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Abstract

This research examines Georgia’s interest in European Union and NATO membership and
evaluates potential routes for ensuring progress and security while reducing Russia’s residual post-
Soviet influence. While much available scholarship focuses on the prospects of Georgia’s formal
integration into the Western sphere, there is far less scholarship explicitly discussing Georgia’s
potential future without accession to the EU or NATO or emphasizing the significance of the EU
and NATO programs with which it already cooperates. Scholarly sources, original scholar
interviews and primary-source materials are synthesized in this research to reveal the complexity
of Russo-Georgian relations. Russia influences not only the national security and political spheres,
but also popular discourse about national identity and the Georgian Orthodox Church. In this
research | argue that official membership in either the EU or NATO will not be beneficial for
Georgia because of the escalated risk of conflict with Russia. Nevertheless, Georgia is committed
to cooperating with the EU and NATO, and these organizations are committed to supporting
Georgia’s security, democracy and economy. | conclude that Georgia can leverage its own
geostrategic value to engage diverse partners for economic cooperation, democratic development
and security alliances, promoting a future that does not rely on EU and NATO membership and
reflects the will of the Georgian people.
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Introduction

The nearly three decades since Georgia’s declaration of independence from the Soviet
Union have been a formidable challenge to stability and security and an unparalleled opportunity
for change. Since 1991 this South Caucasus state has worked to redefine itself in the post-Soviet
world. In the 1990s, rapid economic decline, ineffective governance and civil strife put the country
on the verge of collapse (Kalichava 2018, 197-198). Since the 2003 Rose Revolution, political
rhetoric in independent Georgia has formally focused on accession to the European Union (EU)
and North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). European integration is considered a path to
stronger democratic institutions, social liberalization and economic prosperity (Hudson 2019,
187). Georgian leadership promotes a narrative of Europeanness as the basis of its “European
Project,” which aims for integration in the EU and NATO. However, sustained challenges to
integration, particularly Russia’s lingering influence in Georgia, have stalled Georgia’s “European
Project.” Russia’s formal recognition of the independence of Abkhazia and South Ossetia after the
2008 Russo-Georgian war indicates that European integration would have significant
consequences for Georgia. Russia’s recognition of these separatist territories led Georgia and
Russia to sever diplomatic ties (Hudson 2019, 191). Amid the political tensions that define Russo-
Georgian relations, the Georgian Orthodox Church (GOC) has remained remarkably close to the
Russian Orthodox Church (ROC), revealing sociocultural tensions within Georgian society.
Geopolitical flashpoints such as Abkhazia and South Ossetia, the condition of Russo-Georgian
relations and the integrity of domestic Georgian politics remain key determinants of Georgia’s
future trajectory. In this paper, I will argue that Georgia’s extensive cooperation with the EU to
strengthen its democracy and economy and contributions to NATO security operations indicate
that Georgia is already well-integrated into the Western sphere, albeit not through formal
membership. Despite steadfast public support for European integration, Russian interests and
interference signal that Georgia’s accession to the EU or NATO will not occur in the near future.
Even without membership in the EU and NATO, Georgia’s geostrategic value facilitates trade with
a variety of regions, meaning it has no lack of opportunities for diverse investment in its economy,
security and democracy.

The paper will begin with a literature review and explanation of research methods, written
in Russian. I will then explain the history of Russo-Georgian relations, analyzing the importance
of Georgia’s cultural and historical claims of Europeanness and resistance to Russian occupation
to the development of its contemporary national identity and “European Project.” The paper will
also examine the tensions between Georgian Orthodox traditions and Westernized cultural values,
which are visible in the Georgian Orthodox Church’s (GOC) simultaneous condemnation of
liberalized Western society and lack of vocal opposition to EU integration. The following section
examines post-independence political developments in Georgia, emphasizing the weakness of
Georgian democratic institutions and juxtaposing their weakness with the strength of Georgian
civil engagement, which manifests in political protests. The next section surveys Georgia’s foreign
policy priorities and the limitations imposed on Georgia’s security aspirations by Russian
influences. Finally, the paper assesses the influence of Georgia’s “European Project” and European
identity on its international economic cooperation.

Literature Review & Research Methods / O630p JiuTepaTypsl 1 MeTOABI HCCIETOBAHUS
Beeoenue yeneti uccneoosanus
Llenpro mccnenoBaHMs SIBISETCS BBISBICHUE TOTO, Kak He3zaBUcHMas ['pysus ymeer
rapaHTHPOBaTh CBOW CYBEpEeHHTET M 00€30macuTh CBOE Oyjayiee KpoMe HHTErpalud B



EBponeiicknii coro3 (EC) m HATO. CymiecTByloT HEKOTOpBIE 3a1ad, KOTOpPbIE HEOOXOAMMO
BBITIOJIHUTB JJ1s1 JOCTUXKEHUS TaHHOM 11eTi. Bo-TiepBbIX, HYKHO YUYHUTHIBATh 3HAYEHHUE I'PY3UHCKOM
HCTOPHH U KYJBTYpPbl B COBPEMEHHOM MHUPE U BIMSIHUE HAa CTpaHy BKJIOUEHUsI B COBETCKUI COHO3
JI0 HACTOAILETO MOMEHTa. BO-BTOPBIX, BaKHO MOHSATH, 3aueM ['py3usi XO4YeT CTaTh y4aCTHUKOM
3TuX opranu3auuid. CTpaHa npecieayer Lejdb MHTErpaliu 4epe3 HEKOTOPbIE MEphl, BKIIOUas
«EBponeiickuii mpoekt». B-TpeTpux, HEOOXOIUMO OTMETHUTHh BAXKHOCTh T'€OMOJUTHYECKUX
MHTEpPECOB BO BHELIHEH nonuTuke ['py3un, Haripumep, OHa HaxoauTes K ory ot Poccuu n nmeer
noptel Ha Oepery YepnHoro mops. I'maBHee Bcero o00s3aTeNbHO YAEIHTH 0CO00€ BHUMAaHHE
IPY3UHCKO-POCCUMCKUM OTHOIIEHUSIM M BHEIIHENOJUTUYECKUM HHTepecaM Poccuiickoi
Oenepann B Ab6xazun u HOxkuoit Ocetnn. B wccnenoBaHuW aHAIM3UPYETCs SIBICHUE
IPY3UHCKOrO «EBpOnenckoro mpoekTa» B KOHTEKCTE KyJIbTypbl, HUCTOPUH, BHYTPEHHEU U
BHEITHEH MOJMTUKH, SKOHOMUKH U MEXKITyHAPOTHON 0€3011aCHOCTH.

0630p numepamypwi

OToT 0030p paccMaTpuBaeT NPUTOAHbBIE JUIS BBINOJHEHUS LEIM HCCIEI0BaHUS
aKaJieMHYeCKHe pecypchl. B HeM mouepKruBaeTcs OTCYTCTBUE PECYPCOB, YUUTHIBAIOIIMX APYTHe
nyTu Buepea s I'py3uu, kpome eBponeickoit uuterpaunu. Ponb uccnenoBaHust — BOCIIOJIHUTD
HEJ0CTaTOK CTaTell U KHUT, IPOTUBOMNOCTAaBUTh peun o «EBpomneiickoM mpoekTe» B akaJeMUH U
HOBOCTSIX. J|OMONHUTENIBHBIE PECYPCHI, UCKIIIOUEHHBIE U3 0030pa JIMTepaTypbl, MO)KHO HAaWTH B
CIIMCKE MCIIOJIb3YEMOM JIUTEPATYPBI.

CylecTBYIOT HEKOTOpPbIE pecypchl, B KOTOPbIX oOpaiaercs oco0oe BHHMMaHUE Ha
KyJbTYPHBIN U HCTOpUYECKUM acniekT kenanus I'py3un Bctynuth B EC 1 HATO. B Takux crarbsix
[IOKa3bIBAETCSl POJb «EBPONEHCKON» HIACHTUYHOCTH B MOATOTOBKE I'py3uM K HHTErpanu.
Yenunaze (2014) ormeuaeT BaXHOCTh I'PY3MHCKOM HMIEHTUYHOCTH B «EBporielickoM mpoekrtey,
ynenss oco0oe BHMMaHUE IMOCTCOBETCKOM mnepectpoiike. Xappuc-bpantc (2018) cBs3biBaer
ApPXUTEKTYpHbIE U3MEHEHMSI C TPY3MHCKONW IMOCTKOMMYHUCTHYECKON MAEHTUYHOCThIO. B crarbe
aHaJIM3UpyeTcs BiInsHUE « EBporencKkoro mpoekTa» Ha ropos barymu u paccmaTpuBaroTcs CBSI3U
MEXJy IIeJIbI0 €BPONEHCKOW HHTErpanuu M MeXAyHapoIHbIM TypusmoM B ['pysuto. Cropm
(2019), noGaBnsAs B 3Ty IUCKYCCUIO 00 UIEHTUYHOCTH U apXUTEKType, MOTUEPKUBAET U3MEHEHHE
apXUTEKTYypHOro oOpa3a B rpy3uHCKHX ropojax npu Ilpesunenre CaaxamBuin. Touka 3peHus
JBYX cTaTei ynenseT oco0oe BHUMAHUE POJU APXUTEKTYPbl M IMOJUTHKH B HEPECTpOKe
Ipy3uHCKON uiaeHTHuHocT 1 «EBpomnelickoro npoekra». Kuraesuu (2014) oObsicHsSIET poib
UJCHTUYHOCTH U TOJUTHUKHM B TPY3MHCKOM TOCYJapCTBEHHOM OOpa30BaHUM, MOAYEPKHUBAs
MHO>KECTBO TOYEK 3pPEHHS O COBETCKOM HAcleAMM, BIMSIONIEM Ha TPY3MHCKOE OOILIECTBO U
MOJIUTUKY 10 cuX nop. Touka 3peHHs rocyJapCTBEHHBIX MpernoiaBaTesnieil BooOIIe 3aBUCUT OT UX
BO3pacTa U OIbITa BocnuTaHus B paszHble nepuoibl CCCP. BkitoueHHbI€ B 3TOM JIUTEpaType TOUKU
3peHHsI O POJM HACHTUYHOCTU B T'PY3MHCKOM OOIIECTBE SBISIOTCS OCHOBOM HCCII€OBaHMUS,
oTOMy 4TO (OPMHUPYIOT 0a3y [UIsl NMOHUMaHHs I'PY3MHCKOW MOTHBALIMU JJI MHTETpall B
€BPOIEHCKNE OPraHU3aINH.

