. In particular, the aim of the research is to show democratic institutional developments in Geor-
gia in the context of the European Neighborhood Policy. The role of the European Union as an external
actor is shown in the article. Institutional isomorphism in Georgia is presented in the context of EU’'s
mechanisms of impact such as socialization and conditionality. According to the research hypotheses
European Union’s principle of conditionality helps accelerate institutional changes in Georgia and the
socialization principle helps spread European norms and values in the country. Georgian politics of Eu-
ropean integration implies development of a system relevant to European standards. When relations
with the European Union are based on the principle of conditionality partner states start to implement
reforms with the aim to modernize and democratize institutions. Within the European Neighborhood
Policy partnership between the EU and Georgia are based on common values such as democracy, rule
of law and respect for human rights. Level of partnership with the European Union depends on Geor-
gia’s progress in reforms.

Keywords: Institutions, democracy, Policy, Partnership
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1. Introduction

Development of democratic institutions is listed as one of the main priorities in the EU-Georgia
Association Agenda. Political relations between the European Union and Georgia builds on common
interests and values such as democracy, the rule of law, respect for human rights and social cohesion.

The research aim is to show EU-Georgia relations in the context of the European Neighbor-
hood Policy as well as to describe impact of this policy on development of democratic institutions in
Georgia. More specifically it is an attempt to further explore the consistency of EU policy in Georgia,
follow its development and a number of its characteristics along with the democratic performance of
Georgia since its involvement in the European Neighborhood Policy.
There are two hypotheses in the research: 1) European Union'’s principle of conditionality helps accel-
erate institutional changes in Georgia; 2) The EU’s principle of socialization helps spread European
norms and values in the country.
F. Schimmelfennig describes mechanisms of EU's impact beyond the member states
(Schimmelfennig, 2007). He divided these instruments according to the logic of consequences and
logic of appropriateness. As Schimmelfennig (2007) says conditionality and socialization are the main
mechanisms of EU’s impact beyond the member states. In case of conditionality the European Union
offers something to a partner country, for example, financial aid, access to the EU market and there-
fore, demands something in return.
Geopolitical events and partnership with the European Union play an important role in the transition
process in Georgia.

2. Theoretical Framework and Methodology

Theoretical framework of the research is P. DiMaggio’'s and W. Powell’s theory of institutional isomor-
phism. P. DiMaggio and W. Powell identify three mechanisms through which institutional isomorphic
change occurs, each with its own antecedents: 1) coercive isomorphism that stems from political influ-
ence and the problem of legitimacy; 2) mimetic isomorphism resulting from standard responses to un-
certainty; 3) normative isomorphism associated with professionalization. While the three types intermin-
gle in empirical setting, they tend to derive from different conditions and may lead to different outcomes
(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983, p.150). For our research theoretical framework of coercive isomorphism
seems more relevant. According to P. DiMaggio and W. Powell coercive isomorphism results from both
formal and informal pressures exerted on organizations by other organizations upon which they are
dependent and by cultural expectations in the society within which organizations function. Such pres-
sures may be felt as force, as persuasion or as invitations to join in collusions (DiMaggio & Powell,
1983, p.150).

Methods of content-analysis and comparative-analysis are used in the article. The empirical research is
based on method of in-depth interview with experts who have relevant qualification and publications
concerning the research topic. The interviews were carried out face to face and in total 10 in-depth in-
terviews have been conducted. Based on content-analysis scientific publications, official statements
and reports are examined. The method of comparative-analysis includes a comparative study of Geor-
gia’s previous and current political system.
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3. Literature

There are many different scientific publications, documents, official statements and reports concerning
the process of Europeanization and development of democratic institutions in Georgia.
Different publications, documents and official reports are examined in the article based on content-
analysis method. The European Union’s mechanisms of influence such as conditionality and socializa-
tion are analyzed according to F. Schimmelfennig’s work “Europeanization beyond Europe”. According
to Schimmelfennig (2007), conditionality and socialization are the main mechanisms of EU’s impact
beyond the member states. He stated, “Before the 1990s, EU external relations had been notable for
their apolitical content and for the principle not to interfere with the domestic systems of third countries.
Since the beginning of the 1990s, however, democracy, human rights and the rule of law have become
‘essential elements” in almost all EU agreements with third countries, as both an objective and a condi-
tion of the institutionalized relationship” (Schimmelfennig, 2007, p. 11).

The dynamics of EU-Georgia relations are discussed in the article and important documents
such as the Association Agreement and the Association Agenda between the European Union and
Georgia are analyzed. A comparative analysis of institutional changes in Georgia is shown in the article
as well.

There are different publications relating to the European Neighborhood policy and the EU as
an external actor. T. Yakobashvili and K. Gogolashvili (2006) describe the European Neighborhood
Policy and Georgia’s perspectives in the article “The South Caucasus: Back and Forward to Europe”. T.
Gylfason (2009) describes development of private and public sector in Georgia in comparison with Es-
tonia and researches the EU’s role in the transformation process. M. Smith and K. Weber (2006) ana-
lyze the European Union’s mechanisms of influencing neighbor countries. T. Borzel (2009) describes
the European Neighborhood Policy and European Union’s role in democracy promotion. In sum, differ-
ent publications, documents and reports are examined in the article.

4. The European Union’s principle of conditionality and socialization

Conditionality and socialization are European Union’s mechanisms of impacting partner states.
F. Schimmelfennig divided EU’s mechanisms of impact according to the logic of consequences and
logic of appropriateness. As Schimmelfennig (2007) says conditionality and socialization are the main
mechanisms of EU’s impact beyond the member states. In case of conditionality the European Union
offers something to partner states, for example, financial aid, access to the EU market and therefore,
demands something in return.

The Eastern Partnership declaration was an important step forward for the countries involved in
the European Neighborhood Policy. The aim of the Eastern Partnership is to make relevant conditions
for partner states for political association and economic integration. It is based on the principles of dif-
ferentiation and conditionality. For effectiveness of the conditionality principle evaluation of a partner
country’s progress is important. The European Commission annually publishes progress reports con-
cerning partner countries.

As V. Chkhikvadze says the European Union’s principle of conditionality supports strengthening
of institutions in Georgia and issues like visa liberalization, creation of the office of the personal data
protection and antidiscrimination law are connected with the EU’s conditionality principle (interview with
V. Chkhikvadze).

In S. Kapanadze’s opinion the European Union’s conditionality principle had influence on re-
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forms concerning human rights and minority issues in Georgia. As he says conditionality principle was
most effective in visa liberalization process (interview with S. Kapanadze).

Principles of cooperation between the European Union and Georgia are given in the Associa-
tion Agreement. According to article 2: "Respect for the democratic principles, human rights and fun-
damental freedoms, as proclaimed in the United Nations Universal Declaration of Human Rights of
1948 and as defined in the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental
Freedoms of 1950, the Helsinki Final Act of 1975 of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in
Europe and the Charter of Paris for a New Europe of 1990 shall form the basis of the domestic and ex-
ternal policies of the Parties and constitutes an essential element of this Agreement” (Association
agreement between the European Union and Georgia, p. 7).

According to Schimmelfennig (2007), conditionality is often contrasted with socialization. Such
processes can also be directed at societal actors or driven by external governments. Broadly con-
ceived, “‘communication” as a mode of governance, the EU’s “constructive impact”, and “social learn-
ing” cover the entire range of mechanisms based on the logic of appropriateness. The enabling impact
more specifically describes the use of EU’s policies and solutions by governmental and societal actors
to add external legitimacy to their own political agenda. The EU promotes its constitutional norms such
as human rights, the rule of law and democracy in its external relations (Schimmelfennig, 2007, p. 9).