B cBsi3u ¢ Tem, 4TO MAEHTUYHOCTh UTpaeT poiib B «EBpomeiickoM MpoeKTe», B APYTUX
pecypcax pedb HAET O pOJU TPYy3UHCKOW €BpOINEHCKOM HAEHTHYHOCTH B O€30MacHOCTU H
nonutuke. Camoil BaxkHoW Temoil sBnsercs wuHTerpauuss B EC m HATO Bo wmHorumx
akajgeMuueckux paborax o OezomacHoctd u monuTHke. Pumep (2009) obcykmaeT KOHTEKCT
rpy3uHCKO-poccuiickoii BoitHbl 2008 roja B 0oJiee MHUPOKOM YEPHOMOPCKOM PEroHe, YUUThIBAs
POJIb MOJUTHKH, OE30MACHOCTH M HALIMOHAJIM3Ma B OTHOLICHUSX MEXAY CTpaHaMH pernoHa. B
cTatbe OOBsCHSETCS, YTO ['py3ust oTiiMyaeTrcs OT APYTUX CTpaH PEruoHa, MOTOMY 4YTO B €€



MOJUTHUKE COTpynHHYecTBO ¢ EBponelickum maptHepcTBoM U HATO sBnseTcss mpuopuTeTOM.
I'epman (2015) meranbHO ONMMCHIBAGT M AHATU3UPYET HCTOPHYECKYIO U KYJIbTypHYIO 0a3y
IPY3UHCKOMH LIeJIM €BPOIEHCKON HHTErpauny. B rmaBe kHUrM noguepkuBaercs, uto Poceus 1o cux
nop cuutact [py3dr0 dYacThiO CBOEH 30HBI HAIMOHAILHOTO HWHTEpecal, MpPEnsTCTBYS
BO3MOKHOCTSIM €BpoIeickoil uuterpauuu ans I'pysun. [J{o66unc (2014) mpunumaer Bo
BHMMaHue BbIBOABI Peomornuu po3 2003 roma, oTMedas BaXHOCTh peopM PEBOIOIUAN IS
pe3ynbratoB BeIOOpOoB 2012 Toma. B cratbe oOwscHsercs, uyto Ilpesmment CaakamBuim
HEMPaBWJILHO MHTEPIPETUPOBAJI 3aMaJHYI0 JAEMOKPATHIO, TIO3TOMY pedopMbl HEe ObLIU TaKUMU
YCHENIHBIMU, KaK MHOTHEe cuuTaroT. AiBaszsiH (2018) paccmarpuBaeT MOJUTUYECKUE CABUTH B
IPY3UHCKON TOJUTHKE B MOCIEAHEE JeCATHIIETUE, YIenss 0co0oe BHUMAHUE MPE3UIEHTCKUM
BbiOOpam 2018 roxa. B craree aHanu3upyroTCs MOTEHIMAIbHBIE PUCKU HaunHatomeics B 2020
rogy wuszOuparenbHOi pedopmbl, KOTOpas IMOMEHSIET CUCTEeMY Ha MapliaMEeHTCKyI0 ¢opmy
BbIOOpoB. Kaiins (2019) pokycupyercs Ha BnusiHun Poccun Ha ['py3uto. B craTtbe yunTHIBaroTCS
pucku unterpaunu B HATO niisa ['py3uu u 1715 Bcero anbsiHCca U IOAYEPKUBAKOTCS SKOHOMUYECKAs
U TIOJIMTHYECKAs CHJIa POCCUHCKOM HE(PTSIHON NPOMBIINIJICHHOCTH Ha €BPONEHCKOM PBIHKE H
MOCTOSIHCTBO Bompoca A6xazuu u FOxuoit OceTun B Irpy3UHCKO-POCCHIICKUX OTHOIICHUAX. B
3TUX pecypcax BUIHO, YTO I'Py3UHCKO-POCCUICKUE OTHOIIEHUS UTPAIOT OOJIBIIYIO POJIb B BOIIPOCE
€BpOINEICKON UHTErPaLlUH.

Jlpyrue matepuanbl OCTaHABIMBAKOTCS HAa SKOHOMMYECKOM pa3BUTHUU ['py3uu. ABTOpBI
TaKuX CTaTel MOJYEPKUBAOT POJb «EBpomeickoro mpoekra» B S3KOHOMHUYECKOM Pa3BUTHH U
BO3MOXXHOCTh JKOHOMMYECKOTO COTpYJHHYECTBa MEXIy I'py3uell u ApyruMu cTpaHami,
nanpumep, Mpanom u Kuraem. Kak ykazano Bbimie, Xappuc-bpanrc (2018) u Cropm (2019)
paccMaTpuBarOT pojb Lenell «EBPONEUCKOro MpoeKTa» B apXUTEKType IPY3UHCKUX TOPOJOB,
KOTOpasi MOAEPKUBAET PA3BUTHE MEXKIYHAPOAHOIO Typu3Ma. TypHu3M sIBISETCS OJTHOM U3 CAMbBIX
BAXHBIX MHHIYCTPUHL B COBPEMEHHOW TIpy3MHCKOW 5sKkoHOMuKe. JlaBpenamBuiu (2016)
aHAJIM3UPYET SKOHOMUYECKHE BBITOJIbI U T'€OMOJIMTHYECKIEe PUCKU TpaH3uTa HedTu u3 Mpana B
ctpanbl EC uepe3 I'py3uto. B otuere aprymentupyercs, uro unterpauus I'py3uu 8 EC u HATO
MorJa Obl YCIOXKHUTh PErHOHAIbHYIO 0€30MacHOCTh, Mo3TOMY I'py3ust TomkHa OagaHCHPOBATh
MeLy CBOUM HHTEPECOM? B MHTEIPAIIUH ¥ YKOHOMUYECKMMH BO3MOKHOCTSMH, CYIIECTBYIOMIHMH
3a npeaenamu EBpornbl. 3ab6axuaze (2017) oObACHAET rpy3UHCKYIO OJIUTUKY MO OTHOIIEHHIO K
KUTAlCKOW WHUIIMATUBE, Ha3biBaeMoll «OIWH TOSIC, OAWH TMyThb», U JaeT HEKOTOPHIC
MIOJINTUYECKUE PEKOMEHIAIUH 110 0’KMJJAEMOMY PACIIMPEHUIO COTPYAHUYECTBA MEXAY 1 py3uei
n Kutaem. B ordere mnpezacraBiseTcss TOYKa 3pEHUS HA >KU3HECIIOCOOHYHO BO3MOXHOCTH
I'PY3MHCKOIO SKOHOMHYECKOTo pa3BuUTHs 0e3 opunmansHoro wieHctBa B EC. Jlutepatypa, B
KOTOpPOIl paccMaTpuBaeTCsl SKOHOMMKA, YYWUTHIBAET HE TOJIBKO MpPEUMYyLIECTBA U PUCKH
€BpOMNEICKON MHTErpallu, HO U JPYTrMe BApUAHTHI I MEXIYHAPOJIHOIO COTPYAHUYECTBA U
paszButus ['py3un.

BaxHO OTMETUTH, YTO TOUYKA 3pEHHs] aBTOPAa OOBIYHO 3aBHUCHUT OT €ro MPOMCXOXKICHUS.
Hampumep, aBtopsl u3 Epponbl u CIIA 00pr9yHO cumtaroT Poccuio arpeccuBHOM W XOTST
3amuuaTh [ py3uro OT pOCCUMCKOM arpecCcuy Wik OTMEYAIOT BAXKHOCTh IPY3UHCKOW €BPOITEUCKON
uaentuunoctd  (Kaitm 2019; FPRI 2019; Kou 2016, dumep 2009; T'epman 2015).
PycckoroBopsiue aBTOpbl Oojiee KPUTUYECKH OTHOCATCS K aMEPUKAHCKHUM U €BPOINEHCKUM
uHuIuaTiBaM B ['py3uM u 3amaHOMy Y4YacTHIO B TPY3UHCKO-POCCHMCKHX OTHOIIEHUSX

! 30Ha HauMoHaNLHOTO MHTEpeca HasbiBaeTcs «zone of privileged interest» Ha anrmiickom.
2 MluTepec B 3TOM KOHTEKCTE 03HAYAET HAIIMOHANIbHYIO O€30MaCHOCTh, HA3LIBAEMYHO M0-aHTIIMICKHU «security
interests».



(Kamuuasa 2018; Cyukos 2011). I'py3uHCKHE aBTOpBI 00Jji€e IEIOCTHO OOCYKIAIOT BOIMPOCHI
IPY3MHCKOrO OyIylIero, paccMaTpuBas HE TOJBKO TMOJIMTUKY M BOEHHOCIIOCOOHOCTb, HO H
LEHHOCTh TPY3UHCKOH KCTOPUM U TEOMOJUTHYECKOrO IOJIOKEHUS Uil Pa3BUTUS CTpPaHBI
(3abaxumze 2017; JlaBpenamsunu 2016; Yennnze 2014). HecMoTps Ha pa3HHILy MEKAY TOUKAMH
3peHUsl POCCHICKUX, TPY3MHCKUX U 3alaJHbIX aBTOPOB, B OOJBLIIMHCTBE 3TUX PECYPCOB
obcyxnatorcst cnemyrouie Tembl: Heoboxomumoctse HATO u EC mns Oyaymero ['pysun u
BaYKHOCTh €BPOMNEHCKON MICHTUYHOCTU B IPY3MHCKOW HCTOPUM U KYJIBTYPBI JJISl BBIIOJHEHUS
UHTETpalui. DTO HCCIEIOBAHUE MPOTUBOPEUYUT YPE3BBIYANTHON BaXKHOCTU HMHTETpAllUU IS
0€30MMacHOCTH IPYy3UHCKOr0 OyAyIIero, u, HAOOOPOT, OTMEYAET PUCKHU U CIOKHOCTb MHTETPAIUH.
OHo paccmaTpHBaeT CUJTy CYIIECTBYIOIIMX B HAacTosIee BpeMs otHoteHuit mexay EC u ['py3ueit
JUIS TIOAJIEPKKH TPY3UHCKOM JIEMOKpPAaTMM W MHOXECTBO HEJOUCIIONIB3YEMBIX BO3MOKHOCTEH
SKOHOMHUYECKOI'0 COTPYJHHUYECTBA cO cTpaHamu oT As3uu 10 EBponsl. Hecmorpst Ha TO, uTO
EBporneiicknii coro3 1 HATO npoomkaT urpath BAXKHYHO pOJib B IEMOKPATUUECKOM U IMBUIIbHO-
OOIIIECTBEHHOM Pa3BUTHH, YPOBEHb PUCKOB MHTETPAIINH YKA3BIBALT, UTO TOTATbHAS OPUITHATbHAS
unrerpanus B 5)koHoMuKy EC u BoenHblIi anibsinc HATO HeBo3MOXkHa.

Memoost uccnedosanus

[Iporecc nccnegoBanus st TOU KypcoBOM pabOThI COCTOUT U3 TPEX yacTeld. Bo-nepBhix,
B HCCIIEIOBAaHMM BKJIOYAeTCs 0030p aKaeMHUYEeCKOM JIMTepaTypbl IO TeMaM Oe30MacHOCTH,
IIOCTCOBETCKUX HCCIICIOBAHHUM, IIOJIMTHYECKOM HAayKHM W MEXAYHAPOAHBIX OTHOIICHU.
BoJIbIIMHCTBO MCIIOJIB30BaHHBIX B pa0oTe MaTepUalIOB HAlKCaHbl Ha AHIVIMHCKOM S3bIKE, HO
CIIMCOK JIUTEpPATyphl TAKKE BKIIIOUAET HEKOTOPBIE pECYpChl HAa pycckoM. Poiu Bcex pecypcoB yixke
OIUCAJIUCH B 0030p€e JIUTEPATYPHI.

Bo-Bropsix, uccinenoanne B TOwmmucu B siHBape 2020 rojga crnocoOCTBOBAIO 3TOMY
npoekty. Ilpu ¢unancoBoii mnongepxkke Ponna VYwmumama u Dnke [ypaena ans
MEXKIYyHApOAHOro uccienoBanus B JukuHcoH Kosutemke, Mbl ¢ KOJUIETOM ITOJIY4YUIIM I'PAHT HA
Hezleno MccnenoBanus B I'pysuun. brnaromapst rpanty (oHzIa craio BO3MOXKHBIM IO€XaTh B
['py3uto, 4T0OBI MOCETUTH BaskHbIE MecTa, Hanpumep, lapiaament ['py3un u ['ocynapcTBeHHBIN
My3eit I'py3un. D1a yacTh UCCie0BaHHUsI IOMOTJIA Pa3BUTh pabOTy ¢ TOUKH 3pEHMs TOTO, YTO B
Towncu MoxHO OBUIO caMUM HaOII0IaTh OTHOIIEHHE Hapoa kK Poccun u EBpore.

B-TpeTbuX, HEKOTOpBIE SKCIEPTHI AU HMHTEPBBIO ITOMY IPOEKTY, MOAAEPKHUBAas U
YCIIOKHSISI BBIBOJBI, CPOPMUPOBAaHHBIE U3 0030pa MEYaTHBIX PECYPCOB U MPOBEJAEHHOIO B I'py3un
uccnenoBanus. B sguBape 2020 roma B TOwmucu [-p. T'eopruit XumroBaHHM, AMPEKTOP
uccnenoBanus B Llentpe nccnenoBanust PMCG, nan naTepBhI0. B HHTEPBBIO paccMaTpUBAIOTCS
9KOHOMMUYECKHE NTEPCIIEKTUBBI €BPONEHCKON MHTErpalluu U coTpyaHndecTBa ¢ Mipanom u Knuraewm.
bonee Toro, oH 00BSACHUI HapOAHOE MHEHHE U OCTAHOBWIICS HA Pa3jIMuUU MEX]y MEUTOW U
peanbHOCTBIO UHTerpanuu. [lozxke, B deBpane 2020 roga, JI-p. Pobepr Xamunron, npodeccop
HaIlMOHAJIbHOW 0€30MacHOCTH M BOEHHOM cTpaterun B BoenHom komnemxe apmuu CIIIA B
Kapmnaiine (IlencunpBanus) u cotpyaHuk MccnenoBaTenbCKOro HHCTUTYTA BHEIIHEW MOJIUTHKH
(FPRI) B ®unanensdun, nan uatepsbio B Jukuacon Kosnemke. Tak Kak ero CrenuaibHOCTHIO
SBJISIOTCS] 0€30IaCHOCTD M BHEILHSS MOJIUTHKA [ py3uH, Ha MHTEPBbIO 1UIAa PeYb 00 OTHOLIEHUSAX
Mexnay Poccueit u crpanamu HATO, Poccueit u ['py3ueit u o Bo3MoxkHOCTH HHTETpanuu B EC n
HATO mna I'py3un. Ilo pekomengauuu JI-p. Xamunrona Maiis OtapaluBuiM, 3aMeCTUTENb
nupextopa EBpasuiickoil nporpammsl u uccienonatens FPRI B @unagensduu, gana MHTEPBBIO
no Ckaiiny B anpene. B MHTEpBbIO OTMEYAETCs BAKHOCTh TEHICHIIMHM K aBTOPUTAPU3MY B



COBPEMEHHOM rpy3uHCKoi nonutuke.? B maiie J[-p Bacunm Pyxanse, mpodeccop dakynbrera
[Tonutnyeckoit Hayku B VYHuBepcutere IlutrcOypra, nan HHTEpBbIO 1O TenedoHY H
KOMMEHTHUpOBal paboTy Ha koH(pepeHmu YHuBepcurera [IurrcOypra. Moeli kypcoBoii pabote
3HAYUTENILHO MOMOTJIM MPOBEAEHHOE B I'py3un HcciaenoBaHue U YeThIpe MHTEPBbIO. J[aHHBIEC B
WHTEPBBIO KOMMEHTAPUU OYCHB MOICPIKATN PA3BUTHE TEMbI H BEIBOJIOB UCCIICOBAHHSI.

B nomonHenwe K MOMOIIM BBINIEYKAa3aHHBIX SKCIEPTOB, HEKOTOphIe Mpodeccopa u
ceepctHukr B JlukuHcoH Koimemke mnoanepKuBaiM MPOILECC HCCICAOBAHMS, HAMUCAHUS U
penaktupoBanus. [Ipodeccop Anuca Jlebnacuo, npodeccop u rnasa pakynbrera Pycckoro s3bika
U JINTEpaTypbl, KypuUpoBaJla BeCh NpOLIECC, BKJIOYas MOAJECPKKY HAlHMCAHMUS TpaHTa JJis
uccnenosanus B ['py3un. [Ipodeccop lasua Kommunc, npodeccop dakynsrera MccnenoBanuii
brmmxnaero Bocroka, u Ilpodeccop Enena [lyx, mpodeccop dakynbrera Pycckoro sizpika u
JUTEPaTyphl, PEIaKTUPOBAIIU K KOMMEHTHUPOBAJIH MOJHBIN YepHOBOM BapuaHT TekcTa. EnnzaBera
[paiic u /Ilnana 301KUHA, CTYACHTHI-CBEPCTHUKY, BHUMATEIHHO TOIICPKUBAIH PEIAKTUPOBAHKE
YacTH Ha aHTJIMIICKOM U HA PyCCKOM COOTBETCTBEHHO.