In sum, for the EU as a regionally integrated system of liberal democracies, regionalism, regu-
lated transnational markets and democratic constitutionalism define the essence of being “European”.
‘Europeanization” then consists in promoting regionally integrated liberal democracies beyond its bor-
ders (Schimmelfennig, 2007).

Since the beginning of the 1990s democracy, human rights and the rule of law have become
‘essential elements” in almost all EU agreements with third countries as both an objective and a condi-
tion of the institutionalized relationship (Schimmelfennig, 2007). The wave of democratization increased
the need to support new and fledgling democracies (Schimmelfennig, 2007). The EU’s strategy was
characterized by an aim to develop deeply institutionalized patterns of dialogue and cooperation as
means of socializing political elites into a positive and consensual adherence to democratic norms.
According to Youngs (2001), the socialization approach is designed to create opportunities for “imita-
tion and the demonstration effects” and starts with very modest expectations of introducing the vo-
cabulary of democracy into domestic discourse (p. 359).

5. EU-Georgia Relations

The European Neighborhood Policy is an important framework for EU-Georgian relations. Within
the European Neighborhood Policy the European Union offers Georgia the closest possible political
association and greater degree of economic integration. This goal builds on common interests and
values such as democracy, the rule of law, respect for human rights and social cohesion. The ENP is a
key part of the European Union's foreign policy.

Relations between the European Union and Georgia started in 1992 when Georgia regained its sover-
eignty in the wake of the break-up of the Soviet Union. The EU was one of the first to assist Georgia in
the difficult early years of transition. The European Commission opened its Delegation to Georgia in
1995. By signing the Association Agreement (AA) in June 2014, relations between the EU and Georgia



86 Tsintskiladze /Journal of Young Researchers, No. 3, July, 2016

have been brought to a qualitatively new stage. The Association Agreement foresees far reaching po-
litical and economic integration with the EU by significantly deepening political and economic ties,
bringing Georgia closer to Europe. The EU and Georgia have also agreed concerning an Association
Agenda which defines a set of priorities for the period of 2014-2016. The Association Agreement was
initialled at the Eastern Partnership Vilnius Summit of November 2013.

The EU-Georgia Association Agreement is the outcome of the European Neighborhood Policy (ENP)
launched in 2004 with the objective to bring closer the enlarged EU and its neighbours and to enhance
prosperity, stability and security of all concerned. It helped to build ties in new areas of cooperation and
encouraged Georgia’s further approximation with European economic and social structures.

The European Union has appointed since July 2003 an EU Special Representative for the South Cau-
casus (EUSR). This underpins the EU's commitment to actively contribute to the peaceful resolution of
conflicts and confidence-building efforts in the South Caucasus while reaffirming Georgia's territorial
integrity and sovereignty.

The EU-Georgia Association Agreement is part of a new generation of Association Agreements with
Eastern Partnership countries and provides a long-term foundation for future EU-Georgia relations with-
out excluding any possible future developments in line with the Treaty on European Union. This ambi-
tious and pioneering Agreement represents a concrete way to exploit the dynamics in EU<Georgia rela-
tions focusing on support to core reforms and sector cooperation (Association agreement between the
European Union and Georgia).

The association Agenda between the EU and Georgia provides for a list of priorities for joint work for the
period 2014-2016.

The following common principles guide implementation of the Association Agenda:

e Actions undertaken through the Association Agenda should be implemented in the spirit of the overall
objective of political association and economic integration;

e Priorities of the Association Agenda complement responsibilities of the EU and Georgia to implement
the provisions of the EU-Georgia Association Agreement once it enters into force;

e The Association Agenda should be implemented in full respect of the principles of transparency, ac-
countability and inclusiveness;

e The Association Agenda involves an engagement from both sides in its implementation;

e The Association Agenda aims to achieve tangible and defined results through the progressive imple-
mentation of practical measures;

e The Parties recognise the importance of supporting agreed priorities through appropriate and suffi-
cient political, technical and financial means;

emplementation of the Association Agenda will be subject to annual reporting, monitoring and as-
sessment. Progress will be reviewed under the relevant agreements (The Association Agenda between
the European Union and Georgia, p.1-2).

The EU’s support is provided in the context of the overall priorities for assistance in favour of Georgia,
as outlined in the ENI Single Support Framework (SSF) and in the multi-country programming under the
European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI) as part of the overall funding available for Georgia and in
full respect of the relevant implementation rules and procedures of EU’s external assistance.

As O. Reisner says the European Union contributes to strengthening the civil society as an actor and
partnership with the EU could be used as an opportunity to overcome Soviet legacy and make the
country more competitive in a globalized world (interview with O. Reisner).

In F. Feyerabend’s opinion since the constitutional changes the parliament of Georgia plays a more
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independent role and the system of checks and balances has improved. As he says social change in
terms of value system is necessary for democratic developments (interview with . Feyerabend).

As D. Dlouchy-Suliga says the EU has contributed a lot to Georgia’s democratic development. In her
opinion after the constitutional changes the role of the Georgian parliament has increased (interview
with D. Dlouchy-Suliga).

The Association Agenda is applied for an initial period of three years which may be extended by mutual
agreement. From the start of its application it replaced the ENP Action Plan as the principal vehicle for
monitoring Georgia’s progress within the European Neighbourhood Policy. Civil society is also encour-
aged to focus its monitoring activities on the Association Agenda (The Association Agenda between the
European Union and Georgia, p.2).

As K. Gogolashvili says the European Neighborhood Policy is a systematic and complex policy of part-
nership which plays an important role in the transformation process. In his opinion the EU uses condi-
tionality principle rather often, for example, in sector cooperation policies (interview with K.
Gogolashvili).

In N. Samkharadze’s opinion the European Union’s role in democracy promotion in Georgia is very im-
portant and the EU’s principle of conditionality helps accelerate institutional reforms (interview with N.
Samkharadze).

Political dialogue and cooperation towards reforms in the framework of the Association Agenda seek to
strengthen respect for democratic principles, the rule of law, good governance, human rights including
the rights of persons belonging to minorities as enshrined in the core UN and Council of Europe Con-
ventions and related protocols. It aims to contribute to consolidating domestic political reforms, in par-
ticular through approximating with the EU's acquis communautaire.

The dialogue and cooperation between the EU and Georgia aims to strengthen stability, independence
and effectiveness of institutions guaranteeing democracy, the rule of law and respect for human rights
in particular by:

e Ensuring that constitutional amendments, if contemplated, are subject to comprehensive consulta-
tion domestically and with the Council of Europe’s Venice Commission;

e improving the balance between flexibility and stability of the constitution and strengthening the budg-
etary powers of the Parliament in line with the opinion of the Venice Commission;

e Ensuring respect for the roles of the Prime Minister and President under the constitution;

e Ensuring adequate checks and balances in the political system as Georgia undergoes transition from
semi-presidential to parliamentary system.

e Pursuing implementation of the decentralization strategy in compliance with the European Charter of
Local Self Government (The Association Agenda between the European Union and Georgia, p. 2-3)
Political dialogue between the EU and Georgia further intensified in 2014. An unprecedented meeting
between the Georgian Government and the College of Commissioners took place in May 2014. In No-
vember 2014 the first meeting of the EU-Georgia Association Council took place and Georgia was the
host of the Eastern Partnership Civil Society Forum in Batumi (European Commission, 2015).