Between Soviet Legacy & Russian Influence

When examining political rhetoric in conversation among Georgians, in museums and on
city tours, narratives about the Soviet Union “occupying” Georgia are explicit. Russian influence
has a significant legacy in Georgia that transcends the national security field and formal political
discourse into daily life, and resistance against Russia has become a source of pride in the Georgian
national identity. Whereas the general nomenclature explains that countries were “part” of the
Soviet Union, Georgia is adamant that it was “occupied.” Likewise, Georgian state institutions are
adamant that it “regained” independence from Russia in 1991, emphasizing its period of
independence from 1918 to 1921 (See Figure 1). According to the Georgian National Museum’s
Soviet occupation exhibition the total number of Georgian victims of the Soviet occupation was
880,000 people, including approximately 80,000 people shot dead, 400,000 deported and another
approximately 400,000 who perished in World War 11 (See Figure 2). Georgians’ resistance to and
protest against the Soviet Union are commemorated in Thilisi. Monuments and plaques
memorialize demonstrators killed while protesting Soviet power, honoring Georgian resistance
against the Soviet Union and Russia. A monument in front of the Parliament of Georgia
commemorates the victims killed by a Soviet crackdown on an anti-Soviet protest on April 9, 1989
(See Figure 3). One block down the street from the Parliament, a plaque commemorates a similar
event on March 9, 1956 (See Figure 4). In addition to these formal references to Soviet aggression,
posters, bumper stickers, graffiti and other informal graphics protest Russia’s current “occupation”
of “20%” of Georgia, referring to the separatist territories of Abkhazia and South Ossetia (See
Figure 5). Georgians not supportive of these separatist movements fled these territories, and some
were able to secure housing in refugee camps, while others live in abandoned apartment buildings
in Thilisi (See Figure 6). Tensions surrounding the role of Russia in this domestic issue contribute
to Georgia’s narrative of Russian Imperial and Soviet domination, of which it considers Russian
involvement in Abkhazia and South Ossetia to be a continuation.

Pivoting to Europe
Georgia’s pro-European aspirations emerged in a context of social, economic and political
tumult after the collapse of the Soviet system. These aspirations gained traction following key
events, including the 2003 Rose Revolution, the 2008 war with Russia and the 2012 elections.
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These turning points are associated with political changes that formalized pro-European
integration rhetoric, which the majority of Georgians support. Despite this clear vision, Georgia,
as a post-Soviet country, still faces significant opposition from Russia in realizing its goals for
European integration. Nevertheless, Georgia differentiates itself from its South Caucasus
neighbors through a staunch commitment to a European future for its citizens (German 2015, 603).
Post-Soviet leadership in Georgia continually pushes a narrative of Europeanness and reunion
between Georgia and its European heritage. Georgian heritage is also an important part of this
narrative, emphasizing closeness among Georgians based on the Georgian language, the GOC and
shared territory (Storm 2019, 131).# The country envisions a future defined by a pivot toward
Europe and away from the Russian sphere, membership in the EU and NATO being foundational
to this goal. Georgia’s National Security Concept published in 2011 emphasizes that a “return to
Europe” is a “natural” part of the country’s post-Soviet development (German 2015, 608). The
Western European democracies to which Georgia aspires, however, are predominantly Protestant
or Catholic and are often secularized. In Georgia, the vast majority of the population is Orthodox
Christian, and the GOC is closely connected to the state (Hudson 2019, 181). Moreover, the GOC
is a core part of Georgian national identity, and more devout Georgians consider Western European
culture to be a threat to Georgian traditional values (Hudson 2019, 186). Despite these differences,
Georgia’s cultural ties to Europe are generally accepted in the international community and support
its “European Project.”

Positioning Georgia on the path to membership in European organizations is, therefore, a
calculated step in the country’s post-independence transition and reconfiguration. Georgian
Europeanness is neither frivolous nor artificial because the concept of Georgian Europeanness is
just as much sociocultural as it is geopolitical. The extent of this commitment to Europe is readily
visible in Georgia. The European Union flag flies alongside the Georgian flag in front of police
stations, both rural and urban, as well as outside the Georgian Parliament building (See Figure 7).
In this context, the EU flags symbolize Georgians’ decision to commit to European organizations
and Western civilization.> They are, therefore, manifestations of political rhetoric, signaling
disconnection from Georgia’s Soviet past and affirming its goals for a European future. According
to political leadership, forming Georgia’s contemporary national identity and international role
requires alignment with European Union and NATO member states in a clear rejection of lingering
Russian military, political and cultural influence in the South Caucasus region and broader post-
Soviet space.

Cultivating European Heritage

Georgian claims of European heritage and identity predate the modern period, tying the
country to its Christian heritage. Christianity was adopted in Georgia in the fourth century CE and
quickly became a driver for the formation of Georgian alliances (Coene 2016, 4; Kyle 2019, 237).
In the seventh through ninth centuries, the Byzantine Empire was an essential ally of the
Georgians, helping them to regain independence from Arab invaders. With continued Byzantine
support, the Georgians repelled an invasion by the Seljuk Empire around the year 1000 and
expanded their territory until the Mongol invasions of the thirteenth century (Coene 2016, 4). From
this point forward, Georgians built connections with Latin Christian states in Europe, especially
for trading purposes, while simultaneously and precariously maintaining relations with both the
Ottoman and Persian Empires (Coene 2016, 4-5). Though Georgia has been distinctly Christian
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5 Dr. Robert Hamilton, interview by the author, 26 February 2020.



for over 1500 years, it was not only focused on cultivating connections with Latin Christian
European entities. Rather, Georgia cooperated with a variety of foreign entities, both Eastern and
Western, based on the relevance of threats imposed by external forces, until it was incorporated
into the Russian Empire.

Prior to the nineteenth century, Georgians’ interest in the Latin Christian West was largely
peripheral, as their foreign policy was preoccupied with immediate neighbors: Russia, the Ottoman
Empire and Persia. Georgia became a Russian protectorate in the mid-eighteenth century and was
then unilaterally annexed into the Russian Empire in 1801 (Kyle 2019, 237). It was the
Europeanization of the Russian Empire, based on Western European intellectual thought, that
drove Georgia’s interest in European-style statehood and Enlightenment ideals. Europeanization
affected more than just ethnic Russians living in the Russian Empire; thus, Georgians living within
the Empire, alongside Russians, were freed from serfdom and exposed to European education,
ideas of the nation state and Enlightenment ideals. Georgians living within the Russian Empire
joined the intellectual elite both within Russia and back home in Georgia (Coene 2016, 6). Despite
their interest in and integration of European intellectual works, Georgians generally considered
Western Europeans unreliable and saw the Russian Empire as the most important European power
of the time. Likewise, the Russian Empire was considered the main protector of Georgia against
Ottoman and Persian threats (Coene 2016, 6). At this juncture, Russia was Georgia’s main
connection to Euro-Christian civilization, but continued Russian and Soviet domination
encouraged Georgia’s interest in closer relations with Western European states.

After the Russian Revolution in 1917, Georgia and the other South Caucasian principalities
took advantage of Russian weakness to claim their independence as the Democratic Federative
Republic of Transcaucasia. Within a few weeks, the independent republics of Georgia, Azerbaijan
and Armenia were formed. During World War I, Georgia cultivated greater connections with
Western European countries in an attempt to fortify its independence. However, Georgia was only
independent from 1918 until 1921, when a successful Bolshevik uprising ended Georgian
independence and led to its incorporation into the Soviet Union (Coene 2016, 7; Kyle 2019, 237).
Relations between the Russian Empire and Georgia would shape the tone of Russo-Georgian
relations throughout the Soviet period. When Georgia regained independence after the collapse of
the Soviet Union, it experienced a challenge similar to that of the World War | era: it needed
support from outside of the Russian sphere to guarantee its continued independence (Coene 2016,
9). Pride in the period of independence from 1918 to 1921 is an integral part of contemporary
Georgia’s national narrative, and, for that reason, Georgia considers itself to have regained
independence from Russia in 1991 (Kyle 2019, 237; See Figure 8). Following independence in
both 1918 and 1991, Georgia leveraged its Christian heritage, though Eastern Orthodox and not
Western, when looking to the West for this assistance.

Georgia’s Contemporary National Identity

Contemporary Georgia’s political rhetoric holds that Georgia is naturally European,
belongs to Western civilization and shares common values with Western democracies. It asserts
that Georgia was cut off from its natural course of development by historical events, namely the
conquests of Russian Imperial and Soviet occupation from the early nineteenth century to 1991
(German 2015, 613). Political leadership expresses pride in Georgia’s past, citing the integrity of
their language, territory and religion despite enduring threats from the Persians, Ottomans,
Byzantines, Russians and Soviets (Storm 2019, 138).



While Georgia clearly exerts its European heritage in modern politics, the country also
embraces its role as a crossroads between the civilizational concepts of “East” and “West.” The
Georgian National Museum in Thilisi features a quote from Noe Zhordania, head of the
government of the Democratic Republic of Georgia, in 1921 saying,

“what do we offer to the cultural treasure of European nations? — [our] two-thousand-
year-old national culture, democratic system and natural wealth. Soviet Russia offered
us military alliance, which we rejected... They are heading for the East and we, for the
West... we would like to yell at Russian Bolsheviks: turn to the West to make a
contemporary European nation...” (See Figure 9)
Similar narratives of Georgia’s enduring cultural heritage and resistance to occupation exist in
contemporary social and political rhetoric. For example, the European Union supported an exhibit
at the Georgian National Museum as part of the European Year of Cultural Heritage in 2018.
Plaques at the entrance described Georgia and the Caucasus as “a bridge between Near East and
Europe” responsible for the spread of technology and culture between these regions (See Figure
10). Likewise, another plaque in the museum describes Georgia as being located “at the crossroad
of cultures” (See Figure 11). Location, therefore, is an important consideration for Georgia not
only culturally, but also economically and politically.