According to European Commission’s report Georgia made some progress towards deep and sustain-
able democracy. local elections in June and July 2014 are considered to have generally complied with
international standards. Constitutional reform was initiated with the creation of a State Constitutional
Commission. The role of parliament was strengthened. The National Human Rights Strategy and Action
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Plan were adopted (European Commission, 2015). Overall Georgia made some progress in imple-
menting the ENP Action Plan and the Association Agenda with achievements notably in the areas of
human rights and fundamental freedoms and substantial progress in the visa liberalisation process (Eu-
ropean Commission, 2015).

The EU-Georgia Association Agreement and related Association Agenda contain provisions to advance
governance and human rights. In 2014, the Georgian Parliament unanimously adopted a national hu-
man rights strategy largely based on recommendations made by EU’s Special Adviser, Thomas Ham-
marberg.

6. Comparative Analysis of Institutional Changes in Georgia

Constitutional changes in Georgia have strengthened the role of parliament in the political system. In
October 2010, president Saakashvili decided to accept long-standing international recommendations
to reduce the president’s tremendous powers. By the president’s order State Constitutional Commis-
sion was established on June 8, 2009. Basic actors in Georgian political and legal field agreed that
constitutional changes were necessary. On October 15, 2010 the parliament finally approved the
amendments to the Constitution on third reading. A new constitution was adopted which stripped the
president of the right to initiate legislative proposals. The government would answer to the parliament
which was tasked with electing the prime minister. The latter was empowered to appoint and dismiss
government ministers, including the ministers of interior and defense which previously had been the
president’s domain (Demetrashvili, 2013).

Qualified experts as well as a group from the Venice Commission noted that the implemented amend-
ments were definitely a step forward on the irreversible path of Georgia’s democratic transformation
(Nodia & Aprasidze, 2013). Most experts agree that parliamentary system of governance together with
proportional electoral system can develop stable and inclusive democracy in post communist coun-
tries.

For assessing democratic standards not only the content of a constitution is important but also its role
in real political process. Constitutionalism is one of the main elements of liberal democracies. Govern-
ments may change but the general principles, values and procedures in a political system should be
stable.

Constitutional changes in Georgia which were adopted on October 15, 2010 were caused by internal
and external challenges and transition process as well as critical positions from international organiza-
tions. In the resolution of the state constitutional commission it was indicated that constitutional
amendments were adopted in order to develop a balanced political system which could ensure effec-
tive state functioning (Nodia & Aprasidze, 2013).

According to the constitutional amendments president remains head of state and Supreme Com-
mander of the Armed Forces. President is the guarantor of national independence and unity of the
country (Constitution of Georgia, Article 69). President is not leading internal relations any more. He
represents Georgia in foreign relations (Constitution of Georgia, Article 69).

President has the power of veto over parliamentary decisions although it can be overrun by the parlia-
ment (Demetrashvili, 2013). Since 2013 president does not have the right to initiate referendums: this
right will either be the prerogative of the parliament, citizens (on the strength of 200 thousand signa-
tures of voters collected across the country) or the government. Thus the president’s powers are con-
siderably trimmed and the prime minister’s extended.

Under the 2010 amendments the government became the supreme body of executive power account-



Tsintskiladze /Journal of Young Researchers, No. 3, July, 2016

89

able to the parliament. In 2013 the prime minister acquired the right to appoint and dismiss members of
the government (before he needed the president’s consent) and is the head of government
(Demetrashvili, 2013).

Since 2013 the parliament retained its right to declare a vote of no confidence in the government with a
two-fifth majority (instead of the previous one-third). In view of constitutional amendments of 2010, the
riddle who will rule the country is solved by the parliamentary rather than presidential elections. In 2012
the newly elected parliament appointed the prime minister which means that each and every one of the
150 parliamentary deputies acquired special functions.

According to the constitutional amendments a large part of legal documents require the co-signature of
the prime minister. The supreme law specifies all legal acts which require countersignature. According
to the reform the Constitutional Court of Georgia has become the only body to judge the legal proce-
dure of impeachment. The Supreme Court has been totally excluded from this sphere (Demetrashuvili,
2013).

After the October 2012 elections, the new government drafted amendments to the Law on Common
Courts. These amendments were adopted on May 21, 2013. The Law entails many progressive state-
ments on the transparency of the courts increasing role of judges. It aims to enhance independence of
the judiciary system and is based on recommendations from international organizations as well as local
non-governmental organizations.

One of the aims of the 2009-2010 reform was to increase the role of parliament in the political
system. According to the constitution, “The Parliament of Georgia shall be the supreme representative
body of the country. It shall exercise legislative power, determine the main directions of domestic and
foreign policy, exercise control over Government activity within the realm of the Constitution, and per-
form other duties.” (Constitution of Georgia, Article 48).

The constitutional amendments transformed Georgia into a parliamentary republic, thus putting
even more emphasis on parliament and increasing its role within the political system. This has been a
significant step towards creating conditions for the development of effective system of checks and bal-
ances (Demetrashvili, 2013).

According to the Constitution and the standing order of the Georgian parliament, the number
of parliamentarians needed for setting up investigative and other temporary commissions has changed
from one fourth to one fifth.

The European Union’s Comprehensive Institution Building program aims to build effective insti-
tutions in order to assist Georgia in implementing the Association Agreement (AA) and the Deep and
Comprehensive Free Trade Area (DCFTA). In the Parliamentary context, this calls for the development
and consistent implementation of the multi-annual institutional Reform Plan (IRP). The IRP defines a
vision and forms a foundation for enacting substantive institutional reforms to build up parliament's ad-
ministrative capacities.

The Association Agreement between the EU and Georgia opens new perspectives for the
country. It provides a clear political roadmap calling for intensification of the legal harmonization
agenda. The parliament’s role is crucial in this process.

As G. Badridze says within the Eastern Partnership the European Union supports establishment
of stable neighborhood and partnership with the European Union is based on preconditions concern-
ing transparent, democratic and effective institutions (interview with G. Badridze).

In A. Karaulashvili's opinion the European Union supports Georgia in implementation of re-
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forms and there is a progress concerning judiciary, the system of checks and balances and human
rights (interview with A. Karaulashvili).

According to the constitutional amendments of 2010 new principles of local self-governance
were defined and a new VII' chapter appeared in the Georgian Constitution. On November 28, 2013 a
draft Local Self<Government Code was presented at the Parliament’s Procedural Issues and Rules
Committee. The draft proposed to decentralize local self-government bodies by further increasing their
scope and financial independence. In T. Turmanidze's opinion the reform of local self-governance is
very important and the more decisions will be made at the local level the better it will be for the demo-
cratic process (interview with T. Turmanidze).

The constitutional changes in Georgia changed political system and play an important role in
the transformation process.

7. Conclusions

This research was undertaken to provide a comprehensive research of democratic institutional
changes in Georgia in the context of the European Neighborhood Policy. The dynamics of EU-Georgia
relations as well as a comparative analysis of institutional changes in Georgia are shown in the article.
Within the European Neighborhood Policy the European Union offers Georgia the closest possible po-
litical association and greater degree of economic integration. This goal builds on common interests
and values such as democracy, the rule of law, respect for human rights and social cohesion. The Eu-
ropean Neighborhood Policy is a key part of the EU's foreign policy. By signing the Association Agree-
ment in June 2014 relations between the EU and Georgia have been brought to a qualitatively new
stage. The Association Agreement foresees far reaching political and economic integration with the EU
by significantly deepening political and economic ties bringing Georgia closer to Europe. This ambi-
tious and pioneering agreement represents a concrete way to exploit the dynamics in EU-Georgia rela-
tions focusing on support to core reforms and sector cooperation. In sum, the article gives a compre-
hensive empirical examination of democratic institutional changes in Georgia in the context of the Eu-
ropean Neighborhood Policy.
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Appendices:
Table 1. EU funding through European Neighborhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI) in 2007-2010.
Source: Delegation of the European Union to Georgia

Support for democratic development, rule of law and governance €31.5 million | 26%
Support for economic development and ENP AP implementation €31.5 million | 26%
Poverty reduction and social reforms €38.4 million | 32%
Support for peaceful settlement of Georgia’s internal conflicts €19.0 million 16%
Total indicative ENPI allocation 2007-10 120.4 100%
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Table 2. EU allocation of funds through the European Neighborhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI)
2011-13. Source: Delegation of the European Union to Georgia

Democratic development, rule of law and gov- €45-63 million
ernance

Trade and Investment, regulatory alignment and | €27-45 million
reform

Regional development, sustainable economic €63-81 million
and social development, poverty reduction

Peaceful settlement of conflicts €9-18 million
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Abstract

The aim of the article is to explore the New Soviet Woman model in 1920s Soviet cinematic representations, particularly in Geor-
gian context. After 1917 revolution the new Soviet State aimed to create New Soviet citizens. Contrary to New Soviet Man, the
New Soviet Woman was a question of many debates and controversies. This was caused by the fact that New Soviet Woman
insisted on redefinition of culturally accepted feminine ideal: New woman was supposed to be an ardent activist and independent
woman. The ongoing debate besides women'’s living mores also included their looks, both in terms of physical appearance and
clothes. The article investigates the contradictions within the New Woman discourse, and analyzes the representation of a New
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Soviet Woman in Mikheil Chiaureli’'s Saba (the only Georgian film produced in the 1920s decade representing modern women)
and situates it into a wider context. The overall contextualization reveals that the discourse of a Soviet woman did not redefine
femininity in positive terms, but advanced immasculation: In Saba, regardless the persuasive representation of a strong, active
woman, feminine is still encoded as weak and passive, whereas the strength and agency is defined as masculine.

Keywords: women'’s representation, silent cinema, New Soviet Woman,

Introduction

The Bolshevik revolution aimed to create a completely new structure: a socialist state inhabited with
new kind of people. As historian Peter Kenez notes Bolsheviks “did not merely want to control the gov-
ernment, right wrongs and eliminate abuses; they aimed to build a new society on the basis of rational
principles and in the process to transform human nature and create the new socialist human being”
(Kenez 2001, p. 26). Regardless the audacious spirit and enthusiasm such radical transformation of
mostly agricultural Russia (and other Soviet republics were no different), inhabited by vast number of
illiterate population, was hardly a manageable task. The revolutionaries founded their optimism on a
very existence of a new medium: cinema, which they viewed as a very powerful tool to communicate
with and enlighten illiterate masses in order to accomplish their goals of society's transformation. Len-
in's quote “the cinema is most important of all arts” (Taylor & Christie, 1994, p. 57) was so frequently
cited and repeated both by party officials and press that became an actual slogan. Lenin and other
Bolsheviks regarded cinema not because of its artistic potential, neither they could predict or sense the
emergence of great soviet flmmakers in upcoming years that would not only bring international fame to
the Soviet cinematography but also crucially influenced the fimmaking in general, but because they
saw it as the most appropriate educative tool for the illiterate masses. Use of propaganda films seemed
the easiest way to explain the revolution and educate population politically. In Soviet society cinema
had multiple functions, which alongside such a major mission as the propaganda of the Bolshevik sys-
tem and consciousness, also combined other “minor” tasks, which had “economic, educational, artistic
and social aspects” (Rimberg, 1973, p. 39). The films were teaching and educating masses not only
about political ideals, ideology and history but included everything that had to do with very much ele-
mentary activities, like how to eat, how to take care of hygiene, how to cross the street, etc. (Hochmuth
& Bulgakowa, 2008). Cinema was expected to function as a weapon of soviet society’s transformation,
for creation of new soviet human beings. New Soviet Man and the New Soviet Woman were “two totem-
ic figures,” obsession with which, to put it in Lynne Attwood's and Catriona Kelly’s words, was “one of
the most characteristic features of the Soviet society in the 1920s and 1930s” (Attwood & Kelly, 1998, p.
256).

In the case of New Soviet Man it was easy; it was clear that he had to be “a highly moral, socialist para-
gon of virtue, dedicated to the final goal of communism” (Miller, 2010, p. 13), whereas the case of the
New Soviet Woman was far more complicated. Obviously, she also had to embody all these character-
istics, but this was not all. Contrary to the New Soviet Man, who fits in the accepted masculinity (strong,
muscular, etc.), the New Soviet Woman required redefinition of femininity. Bolsheviks were very well
conscious about women’s oppression and supported their emancipation, which meant, putting it in
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Alexandra Kollontai’s words, turning “the selfcentered, narrow-minded, and politically backward baba”-
a female figure considered to be illiterate and superstitious, into “an equal, a fighter and a comrade”
(Wood, 1997, p. 1). The Bolshevik government made steps to ameliorate women’s condition: they facili-
tated divorce procedure, mandated equal rights and equal pay for women (although to what extent all
these steps worked in reality in favor of women, and their controversial effects, is already a topic for a
different paper). They even created a special women’s section-Zhenodtel, responsible for work among
women. Concept of “‘work among women” meant to reach out other women, to spread information
about the new socialist state and women’s rights in this state at nonparty meetings and to persuade
regular female residents that cooperating with the state would have far more advantages, rather resist-
ing it. All these issues, constituting ,the woman guestion” were widely and intensively discussed and
women’s body was “a site for considerable contestations” (Grant, 2013, p. 72). The image of woman
and the ideology of women’s equality were used and modified by the soviet authorities in order to as-
sure homologation for economic and demographic policy changes (Grant, 2013). Nikolai Korolev, a
‘respected doctor, with some influence”, in 1924 “discussed the ‘complete and unconditional emanci-
pation’ of women following the revolution and now they were viewed as being on an equal playing-field
as men. The New woman, like her male counterpart, was strong, healthy and cultured” (Grant, 2013,
p.74). But to what extent should a woman have been emancipated, be it on physical or social level?
There was no unanimous answer to this question. Korolev had even designed three categories of fe-
male bodies: prerevolutionary ideal who was “poorly developed, with a long neck, narrow, sloping
shoulders, a short torso, narrow pelvis and skinny legs,” whose primary physical function was to be at-
tractive to men; a “Tsarist times peasant housewife” with short neck, over developed-waist, prominent
pelvis, long torso and short legs; and the third, ideal of the New Soviet Woman, who was in between
these two. But it must be mentioned that Korolev still situated the emancipated Soviet woman in a do-
mestic realm, and stressed her reproductive function (Grant, 2013). As Susan Grant remarks “while the
state espoused female emancipation and equality between sexes, women'’s liberation was in fact 0s-
tensibly undermined and inhibited by the alleged physical, emotional and psychological disposition of
women themselves” (Grant, 2013, p. 76). Despite the right of abortion, it was disapproved, the mother-
hood was still ideologically stressed and films often depicted economically and individually independ-
ent New woman, who either already was, or was about to become a mother, but she did not need a
biological father when there was a state to take care of her and her child (Attwood, 1993). These repre-
sentations varied, of course, but in Russian films it was a trend.