Georgian political rhetoric since 2003 reflects a formal commitment to gaining
membership in the EU and NATO, and its affinity for the Western over the Russian sphere of
influence is founded not just upon cultural likeness but also upon a need for greater national
security and a stable future. Despite strong cultural links to Europe, Georgia, like many other
former Soviet countries, is considered by Russians to be behind Russia on a civilizational level,
which is a key determinant of contemporary Georgian-Russian relations. The Baltic States’
perceived status as more European than even Russia decreases Russia’s interest in keeping Estonia,
Latvia and Lithuania in its sphere of influence, meaning they experience less interference in their
relations with the EU and NATO. Sociocultural superiority, in this way, is used to justify Russia’s
foreign policy toward Georgia and peer states, such as Ukraine or Moldova.b Accordingly,
immigrants from the South Caucasus living in the Russian Federation frequently face xenophobia
or other discriminatory attitudes (BBC 2018).”® Russia has even manipulated visa regulations and
delayed money transfers to hinder Georgian migrant workers (Kyle 2019, 240). Russia’s residual
influence and threat to Georgian security are key obstacles to Georgia’s pursuit of EU and NATO
membership. Accordingly, Russia is treated as a “threat to the very existence of the Georgian
nation” in Georgia’s contemporary historical narrative (Kyle 2019, 237). Though Russian
influence is the main factor preventing European integration, Georgia also struggles to develop
effective civil society organizations and political institutions, which are essential to the Western
democratic values championed by the EU and NATO.

Georgian Orthodoxy & Georgian Politics
Russian influence creates tensions in Georgian society not only in the political sphere, but
also in the sociocultural sphere due to the ROC’s close ties to the GOC. Georgia’s Christian

6 Dr. Robert Hamilton, interview by the author, 26 February 2020.

" To read more about the experiences of Georgian immigrants in Russia, refer to report summary about second-
generation immigrants from the South Caucasus in St. Petersburg from internet publication «bymara» (“The Paper™)
[Full report available in Russian only]. https://paperpaper.ru/photos/v-90-e-gody-v-peterburg-massovo-priezzhal/

8 Additional information about Russian reactions to Caucasian immigrations, also associated with the report, is
available here: https://paperpaper.ru/photos/kak-v-1990-e-gody-v-rossiyu-priehalo-pervoe-p/
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identity is a core element of its proclaimed Europeanness. Christianity was adopted in Georgia in
the fourth century (Coene 2016, 4; Kyle 2019, 237). In the fifth century AD the Patriarchate of
Antioch granted the GOC autocephaly, but this autonomy ended when Georgia was taken over by
the Russian Empire in the early nineteenth century. Tsar Alexander | abolished the GOC and made
it an exarchate of the ROC in 1811 (Hudson 2019, 179). The GOC managed to reclaim its
patriarchate in 1917, but it was controlled by the Soviet Union until 1991. As a result, the GOC
underwent nearly two centuries of “Russification” (Hudson 2019, 180). Georgian Orthodoxy is a
core pillar of contemporary Georgian national identity and has filled a sociopolitical and
ideological vacuum after the collapse of the Soviet Union (Hudson 2018, 180).° Reasserting the
role of the GOC in Georgia after the collapse of the Soviet Union served as part of the country’s
national narrative construction in support of its “European Project.”

Unlike in the Western European democracies to which Georgia aspires, the church and
state are not separated in Georgia. The GOC has been involved in both Georgia’s domestic politics
and foreign relations since the 1990s. In the post-Soviet period, politicians were baptized in the
GOC and used religious rhetoric in their public statements. President Shevardnadze legally
recognized the GOC, and Article 9 of the Constitution was amended in 1995 to recognize the
GOC’s “special role” in Georgian national history (Hudson 2019, 180-181). In 2002, a Concordat
was signed between the GOC and the state, recognizing the GOC’s autonomy and “exclusive status
in Georgian history, culture and national ideology and among the traditional religions of Europe”
(Hudson 2019, 181). The Concordat elevated the position of the GOC above other religious
identities and connected its history to Georgian statehood.® Patriarch Ilia began to participate in
political processes and became a driver of social cohesion (Hudson 2019, 180). When Mikheil
Saakashvili became president, he attempted to reduce the GOC’s power but quickly failed. Instead,
he resorted to promoting an image of close relations with the GOC. He began to give the GOC
approximately $24 million annually, but his superficial support of the GOC was clear and likely
contributed to his electoral loss in 2012.1* In 2015, 91% of the Georgian population reported trust
in the GOC, and the GOC continues to exert strong influence over societal opinions in Georgia,
including cultural development and the population’s worldview. As a result, the GOC has become
a key symbol of Georgia’s national identity, despite variance in actual religiosity among Georgians
(Hudson 2019, 181). With its important role in Georgian national identity, the GOC serves
Georgian society in roles that civil society organizations and government institutions have failed
to fill.

The primacy of Georgian Orthodoxy in contemporary Georgian identity would suggest that
the GOC would want independence from the Moscow Patriarchate of the ROC. Instead, the
country’s most prominent religious figure, Patriarch llia, remains closely aligned with the Moscow
Patriarchate (Hudson 2019, 183). Despite the GOC’s institutional independence from the Moscow
Patriarchate, the ROC is known to sponsor religious programs in Georgia, and Patriarch Ilia often
uses themes that some Georgians view as pro-Russian and anti-Western (Hudson 2019, 185). The
Patriarch generally condemns “soulless” Western culture, criticizing it as materially rich but
spiritually poor. He perceives EU and NATO membership as threats to Georgian religious and
national ideology that would damage Georgian society (Hudson 2019, 186). Despite this
opposition to Western European society, the Patriarch is unable to go against the public will, which

® Maia Otarashvili, Skype interview by the author, 1 April 2020.
10 Dr. Vasili Rukhadze, phone interview by the author, 6 May 2020.
11 Dr. Vasili Rukhadze, phone interview by the author, 6 May 2020.
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generally supports EU and NATO membership as a path to social, political and cultural freedom
and economic prosperity (Hudson 2019, 187).

In this sense, the GOC is both a conduit for Russian influence and an important channel
for communication between Georgia and Russia in the absence of diplomatic relations since the
Russo-Georgian war in 2008 (Hudson 2019, 192). Despite the complicated and controversial role
of the GOC in Georgian society and politics, Patriarch llia is frequently cited as the most-trusted
figure in Georgia.'? Low trust in Georgian democratic institutions has upheld the popularity of the
GOC and Patriarch (Chelidze 2014, 125). Church-state relations in Georgia reveal a paradox
between pro- and anti-Russian as well as pro- and anti-liberal democracy sentiments, which are
only further complicated by politicians’ connections to Russian power and wealth.

Democratic Values & Civil Society

Tensions between Georgian traditions and liberal Western democratic society carry over
into democratic development, creating a lack of consensus about certain social issues, such as
religious, ethnic and other minorities. The West considers its civil society concepts of democracy,
individualism, and liberalism to be antithetical to Soviet society (Chelidze 2014, 116). Developing
a Western-style civil society has been one of independent Georgia’s key objectives and is an
essential feature of cooperative initiatives between Georgia, the EU and the United States.
Georgian civil society experienced a rebirth in the late 1980s when the Soviet policies of glasnost
and perestroika relaxed media control and new opportunities for public discourse emerged (Nodia
2005, 13). When Georgia gained independence from the USSR, European states and the U.S. were
interested in promoting civil society in Georgia and other post-Soviet states. Funding from the
West helped found thousands of civil society organizations by 1995 (Nodia 2005, 13-14). Leading
up to the Rose Revolution, the increasingly-authoritarian Shevardnadze government made NGOs
more politicized, with many operating in direct opposition to the government (Nodia 2005, 15).
Though NGOs were initially politically independent, they have become increasingly politicized,
out of touch and self-serving. As a result, public trust in these organizations, like in government
institutions, is low.'®* Developing and upholding this facet of democracy will be important for
Georgia’s democratic development, with or without EU membership (Fischer 2009, 338).

Despite the clear influence of the GOC in Georgian politics and its promotion of the
hegemony of the Georgian ethnicity, the Thbilisi City Hall promotes a narrative of tolerance and
religious and ethnic diversity as the result of various empires’ influences on Georgia (Storm 2019,
138-139). In reality, Georgia has achieved limited improvement in societal relations with ethnic
and religious minority groups living within the country, which impedes its civil society
development. Inequality and discriminatory rhetoric are still prevalent issues in Georgian society
in the last decade, yet these issues generally do not attract much of the public’s interest (Chelidze
2014, 114). Likewise, the Georgian government promotes a concept of religious tolerance when
addressing both domestic and foreign audiences, but the GOC promotes the primacy of Georgian
ethnic and religious identity. Since the GOC has a very close relationship with the state, its
involvement in government decision-making also prevents proper representation for minorities in
politics and national identity (Storm 2019, 148). Nevertheless, Georgia has cooperated with the
EU on a variety of democracy development initiatives, though mostly in support of national
security or political issues, some in direct relation to Russian influence.

12 Maia Otarashvili, Skype interview by the author, 1 April 2020.
13 Dr. Vasili Rukhadze, phone interview by the author, 6 May 2020.
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Since Georgia has initiated dialogue about accession to the EU and NATO, it has
participated in various European initiatives. It is a member of the Eastern Partnership alongside
Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Moldova, and Ukraine. Through this program, Georgia has access
to programs such as the Eastern Partnership Civil Society Forum, which seeks to promote
discourse about the development of civil society and political plurality within these countries
(Eastern Partnership Civil Society Forum, 2016). Following the 2016 elections, the European
Commission’s Venice Commission led a review of the Constitution of the Republic of Georgia.
The revised version of the Constitution, drafted in cooperation with the Venice Commission in
2017, clearly defines the Republic of Georgia as a democratic state. Article 3.1 states that “Georgia
is a democratic republic” and Article 3.2 states that “people are the source of state authority”
(Venice Commission 2017, 3). President Margvelashvili vetoed this revised version of the
constitution, largely because it included a presidential election reform, which is a contentious topic
in contemporary Georgian politics. His veto was overridden by a parliamentary vote (Ayvazyan
2018, 77). Georgia’s successful cooperation with the Eastern Partnership and European
Commission is testament to its commitment to advancing its civil society and democracy, though
much of its cooperation aligns with EU and NATO membership preparedness, leaving other
societal concerns unaddressed.

Despite cooperation with EU initiatives, the condition of democratic political institutions
in Georgia limits the realization of a fully-developed Western-style civil society. In the last decade,
the Georgian government has been increasingly intolerant of dissenting voices in the media, which
in itself limits the strength of civil society. Political plurality is weak in Georgian democracy, and
key issues such as electoral reform and Russian influences tend to occupy political protests.
Highly-concentrated power and the overall weakening of democracy leave little room for dialogue
about social issues such as minorities or societal liberalization. While Georgia does in fact have a
rich history of religious and ethnic diversity, its political and social bandwidth is occupied by more
existential concerns, especially relating to Russian encroachment. Moreover, the GOC’s narrative
promotes the idea that “to be Orthodox means to be Georgian,” crowding out other identities
(Hudson 2019, 181). The European narrative serves to maintain support from EU initiatives, but
Georgia is not yet ready to commit to the level of equality and openness that characterizes many
Western societies. In spite of these reservations and the institutional weakness of Georgian
democracy, the public has shown steadfast commitment to citizen-driven political change, albeit
with more interest in some issues than others.

Democratization & Authoritarian Tendencies

Transitioning from the Soviet system to an independent democracy proved a formidable
challenge in Georgia, and the country has achieved a limited degree of success in advancing its
democratic institutions. The unpredictability of Georgian government institutions’ effectiveness
raises concerns among Western countries because functional democratic governance is a central
pillar of European values. In the post-Soviet period, Georgian leadership was not chosen by
democratic elections, and the political space was destabilized by civil and ethnic conflicts in the
1990s. Zviad Gamsakhurdia, the first president of independent Georgia, was deposed in 1992 and
replaced by Eduard Shevardnadze, a former Soviet minister of foreign affairs who had been invited
back from Russia, in 1995. Gamsakhurdia had not been recognized within the international
community, and the arrival of Shevardnadze marked an early turning point in Georgian-European
relations. Soon after his appointment, hopes for Western protections and a new era of foreign
policy rose domestically (Coene 2016, 11). The duality of Shevardnadze’s political career, built in



13

both Russia and Georgia, made him a complicated figure in Georgian politics. Likewise, his
relationship with Russia complicated the advancement of Georgian political development and
foreign policy goals. Georgia’s political rhetoric was increasingly focused on EU and NATO
integration by the early 2000s, but the ineffectiveness of Georgian politics at this time rendered
these efforts largely fruitless. Shevardnadze had ample international recognition and was
committed to supplanting Soviet influences with a narrative of European heritage and Georgian
Orthodox tradition. However, his corrupt government failed to address declining domestic
conditions and drove Georgian politics to a breaking point in the early 2000s (Coene 2016, 3). The
government’s inability to establish an effective political system or provide a sense of societal
security led to protests in late 2003 that would set Georgia on a path to more intensive
democratization (Hudson 2019, 180). At the same time, this institutional weakness facilitated the
growth of the GOC’s power as the Georgian population looked for an institution on which it could
rely for social stability.

A rigged parliamentary election in November 2003 incited protests in Georgia that
culminated in what is known as the Rose Revolution. President Shevardnadze was ousted, and
various politicians from his administration assumed power. Mikheil Saakashvili, founder of the
opposition party United National Movement (UNM), won 97% of votes in a redo of the election
in January 2004, and enacted a variety of reforms to address domestic issues that had been
neglected by Shevardnadze (Kalichava 2018, 198). During Saakashvili’s presidency, domestic
policies and significant foreign assistance facilitated the near-elimination of petty corruption and
the creation of an entirely new police force. Between 2003 and 2012 Georgia’s ranking on the
Transparency International corruption index moved from 127 to 51 out of 133 countries (Kalichava
2018, 197-199). Since the 2003 Rose Revolution catalyzed intensive development and reforms,
Georgia has actively pursued privatization and market liberalization and attracted foreign
investment, causing Russo-Georgian relations to further decline (Kalichava 2018, 199). Though
Saakashvili is known as a modernizer in Georgian politics, his practices had authoritarian
tendencies. During his presidency, the power of the GOC grew immensely, and grand corruption
flourished.'* President Saakashvili did not correctly interpret Western democracy, meaning that
his reforms were not as successful as many consider them to be. Moreover, the Rose Revolution
disrupted the checks and balances of the Georgian government, vastly increasing presidential
power (Dobbins 2014, 761). As a result, dissatisfaction with the administration grew and Georgian
political parties splintered.

As political tensions mounted toward the 2010s, protests against the Saakashvili
administration intensified. The government’s harsh response to these demonstrations amplified
public discontent with the UNM and fortified the oppositional Georgian Dream party (Coene 2016,
3). The 2012 parliamentary elections were Georgia’s first peaceful transition of power since
independence and a key turning point for both domestic and international relations. Emerging
opposition parties were consolidated into the Georgian Dream party, the winner of the 2012
elections (Coene 2016, 3). Tensions between the Georgian Dream parliament and UNM-affiliated
President Saakashvili continued until Georgian Dream-affiliated candidate Giorgi Margvelashvili
won the presidential election in 2013. Since the 2012 parliamentary election, the Georgian Dream
party has further consolidated political power. Georgian Dream was founded by the multi-
billionaire former Georgian Prime Minister, Bidzina Ivanishvili, who is also the largest individual
shareholder of the Russian energy company Gazprom. Appointments of party members, often
made by lvanishvili, frequently raise questions of corruption, and the party’s influence makes

14 Dr. Vasili Rukhadze, phone interview by the author, 6 May 2020.
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electoral success extremely difficult for opposition candidates.*® Since 2013, power has been
consolidated by the ruling Georgian Dream coalition, and press freedom, which has been declining
since the Rose Revolution, has been curtailed (Kyle 2019, 243). These trends have continued to
the present.® Despite a strong public commitment to democratic development, the realities of
Georgian politics suggest that political freedom and democratic processes are constrained by
highly-concentrated power, restrictions on opposition media, and corruption.

The 2018 presidential election became another important moment in Georgia’s political
history. President Salomé Zourabichvili’s campaign billboards were visible throughout Tbilisi,
showing both the Georgian and EU flags, making a strong statement about her stance on the
European project. The significance of these elections, however, was not the question of European
integration, but rather the future of Georgian presidential election procedures (Ayvazyan 2018,
79). Constitutional reforms, originally introduced in 2017, proposed to change Georgian
presidential elections to a proportional electoral system beginning in 2020 to reduce the power of
the presiding Georgian Dream party’s parliamentary super majority (Ayvazyan 2018, 77;
Lomsadze 2019). Given the increasing polarity of Georgian politics, the result of popular
frustration with the Georgian Dream’s political monopoly, key issues such as European integration
and separatist territories will increase tensions as trust in democratic institutions declines,
potentially guaranteeing that an election reform of some form will pass (NDI 2020). Recent waves
of protests in Thilisi show the effects of decreased satisfaction with Georgian democracy, warning
of increased political instability (Ayvazyan 2018, 78; Buziashvili 2019b).

Despite the relative success of democratization in Georgia, recent divisiveness in domestic
politics, proposed electoral reforms and waves of protests signal a popular response to persistent
authoritarian tendencies in Georgia’s democratic government. The Georgian Dream government
fears losing its grip on political power through election reform, but voters are committed to
changing the electoral system. A reform that was promised in July 2019 failed, and a deal
announced March 2020 would require a constitutional reform, furthering popular distrust and
leaving the status of the 2020 election uncertain.'” The absence of pluralism in a democracy
increases the risk of a country’s regression to more authoritarian governance, confirming that a
strong Georgian civil society is essential to supporting democratic reforms and improving
government transparency (Kyle 2019, 243). Georgians are frustrated with their government’s
failure to serve national interests, and they are invested in inciting change.