Nothing much can be said about the representation of New Soviet Woman in Georgian soviet silent
films because contrary to Moscow productions, focusing on contemporary life, provinces (Leningrad,
Ukraine and Georgia) were producing films situated in the past (Rist, 1925). It was not until the very end
of the decade when Georgia’s State Cinema Production offered films depicting contemporary life.
Mikheil Chiaureli's Saba, (filmed in 1929) is the only film of Georgia’s State Cinema Production, which is
situated in a modern city and represents modern citizens: New Soviet Man and New Soviet Woman
respectively. It centers on a city tramway driver Saba, who is addicted to alcohol and depicts his rehabil-
itation or, to put it in Oksana Bulgakowa’s words (when she talks about the trends in films produced
during this time), represents the cure of damaged “raw human material, necessary to create a New
man” (Hochmuth & Bulgakowa, 2008, 1: 04:17). This cure also includes restoration of the damaged cell
in the Soviet society’s organism -a worker's family, and exposes meanwhile the tension between public
and private realms. Positioning the public and private realms is interesting to explore in many ways, but
this time | will only discuss it briefly in terms that it is a female role model, who personifies the public
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realm on a symbolic level. On the example of Saba, | will examine what kind of New Woman’s model
was offered to Georgian audiences, using cinematic language analysis and situating this representation
in a wider discourse using discourse analysis. By discourse analysis | mean examining the contempo-
rary official discourse -newspaper reports and articles describing model of New Soviet Woman and
comparing women'’s representation in Saba both to historical data and other cinematic representa-
tions.

Contextualizing Saba

Saba was filmed during the Cultural Revolution, taking place in the course of Stalin’s five-year plan in
1928-1932. The Cultural Revolution, a Bolshevist version of Enlightenment, aimed to transform the So-
viet Union population and to construct a New Soviet Man and a New Soviet Woman respectively. The
concept of “Cultural Revolution” was first voiced by V. I. Lenin. In Peter Kenez's words, what Lenin
meant when he spoke of the need of Cultural Revolution, was a “desperate need to catch up with the
industrial and advanced West, and to overcome the dreadful weight of Russian backwardness,” stating
immediately that Lenin’s successors had something “very different” in mind while using this term: “In this
period [late twenties] cultural revolution represented a resurgence of utopian notions about the culture
and politics and a demand for complete break with the past” (Kenez, 2001, p. 92). This implied the re-
jection of cultural pluralism existing during early twenties, as well as modifying and eradicating some
types of daily behaviors and rituals that were inevitable in the epoch of rapid industrialization and forced
collectivization. The Union needed a different pulse and life rhythm. Excessive alcohol consumption,
very much characteristic of the working class, was one of these rituals that the Bolsheviks saw as “one
of the most troublesome and intractable aspects of...prerevolutionary working-class culture”
(Transchel, 2006, p. 6). The slogans “Alcohol is our class enemy” and “enemy of the cultural revolution”
were widely cited in the press.

Cinema was expected to function as a weapon of soviet society’s transformation, and compete and
eventually replace two long-established lifestyle components in Russia that is the church and the tav-
ern. It was Lev Trotsky who started to speak about the application of cinema in this respect in 1923: in
an article published in Pravaa, titled “Vodka, The Church and Cinema,” he declared that cinema could
successfully fight against alcoholism, persistent in Russian society, as well as against the church influ-
ence. In his opinion, cinema was “an instrument which we must secure at all costs” and that would be a
great competitor for the public houses and churches equally (Taylor & Christie, 1994, p. 96). Stalin also
echoed this idea in his Political Report in December 1927, stating that “it shall be possible to begin the
elimination of vodka, by replacing it with such sources of income as the radio and the fim” (Rimberg,
1973, p. 43). Lenin too was quoted to have said that it was only art that could substitute religion
(Rimberg, 1973). These slogans became very often cited, echoed and repeated in the Soviet press.
One caricature in Kinowas even depicting the soviet cinematography as Saint George, holding a movie
camera instead of a sword and a flag with inscription “Soviet Cinematography” as a lance; killing the
dragon -alcohol (Fig. 1.).
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Fig. 1

By the end of the decade “Cinema instead of Alcohol” became one of the most frequently repeated
slogans in the Soviet press. In order to eliminate alcoholism the party was using various methods that
besides the press propaganda included other means such as: delivering lectures, staging plays, ar-
ranging mock trials, agitational films, writing short stories and poems; a number of anti-alcoholic films
were also released by collaboration of Narkomzdrav (People’'s Commissariat for Health Care) and
Sovkino (State Committee for Cinematography) (Rimberg, 1973). It must be mentioned that alcoholism
was not such an inherent problem for Georgian population (more extensively on this issue see below)
as it was in Russia. Nevertheless, in the middate twenties the Georgian journals and newspapers
(Komunisti[The Communist], Mshromeli ga/i[ The Working Woman]) were also actively carrying an anti-
alcoholic campaign. Mikheil Chiaureli’s Saba, a release of Georgia’s State Cinema Production aimed
to expose the dark sides of alcohol consumption and inspire the working class to give it up. Chiaureli
grasped the “hot” theme in various perspectives: following the AllUnion Party Conference on Cinema,
held on March 15-21, 1928, the Georgia’s State Cinema Production elaborated a thematic plan that
would allow the authors to take a proper pace in order to avoid the waste of the author’s energy on “not
appropriate” themes. These themes, among exposing lives of modern intelligentsia, modern mountain-
eers' life and the lives of Young Communist League members, included also the depiction of a modern
city worker's life (Amirghanov, 1928). Even if the plot centers on a rehabilitation of “damaged raw mate-
rial” and a tension between public and private realms in this process, Saba is the first film, which shows
emancipated woman. While discussing it, | intend to examine what type of the New Soviet Woman was
offered to Georgian audiences in the end of 1920s.

Saba has been always characterized as an “anti-alcoholism” film, but | would argue that actually it is
more an “anti-domestic violence” film. Even if alcoholism was not an issue in Georgia,” this was not the
case with domestic violence. The numerous letters and special propaganda short stories published in
Mshromeli gali, testimony to it. In the script plot, domestic violence is obviously connected to excessive
drinking: it exposes a city worker's domestic scene, and the society’s (party’s) effort to eliminate the
protagonist’s alcoholism eliminates the cases of domestic violence as well. In other words the film does
not represent the domestic violence as a problem existing apart from alcoholism. Such coupling im-
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plies that domestic violence cannot subsist in a worker’s family on its own right, if the worker is not cor-
rupted by an “enemy of socialism”, which is alcohol in this case. The intervention of public realm’s rep-
resentatives into private household obviously creates a tension between these two spaces, which is
dramatically exposed in the film. Whereas it is tempting to discuss Saba in these terms, as these are
those major lines composing the filmic narrative, my interest here is to examine and explore what kind
of representation a New Soviet Woman is provided in the film, and how she functions in the film's textual
system rather than to investigate the tension between public and private realms in the latetwenties so-
viet society. Although exposing such a sensitive theme as domestic violence, | have to emphasize once
again, the film does not center on female characters, and it's a man whose moral savior is # the focus
of its development.

The original scenario for Saba was written by Sh. Alkhazishvili and A. Aravski. As already noted above, it
depicts a story of a Tbilisi tramway driver Saba, who is addicted to alcohol and cannot help but waste all
his monthly salary on drinks with his friends. When drunk he becomes violent and beats his young son,
Vakthang (a pioneer gifted with engineering skills) and wife Veriko. Due to drinking and frequent scan-
dals at home, first he is fired from work, and later Veriko, with the encouragement of the Young Pio-
neers leader Olgha, who is an agent of public realm divorces Saba. The latter becomes more desper-
ate, until he (drunk) accidentally does not hit his own son. This tragic incident is followed by Saba's pub-
lic trial. The court hall is decorated with anti-alcoholic posters and placards, one of them, hanged in the
center reads: “Alcohol is enemy of Cultural Revolution”. The workers judge Saba’s life, and when the
representatives of factory committee claim that “today we must try not only Saba, but the whole old
world, alcohol is our class enemy, which ruins millions of people” (as voiced by the narrator), the case is
generalized and it is clear that alcohol stands as a signifier of all the old-time evil. The lawyer defends
him, but also the whole community takes Saba’s side: his coworkers, who state that not only Saba has
to be tried, but the whole collective, Veriko and head-bandaged Vakhtang (they appear unexpectedly
during the trial). When, after giving a speech in front of judges Veriko rushes to Saba and gives him
Vakhtang to hug, all the trial attendees also rush towards him, and it is not only Saba who hugs
Vakghtang and Veriko, but the whole community.

The film ends with the Pioneers’ demonstration against alcohol. The demonstration is very much theat-
rical: pioneers are carrying a coffin, where a bottle of wine is placed, and also alcohol damning mes-
sages posters and placards. Olgha is giving a fierce speech, as well as other young pioneers including
Vakhtang, who demonstratively shakes his banded injured arm. Saba is approvingly looking at the
demonstration from the tram, and sees Vakthang who holds a postcard “Father, do not drink”. The gaz-
es of future (that is Vakhtang) and of present once corrupted by the past (Saba) meet each other: the
human damaged material is rehabilitated, cured and functional.

Public and Private

Saba deals with and reveals something more complicated than the mere fact of the restoration of the
alcohol-damaged human material and a creation of a New Man per se. What is more interesting, in my
opinion, is not the fact of having achieved a result (a New Soviet Man) but the processes: how and
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through which strategies it is achieved. Further, hand in hand with alcoholism, the film reveals and ex-
poses the household life scene that is also damaged by domestic violence, which (according to the
plot) does not exist in its own terms, but is caused by alcohol and drunkenness. Via this direct link be-
tween alcohol and domestic violence, the film exposes how domestic violence is dealt by society that
witness it, although without naming it as separate a problem: Saba is always blamed for drinking.

The witnessing audience is something to keep in the consideration during Saba's analysis, which is
especially interesting in terms of positioning the public and private realms. Alexandra Kollontai was ar-
guing for the liberation from private closed familial system, that was considered as bourgeois and for
creation of an open communal space, where there would be no division between “mine” and “yours”,
and everyone would pay attention with conscious awareness that these children belong to the commu-
nity, first of all to the Bolshevik society; therefore, all the members were equally responsible for them
(Kollontai, 1921). The party did worry not only about its workers’ public activities, that is providing jobs
and ideological education, but also “with its all effort was looking after the improvement of workers' pri-
vate and familial conditions” as well (Burdzenidze, 1972, p. 93), which logically meant imposing certain
surveillance on their private realms in order to ensure that their social and private behaviors were ap-
propriate for “a truly Soviet working class” (Transchel, 2006, p. 100). Of course, domestic violence was
inappropriate and it was also an issue to be eliminated from worker's families. Friedrich Elmer's Frag-
ment of an Empire, produced the same year, was also addressing it among other problems (including
working class drinking as well) present in the soviet society (Youngblood, 1992). Mshromeli gali was
publishing thematic short stories, whose subject varied year after year according to current problems:
emancipation of the oppressed pre+evolutionary woman, obligatory removal of burgas in Muslim
communities, hypocrisy of men activists who were advocating Cultural Revolution and women'’s eman-
cipation, etc. In 1926, the whole range of the stories where dedicated to the description how a woman
delegate or otherwise party activist with high Bolshevik consciousness liberates an oppressed woman
from domestic violence and helps her to get aliment from a verbally and/or physically abusive, unfaithful
husband. Correspondents’ letters, sent from various regions, were mentioning the productive work of
women delegates, stating that now husbands are afraid to oppress their wives like in previous times,
because they know that wives’ conditions are monitored by women delegates.The journal also offered
juridical advices/information. Intrusion of party activists into workers and peasants’ family life, into their
private space, obviously brings to the limelight the notion of public/private dichotomy and the tension
existing between them.

Hannah Arendtin 7he Human Condition distinguishes two types of the “public’, which are interconnect-
ed but nevertheless differ from each other (Arendt, 1998). The first is everything that is visible and hear-
able for everyone - things and facts on public display that create our reality. The second signifies the
‘world itself”, a place where we all belong and occupy our places, from which we see things differently,
from our own perspective: a common world. As Arendt illustrates metaphorically, “To live together in the
world means essentially that a world of things is between those who have it in common, as a table is
located between those who sit around it; the world, like every in-between, relates and separates men at
the same time” (Arendt, 1998, p. 52). This “common world” is constituted by various pluralisms, eradica-
tion of which equally disrupts it. As Arendt argues, the distinction of public and private realms matches
the distinction between what should be hidden and what should be shown. It is just the same as the
distinction between political and household realms, which in between have an amorphous social (since
the modemn ages), which is neither public nor private “strictly speaking”. Even if in a family circle every-
one occupies different places and the perception of certain events is also seen from its members’ dif-
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ferent and multiplied perspectives, still it can never match to the perception from those different per-
spectives that emerge in the public realm. But the common world (the public realm) ends when in mass
societies or during mass hysteria “all people suddenly behave as though they were members of one
family, each multiplying and prolonging the perspective of his neighbor”; when pluralisms are eradicat-
ed and facts and things are seen “only under one aspect and is permitted to present itself in only one
perspective” (Arendt, 1998, p. 58). According to Arendt, such confusion is the end of both: public and
private realms.

Public and private spheres in the Soviet society, which intended to create one “super-human family” (to
use Arendt’'s concept for what we call society), political organization of which in the Soviet case would
constitute not a nation but a unification of different nations (an extended super-human family in a
sense) were crucial factors. Walter Benjamin, who visited Moscow from late 1926 to early 1927, upon
his return to Berlin wrote an essay “Moscow” where he stated that “Bolshevism has abolished private
life” (Berhstein, 2006, p. 220). One of the basic factors in the process of putting private (household)
space on public played the housing shortages, a characteristic problem of the Soviet Union and the
communal livings. It turned impossible to distinguish private from public and practically obliged every-
one to witness and participate in each other's private lives. | noted above (and | will discuss it in details
below) that public realm is personified in Olgha. But the public realm manifests itself at two instances:
firstly, when neighbors are witnessing domestic violence, the balconies are overcrowded and they are
looking at it as at a spectacle (Fig.5, Fig. 6) and secondly, at Saba’s trial. The family’s private life is on
public display and, and the very fact of being on display nolens volens insists on public realm’s interven-
tion. After just mentioned fight Veriko and Vakhtang spent the night sleeping on the stairs even if
neighbors know they could not go home or elsewhere. Aware of living conditions in the early Soviet Un-
ion, the viewer is not surprised and does not wonder why no one offered a sleeping corner to the moth-
er and child. Maybe a will of dramatization has its share, but the familiar audience knows that neighbors
physically could not provide them with a free sleeping space. Here the housing shortage is present,
although not articulated as a problem in the film.