Protests for Georgian Democracy

Though there is little trust in the integrity of Georgian democratic institutions, strong civil
engagement and popular commitment to democracy will prevent a transition to authoritarian
governance. The success of the Rose Revolution in 2003 not only initiated pro-Western reforms
but also created citizen-led change. The Rose Revolution protests were an early indicator of strong
civil engagement in Georgia, and this positive trend continues today. “Robust” civil engagement
in Georgia has manifested again since the 2018 elections in various waves of protests against
corrupt election practices and the closeness of the Russian and Georgian Orthodox Churches.
Popular participation in democratic change indicates that Georgians are prepared to defend
democracy.'®

15 Maia Otarashvili, Skype interview by the author, 1 April 2020.
16 Maia Otarashvili, Skype interview by the author, 1 April 2020.
17 Maia Otarashvili, Skype interview by the author, 1 April 2020.
18 Maia Otarashvili, Skype interview by the author, 1 April 2020.
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In March 2018, the Interior Ministry raided two nightclubs in Thilisi, reviving dialogue
about liberalizing national drug policies and sparking protests that carried into the early summer.
The origins of these protests dated back to June 2017, when a youth movement called White Noise
began in Thilisi and Batumi after the arrest of two Georgian rappers for drug possession.
Interestingly, Bidzina Ivanishvili’s rapper son, Bera, gave public support for the rappers while
Prime Minister Kvirikashvili and Interior Minister Gakharia were under fire for their response to
the protests (Oravec and Holland 2019, 249-250). The May 2018 protests made many conservative
Georgians uneasy and prompted a strong reaction from ultranationalist groups. These groups
condemned nightclubs, popular among international tourists, as places of immoral deviance and
drug abuse while physically and verbally assaulting pro-reform protesters. (Lomsadze 2018).
Thousands of protestors participated in demonstrations that, combined with a lawsuit, prompted
successful narcotics reform in summer 2018, overturning regulations left over from Soviet times
(Oravec and Holland 2019, 250-251). The events in mid-2018, focused on policy reforms, revealed
a significant rift between the liberal youth and conservative groups of Georgian society, one that
has carried into more recent protests.

On June 20, 2019, Sergei Gavrilov, a Russian Parliament member with close ties to the
Kremlin and the ROC, visited the Georgian Parliament. When he addressed the Georgian
Parliament, he sat in the speaker’s chair, which many Georgians perceived as an insult to Georgian
sovereignty and a betrayal by their government for inviting him to speak. The intensity of the
response to this event, now popularly known as “Gavrilov’s Night,” reflects the controversial
connections between the GOC, ROC and Kremlin. Given that the event occurred inside the
Georgian Parliament, it sparked days of protests in Thilisi. Gavrilov has publicly shown support
for the Kremlin’s recognition of Abkhazia and South Ossetia’s independence, meaning that he
supports what Georgians refer to as an illegal occupation of twenty percent of their territory by the
Russian military. Georgians’ response to this event demonstrates popular discontent with the
power dynamic between church and state and between Russia and Georgia. A variety of pages on
social media platforms attempted to discredit the protests by framing demonstrators as “drug
dealers, drug addicts, LGBT activists, members of the opposition, or criminals” (Buziashvili
2019a). In Russia Today, the protests were criticized for being overtly anti-Russian and aggressive,
also attempting to discredit their cause (Martynov 2019). While these reactions might suggest
disinformation on behalf of Russia or Georgian political groups, they also reveal a splintering of
Georgian society. While protesters condemned Russian influence in Georgian politics and the
GOC, malicious social media posts framed demonstrators as members of the groups believed by
the ROC and GOC to be enemies of traditional Orthodox Christian values (Hudson 2019, 186).

Additional protests broke out in November 2019, this time in response to the government’s
failure to pass its promised election reform. Protestors took to the streets in Thilisi to express their
discontent with the ruling Georgian Dream party. Some decorated their tents with photos mocking
Bidzina Ivanishvili, while others went so far as to march to his mansion that overlooks the city
(Lomsadze 2019). Failure to pass the election reform was perceived as a threat to Georgian
democracy. Reform negotiations, mediated by American and European diplomats, continued until
Gigi Ugalava, head of the opposition party European Georgia, was sentenced on February 10, 2020
to at least three years in prison on embezzlement charges (Kucera 2020; Lomsadze 2020).
Opposition leaders accused the court of taking orders from the government when deciding its
verdict on the case, and more protests broke out (Kucera 2020). Until an election reform is passed,
it is likely these cycles of protest will continue.
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Strong civil participation in Georgia’s democracy, manifested in protests against
government corruption and unfair practices, helps to secure support from the EU and international
development organizations. If geopolitical limitations imposed by Russia ultimately prevent
Georgian integration into the EU and NATO, these organizations will still be able to support
Georgian democracy through programs that promote democratic institutions and democratic
values. Despite friction between conservative groups and resolutely pro-EU Georgians, Georgian
civil society as a whole generally agrees, whether realistic or not, that membership would increase
prosperity and security in the country in a variety of spheres (Hudson 2019, 187).%° The
aforementioned EU initiatives have contributed to democratic reforms and facilitated diplomatic
relations with the separatist territories, making the EU an active ally of Georgian civil society
development. The public, however, is often weary of international development initiatives because
it generally does not trust NGOs.2° Nevertheless, these organizations advocate for the integrity of
Georgian sovereignty and national identity against Russian interests. As a result, Georgia’s keen
awareness of the Russian threat to Georgian national interests fortifies support for EU and NATO
integration at the civilian level because this consciousness is a key part of the contemporary
Georgian psyche.

Foreign Policy Goals & International Participation

Tensions in the Russo-Georgian relationship are nowhere stronger than in foreign relations
and national security. Despite Georgia’s clear intentions to join and contribute to the Western
sphere of influence, its close proximity to Russia complicates the realization of these goals (Coene
2016, 9). Due to the country’s history in the Russian sphere and contiguity with southern Russia,
Georgia is still a significant interest of the Russian Federation. Geopolitical tensions and Russia’s
interests in Georgia and the greater South Caucasus region have prolonged membership processes
for Georgia, especially regarding accession to NATO. Contemporary Georgian political rhetoric
stresses that the Georgian government and people have made the autonomous choice to orient the
country toward Europe and the Euro-Atlantic sphere (German 2015, 606). In the Georgian foreign
policy perspective, membership in the EU and NATO are potential solutions to Georgia’s
precarious security situation on the Russian border, but these measures also come with significant
risks (Fischer 2009, 345).

Despite the clarity of Georgia’s aspirations, issues of territorial integrity have marred
Russo-Georgian relations, and these tensions contribute to skepticism among NATO and EU
members surrounding their security interests. Russia’s influence in Georgia, which impacts not
only security but also politics and society, is the main factor inhibiting accession to NATO. As
stated in the National Security Concept of Georgia, Russian aggression in the early twentieth
century led to Georgia’s 70-year occupation by the Soviet Union, and Russia’s activities in
Abkhazia and South Ossetia are a modern form of Russian occupation that controls twenty percent
of Georgian territory (Ministry of Defense 2018, 7). The dispute over these territories led to armed
conflict between Russia and Georgia in 2008, which Georgia viewed as a fundamental threat to its
territorial integrity and political independence (Ministry of Defense 2018, 8). Former President
Saakashvili had prioritized Georgia’s territorial integrity during his presidency, which brought
tensions between the two countries to a head (German 2015, 604). Russia showed its “will to
perform” in international arena in 2008, proving that it was not afraid to intervene militarily on
behalf of its interests in Georgia (Hudson 2019, 191). Likewise, the Russian perspective considers

19 Dr. Giorgi Khishtovani, interview by the author, 14 January 2020.
20 Dr. Vasili Rukhadze, phone interview by the author, 6 May 2020.
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Western involvement in this conflict to be overblown and criticizes the exclusion of Russia from
international forums and organizations handling the Georgia issue (Suchkov 2011, 115). President
Zourabichvili blames Saakashvili for the outbreak of war in 2008, and she officially promotes a
stance in favor of the normalization of Russo-Georgian relations (Ayvazyan 2018, 78). For the
time being, it seems that conflicting Georgian and Russian interests in Abkhazia and South Ossetia
will be exceptionally difficult, if not impossible, to reconcile (Kyle 2019, 246). The issue of
Abkhazia and South Ossetia not only creates tensions between Georgia and Russia, but also
exacerbates tensions between Russia and the West about their conflicting interests in Georgia.

Peaceful resolution of ethnic disputes and external territorial disputes, though not a
precondition of consideration for a NATO Membership Action Plan (MAP), can be a determining
factor in the membership process (Kyle 2019, 239). Political and military antagonism between
Georgia and Russia regarding these territorial disputes, therefore, is still a key driver of Georgian
foreign policy, and the nature of these countries’ bilateral relations suggests that conflict with
Russia would likely break out if Georgia were to obtain membership in NATO.?! Russia still
considers Georgia to be located in its "zone of privileged interest” (German, 2015, p. 612). Beyond
Russia’s interests in the disputed territories, Georgia is located between Russia and Armenia,
Russia's key ally in the South Caucasus. Georgia is the main transit route to Armenia from Russia,
further increasing Moscow’s strategic interest in Georgia (German, 2015, p. 612). Abkhazia and
South Ossetia are key points of contention in the Russo-Georgian relationship, and Russia’s formal
recognition of these territories’ sovereignty and subsequent annexation of Crimea have propelled
Georgia further toward NATO members for security (German, 2015, p. 612). The official inclusion
of Georgia in NATO, therefore, would put member countries directly at odds with Russian
interests in the South Caucasus and likely provoke a military reaction.?