Fig. 5 Fig. 6

Second time when public real manifests itself, is on Saba’s trial. Actually this trial is a culmination, which
shows that there is no distinction between these two realms. The idea of super human family (Arendt’s
concept of society, as mentioned above) is vividly expressed in the final court scene, when Veriko and
Vakhtang reunite not only with Saba but also with the whole audience, as they approach and hug them
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too, creating a close circle around them: it is not a reunion of a private concrete family, but the reunion
and celebration of Saba’s return to the public, state family (Fig. 7).

Fig.7

Besides these two scenes, the public realm is manifested through Olgha’s character: she functions as
public realm’s agent who intervenes into the workers private space and tries to solve the problem. In a
way she embodies a mother of the super-human family.

New Soviet Woman

In the film there are two main female characters: Saba’s wife, Veriko, who experiences physical vio-
lence whenever he is drunk, an actor situated in a private realm, and a Young Pioneer Leader Olgha,
who is an agent of the public realm and intervenes into a pioneer’'s family when she sees Vakthang
beaten and finds out the reason. But as already known from the plot synopsis above, this intervention
does not bring result immediately. Quite contrary, it takes a range of public realm’s interventions into
private one and at different stances to achieve the desired outcome -the cure of the damaged human
raw material. But it is Olgha, who personifies the public realm, as she is the only public agent that we
see acting throughout the plot emphasizing women'’s active social role in the society. When Olgha goes
to talk to Saba, Veriko welcomes her: she is really eager and supportive of the public agent’s interven-
tion in her private domestic scene, as Veriko is unable to handle it all alone and definitely needs help. It
is especially interesting to observe the contrast between these two women: contrary to heroines of oth-
er films, produced before Saba, they are no more differentiated by social hierarchy - both of them are
modern working class women. The modernity is expressed here in such a simple marker as haircut:
they both have the same short hairstyle. But this is the only trait alongside the class belonging that they
have in common. In earlier film plots, women of the same class were generally embodying the similar
characteristics, and were placed at the same position in terms of power relations determined by their
class. Contrary to this, in Saba we see two female figures who belong to the same class, but regardless
this factor they stand on different poles of power position/agency: whereas Veriko is weak, Olgha is
strong. This weakness/strength also finds an expression in their looks: Olgha has masculine features -
her physical construction is more robust and rough, corresponding to the emancipated woman'’s bodily
shape designed by Korolev, while Veriko is tender and slim, fitting in the prerevolutionary beauty stand-
ards. The camera position and body language also reveal their power full/less position in the filmic nar-
rative: during the conversation Olgha is shown from the low angle medium shot, using phallic gestures
(as described by Oksana Bulgakowa (Hochmuth & Bulgakowa, 2008) while analyzing variations of body
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language in Soviet films) emphasizing her powerfulness and authority, which belong to the masculine,
in the masculinedfeminine binary system (Fig.8). On the contrary, Veriko is shown from the high angle
close up that indicates to her powerless and oppressed condition and exposes feminine passivity (Fig.
9). When waiting for Saba, two women are shown within the same frame in multiple shots followed one
by another: Olgha is in the front plan, with strengthened back, reading something, whereas Veriko is on
the second plan, shriveled with her head hanging (Fig. 10). The waiting for Saba scene lasts for fifteen
seconds, but nothing changes much (Fig. 11, Fig. 12): Olgha remains in the front plan, rigid and con-
centrated on the newspaper, that is public life and social activity, and Veriko remains in the same pow-
erless oppressed position, either with her head hanging or desperately staring in the space. But this
time the intervention of the public agent into private sphere is fruitless: the news that Saba has been
fired from work, does not leave the space for further discussion.

Fig.10 Fig. 11
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Fig. 12

Another day, when Saba hears how Olgha (who has developed a close relationship with Vakhtang and
Veriko meanwhile) encourages Veriko to divorce, another sequence of violence erupts, which this time
also includes Olgha as a target and consequently ends up with the trial and divorce.

Even though the film shows how the collective, public realm saves Saba, it is not only Saba, who needs
to be saved in the film. First of all, itis Veriko, a “damsel in distress.” Her “damsel in distress”- vulnerable
and powerless position is depicted in a cinematic language: the camera mostly shows her from high
angle when she is alone in the frame, or covered face (for example, in the tavern scene, after domestic
violence has publicly taken place. Fig. 13, Fig. 14, Fig. 15) and in the court, when she defends Saba,
indicating that she needs the

Fig.13

Fig.15 Fig.16

community’s assistance for help, holding her hand towards the court as if she asks for savior from
drowning (Fig.16). Veriko, before final reunion of the collective family, is saved not by some “knightly”
man, but by Olgha with her assistance, encouragement and support: after the first visit, Olgha frequent-
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ly comes to Vakhtang and Veriko, and on the divorce trial she is sitting next to her, representing her in-
terests, creating an example of women'’s solidarity and backing. Olgha is an androgynous agent of the
public realm. Besides her apparent masculine features and powerful gestures, she also manifests car-
ing -a feature of motherliness: it is with her intervention that the problem is eradicated from the domes-
tic scene and she does it because she cares for Vakthang. In the ideological climate where mother-
hood was vividly stressed, and often represented as a way of liberation in the films, as Lynne Attwood
argues’, | guess we cannot dismiss Olgha’s figure as embodying motherliness of the super-human fami-
ly: she nurtures and educates young pioneers-children of the State (although to what extent portrayed
naturally/schematically is evidently a debatable guestion). The disposition of Olgha and Veriko on the
opposing powerful/masculine and powerless/feminine poles is also manifested in their life occupa-
tions: Olgha, a leader of Young Communist League, is a social activist, public realm’s agent; whereas
Veriko eams her life doing laundry - a traditional domestic female labor -is a signifier marking her pas-
sive, oppressing and domesticating feminine position. In Saba an image of a modern soviet woman
embodying full agency and independence is produced by Olgha’s character. Even if on the symbolic
level she personifies the public realm, “mother of the super human family”, nevertheless, it does not
give a possibility to assume that femininity has acquired “positive” terms: taking into consideration
Olgha’s androgyny, contrasted to suffering feminine Veriko, it becomes evident that regardless the per-
suasive representation of a strong woman, feminine is still encoded as weak and passive, whereas the
strength and agency is defined as masculine.

Situating Saba's female representations in a wider discourse

In this section I will look at the general representations of the New Soviet Woman and see to what ex-
tent they apply to Olgha’s character. The process of turning women into more active agents, the goal
that was on party’s agenda even before the revolution (as they represented half of the population and
consequently their support for the new order was crucial) was reflected in women's look as well, that
would give a picture of a new woman dressed in more masculine fashion. In Russia it was common to
the extent that it was a stereotype. The “metteur en scene” Foregger and dramatist Vladimir Mass, cre-
ated theater masks for “types,” the leatherqjacketed woman, “who spoke only in slogans and militated, in
imitation of Kollontai, for ‘the theory of free love’,” was one of these models representing “generalized
expression of realdife people” (Yutkevich, 1973, pp. 25-26). Although, this type of women was not ap-
proved by everyone even among the revolutionaries: as Lynne Attwood observed, Eisenstein was
against such a militant female type in general: quoting Novy Lefcritic in October Eisenstein, who was an
ardent supporter of Bolshevik revolution did not only make a satire of women soldiers defending the
Provisional Government, but women in military in general. It is obvious if we compare them to the Bol-
shevik women in the same film, who are not fighting with arms, but fulfill administrative duties (Attwood,
1993). We can assume that such a “militant” type might have been quite common in Georgia as well,
appealing to a letter giving advice to the women delegates how to work with peasant women and also
pointing to the dressing style among other things, published in Mshromeli galiin 1924 (that time called
Chveni gza [Our way]). The author (certain S. Afaneli) stated that “it is true that there are workers and
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peasants in our party, but it is not enough to only have a peasant surname. Rather it is necessary to
have such a method of approach and appearance that a working woman is pleased when she sees
you. And if you cut your hair shortly, dress in tuzhurka [military type leather jacket] and put on a zhoke [a
masculine type hat] and moreover, stick a cigarette in your mouth, and go to a peasant woman like this,
she will not look at you at all, and she will not believe you, even if you talk thousands of pearl words.
Working among city women is another matter. These women are more developed, but self+estraint is
still necessary, as you will also meet here old<fashioned women” (Afaneli, 1924, p.34). Elizabeth A.
Wood, as a result of analyzing early twenties Russian journals, argues that “destroying all ‘femininity’ in
herself, failing to be an ‘object of pleasure’ for her husband” (1997, p. 204) was a common charge
made against New Soviet Woman. The New Woman was not quite popular among communist men
either: according to Elizabeth A. Wood, the communists as husbands were “no better and sometimes
were worse than ordinary workers and peasants” - they did not let their wives to attend meetings or be
politically active and they did not want a New Soviet Woman as a wife, but were rather going for non
party women; quoting one of them as saying that “he really didn’t see a kommunistka as a woman; she
was more a comrade at work” (Wood, 1997, p. 205). The situation was very much similar in Georgia.
Mshromeli gali's correspondents were also complaining multiple times that the communists did not
encourage their wives’ party activities but rather “pickled them at home” as one of them sarcastically
remarked (Khutsishvilisa, 1924). Thus the outlines of a New Woman in 1920s are the following: militant
masculine looking activist, vigorously involved in public realm, although this image was not much ap-
pealing for communist men themselves. Olgha,-the only representation of the New Soviet Woman pro-
vided in Georgian silent films of 1920s,- perfectly fits in the provided descriptions: she is militant like
Foregger’ s and Mass's leather jacketed woman, (or an activist woman as described by Afaneli), she
ardently preaches and uses phallic gestures. She is androgenous and we only see her as an ardent
activist and comrade.

| have already noted above that Mshromeli gali was informing women workers and peasant women
about the local and international politics, the party’s activities, simultaneously providing them with edu-
cational information of different types: starting from geography and ending with how to take care of var-
ious maladies, live-stock, etc. It is also very interesting to follow the journal’s line of thought in terms of
observing the kind of woman it was promoting: during mid4wenties it was calling and encouraging
women to become actively engaged in the party work and the building of communist state, to provide
the journals with letters from provinces, be actively involved in elections, in women'’s circles, etc. How-
ever, starting from the late 20s, the journal’s temper changes: the issues become strikingly feminized in
terms of offered themes: the politics is still in focus but now the journal gives advices not to women ac-
tivists but rather to housewives; a new section, displaying models of clothes for women and children is
introduced with an accompanying instruction how to sew them (initially it appears in the September-
October issue of 1928, Fig. 17), and the journal dedicates a long section to recipes, as well as how to
take care of clothes and gardening. According to Elizabeth A. Wood, in the beginning of twenties there
was an active debate on the modes of life, which among such essential issues as bribe-taking, drinking,
religiosity and anti Semitism as reasons of excluding from the party, also included such topics as the
line between “freedom” and “decadence” in sexual matters, spouse responsibilities towards each other
and their children, and whether young Komsomol men should wear ties, while women rouge and lip-
stick (Wood, 1997). It is obvious that the issue of the New Woman was a question of debate and
Olgha’s type was not unanimously approved. In fact the discourse around New Woman was quite hy-
brid. In Mshromeli gali there are invocations to be involved in the military service and learn how to
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shoot, but the photograph of the “best women shooters” predominantly displays not the leather4acket
masculine type women activists, like Olgha, but rather feminine, elegantly dressed women (Fig. 18).
Even if “equality” of the 1920s assumed that “women should be exactly the same as men” (Turovskaya,
1993, p. 144) by the beginning of thirties it became clear that women had to preserve their femininity,
no matter how masculine their job was. Raboinitsa guaranteed its readers that “female workers on the
Motrostroi [acronym for Moscow subway construction project] exchanged their overalls for fashionable
dresses at the end of the working day: ‘if you were to meet one of our female metro-builders at the thea-
ter or a party, you would not be able to guess that she works underground™ (Attwood & Kelly, 1998, p.
274). The change of mood of Mshromeli gali reveals an existing internal contradiction in the discourse
of femininity as advocated by the party and shows signs of drastic changes in the construction of the
new woman’s femininity in Stalin’s time to come: according to Lynne Attwood, the 1930s were marked
with a new attitude towards dress and appearance, which encouraged women to dress in a more femi-
nine but simultaneously practical style (Grant, 2013).

Fig. 17 Fig. 18

Conclusion

As illustrated, the New Soviet Woman was subject to many controversies. Even if it was unanimously
clear on the party agenda that women had to emancipate and take the same position in the soviet state
as men, they had to become comrades and women citizens, it was not quite clear what this camarade-
rie meant. The equality assumed that women should be the same as men, hence they should perform
the same traditionally masculine tasks, be the same ardent activists, etc. Besides ideological transfor-
mation, it implied changes in look as well. Femininity and agency were incompatible in the New Woman.
But this kind of “the same as man” image of women was not greeted even by Bolshevik men, when it
came to choosing a partner. They did not find a “comrade” appealing a bit as Elizabeth A. Wood shows
(1997). This internal antimony within the discourse caused the modification and manipulation with the
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official image of the Soviet woman. In order to explore what a Soviet woman'’s role model was in the
Georgian context in 1920s, | have examined women’s representations in Mikheil Chiaureli’'s Saba,
which is the only film of the decade offering the images of modern women juxtaposed with the repre-
sentations/line of women workers journal. In Saba women are no opposed in the frame of class binary
system anymore, that was widely characteristic to Georgian films in the beginning and mid-20s. The
women in the film: Veriko and Olgha are modern women from the working class. It is the camera and
their positioning in the frames that define their different social positions: as already noted above Veriko
is mostly shown from the high angle shot, which emphasizes her vulnerable position, whereas Olgha,
on the contrary, is framed from the low angle shot. Besides the shot angles, Olgha’s powerful position
is manifested by the frequent use of phallic gestures while talking. Contrary to Veriko, who is in the need
of help, passive and slim, Olgha is robust and has a masculine appearance. QOlgha is an androgynous
agent of the public realm. Besides her apparent masculine features and powerful gestures, she also
manifests caring-a feature of motherliness (I read it as a motherliness and not as a male protectiveness,
considering that she nurtures young pioneers and appears something like a social mother): owing to
her intervention the problem is eradicated from the domestic scene. An emancipated image of a New
Soviet Woman embodying full agency and independence is produced. Although as the examination of
Mshromeli gali (and Russian journals) showed, this image was not unanimously agreed on and the New
Soviet Woman was subject to controversies. Nevertheless, Olgha’s character does not give chance to
assume that femininity in the film and in the ideological discourse generally-has acquired “positive”
terms: taking into consideration the androgyny of Olgha, contrasted to suffering feminine Veriko, includ-
ing their life-earning occupations (Olgha’s outdoor, social activity and engagement in an open space
and Veriko's job of doing laundry in her household, a traditional feminine, passive employment) it be-
comes evident that regardless the persuasive representation of a strong, active woman, femi-
nine/femininity is still encoded as weak and passive, whereas the strength and agency is defined as
masculine.
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