In support of its goal of accession to NATO, Georgia has contributed to a variety of
international peacekeeping missions to show its support for NATO allies. Supporting NATO
missions has facilitated Georgia’s military modernization and proven its loyalty to the alliance.
Whereas democratization in Georgia has achieved only limited success, Georgia’s military has
grown significantly in size and strength. Democratic reforms, however, are to some extent more
important than a modernized military, even in NATO membership considerations (Kyle 2019,
242). Georgia’s military firepower ranks higher than that of some NATO members, including the
Baltic states, on the Global Firepower Ranking, but trust in its democratic institutions is declining
(Kyle 2019, 244; NDI 2020). Even if Georgia’s commitment to military modernization and
international security operations does not lead to NATO membership, it will receive continued
support from the alliance as a partner.

Recently, internal reflection within the EU and NATO about the future of their
organizations’ purpose and the prospects of continued enlargement has raised concerns about
Georgia and other potential candidates’ path to membership.?® The relationship between Georgia
and NATO, therefore, reflects the geopolitical status of and interest in the South Caucasus and
post-Soviet space. NATO Deputy Secretary General Alexander Vershbow has called Georgia a
“model for its region” and “exporter of security” in terms of the reforms it has undergone since
independence and its contributions to international security, but Georgia’s application for
membership has been declined multiple times (German, 2015, 610). Nevertheless, Georgia’s

21 Dr. Robert Hamilton, interview by the author, 26 February 2020; Maia Otarashvili, Skype interview by the author,
1 April 2020.

22 Dr. Robert Hamilton, interview by the author, 26 February 2020.

23 Dr. Robert Hamilton, interview by the author, 26 February 2020.
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participation in Iraq and Afghanistan alongside NATO has earned the allies’ respect, and Georgia
in turn enjoys significant military aid from the United States and high rates of approval when
requesting NATO coalition support funds.?* As its lukewarm response to the conflict in eastern
Ukraine confirmed, NATO has yet to develop a clear vision for the Black Sea region. While, at
this point, it could be most pragmatic for NATO to conclude that some states, such as Georgia,
will remain in the Russian sphere of influence, this approach would under-credit the autonomous
efforts that Georgia and other post-Soviet states are making to move away from Russia and towards
the West (German, 2015, 614).

Despite the fact that Georgia’s European aspirations are directly hindered by Russia, it is
important to note that post-Soviet status does not automatically complicate the NATO membership
process. Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia, all of which border Russia, joined the alliance in 2004.
Likewise, internal discussions about NATO expansion have not completely halted the membership
process, for North Macedonia became the thirtieth member of the alliance on March 30, 2020
(NATO 2020). Unlike when the Baltic States joined NATO, Russia’s military is now much
stronger following internal review after the 2008 war in Georgia (Kyle, 2019, 244). The looming
threat of Russia and its clear interest in Georgia, highlighted by its recognition of South Ossetia
and Abkhazia’s independence, makes Georgia and other states of Russian interest complicated
candidates for membership. NATO’s lack of consensus about Georgia and the Black Sea region is
prolonging the membership process for Georgia. In the meantime, Georgia has the support of
NATO allies through its participation in other non-membership activities, which ensures that the
alliance would come to Georgia’s aid in the event of a conflict.® Though Russian interests in and
the unlikely reunification of the separatist territories of Abkhazia and South Ossetia warn of
conflict if Georgia formally joins NATO, it is highly likely Georgia will continue contributing to
the alliance, even without membership (Kyle, 2019, 247). Though Russian influence impedes its
goals to join NATO and the EU, Georgia has engaged extensively with non-member programs to
promote its national security.

Identity & Agency in Economic Development

Despite the significant limitations imposed upon Georgia’s security by its location, the
country’s position between East and West provides a multitude of opportunities for economic
cooperation. As a result, Georgia's economic policy is an open policy, as if it were a “policy of no
policy,” welcoming foreign investments from a variety of countries.?® Its economy, however, is
still weak and susceptible to shocks, meaning that openness to economic opportunities is not
something the country can sacrifice. A sizeable portion of Georgia’s GDP is supported by
remittances and tourism, meaning that sudden changes caused by sanctions or other shocks can
significantly impact economic stability.?” Georgia’s location between Europe and Asia puts it on
transit routes between various key economies from the EU and China, making an open economic
policy particularly advantageous.

Promoting tourism is a key part of Georgia’s economic development and European Project,
and, as a result, policies were instated to attract more European tourists. The formalized pro-
Western narrative of the Saakashvili presidency not only initiated a variety of democratic reforms
but also started state-led alterations of Georgia’s urban built environments, especially in Thilisi

24 Dr. Robert Hamilton, interview by the author, 26 February 2020.
%5 Maia Otarashvili, Skype interview by the author, 1 April 2020.

% Dr. Giorgi Khishtovani, interview by the author, 14 January 2020.
27 Dr. Giorgi Khishtovani, interview by the author, 14 January 2020.
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and Batumi, to support a “Georgian” identity in juxtaposition with Soviet architectural influences
(Storm 2019, 132). Though these changes coincide with Georgian’s resentment of Soviet
occupation, not everyone supported the shift to ultra-modern architecture, and many Georgians
felt that such architecture was out of place in Georgia (Storm 2019, 155). These alterations
coincided with Georgia’s European aspirations, invoking a sense “pre-existing European
character” while supporting foreign policy goals and new identity narratives (Harris-Brandts 2018,
1118-1119). The product of these efforts was a mix of Western European, Georgian, and “Eastern
exotic” elements, reflecting the nuances of Georgia’s national identity and physical location that
produce tensions between tradition and modernity as well as East and West (Harris-Brandts 2018,
1121). Reconfiguring Georgian cities to promote connection to Western markets as part of its post-
socialist economic transition was motivated by immense economic incentive, security interests
aside (Harris-Brants 2018, 1123). The architectural basis of Georgia’s tourism market, therefore,
is just as much caught between tradition and modernity as Georgian society and its values.

Tourism has been essential to Georgia’s economic development. Georgia has capitalized
on a recognizably European aesthetic combined with clear intrigue and novelty to attract tourists
(Harris-Brandts 2018, 1123-1124). Although attempts to modify the built environment of these
cities were intended to invoke connections with European markets, most of the tourists visiting
Georgia do not come from the EU, but rather from neighboring countries. Tourists from Armenia,
Turkey and Azerbaijan are drawn to the European-like style of Georgian tourist destinations,
making this Europeanization an economically viable model. Visitors from former Soviet countries
support a large part of the Georgian tourism market. President Putin enacted a ban on direct flights
from Russia to Georgia in summer 2019, significantly limiting tourism from Russia. Not only did
the flight ban significantly impact the tourism industry, it showed the lengths to which Russia
would go to affect Georgia’s economy and made a statement about the condition of Russo-
Georgian relations.?® The main markets interested in Georgia tourism are not Western, indicating
that Georgia’s economic strength does not necessarily rest on EU integration. Tourists from other
countries, for whom Georgia is closer and more affordable than most EU tourist destinations,
reflect Georgia’s diverse, and often untapped, economic opportunities outside of Europe.
Effectively engaging these opportunities would allow Georgia to exert its agency and attract more
international investment.

Though the EU and NATO are unable to commit to membership for Georgia, they are
concerned about cooperation between Georgia and countries such as Iran and China. Despite the
fact that Georgia displays clear interest in and commitment to the West, its free trade agreement
with China has raised concerns among Western countries about further decline of its democracy.
Georgia is notably the only country to have a Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area (DCFTA)
with both the EU and China, an opportunity undoubtedly afforded by its geography (FPRI 2019,
2).2 Its location between East and West makes it a prime candidate for investment by China’s Belt
and Road Initiative (BRI). Since the Georgia-China DCFTA was signed in 2017, Georgia has
increasingly cooperated with the BRI (Zabakhidze and Beradze 2017, 3; FPRI 2019, 2). China has
become Georgia’s sixth-largest export market and is now its second-largest source of imports after
Turkey (FPRI 2019, 2). Despite this increased economic cooperation, China notably did not secure
the bid to oversee the construction of Georgia’s first deep water port on the Black Sea in Anaklia.
The project has stalled since early 2019 due to a money laundering scandal surrounding a member
of the development committee. In the meantime, the United States and EU have offered to support

28 Dr. Giorgi Khishtovani, interview by the author, 14 January 2020.
29 Maia Otarashvili, Skype interview by the author, 1 April 2020.
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the project, trying to keep Chinese investors out (FPRI 2019, 8). China has made significant
investments worldwide, but it has a mixed track record of fulfilling promised loans. As a result,
U.S. officials warn against BRI cooperation because they fear that cooperation with China
threatens civil society, rule of law and government accountability and prefer that Georgia
cooperate with Western countries (FPRI 2019, 10). Despite these warnings, Georgia is aware of
these risks and has proceeded with caution while welcoming investments from Western powers.
Its partial integration into the Euro-Atlantic sphere signals that its democratic development will
not be hindered by Chinese influences. Georgia’s potential as a transit hub for the BRI, afforded
by its location, also lends to the expansion of energy transit through Georgia.

Russia’s dominance in the European energy market gives it political influence over EU and
NATO decisions, sometimes affecting Georgia, especially because some Central and Eastern
European economies rely almost entirely on Russian energy imports (Kyle, 2019, 241). Reducing
Russia’s energy monopoly in Europe could reduce its political influence and curb its interference
with EU and NATO initiatives and interests. Georgia’s economic connections with the EU were
established in 1996, when the international energy cooperation program INOGATE was created
to facilitate the transportation of oil and gas to Europe through the Caucasus region (Harris-Brandts
2018, 1120). As a bridge between Europe and Asia, Georgia cooperates closely with the countries
of Central Asia, especially in the energy and transport sectors (Ministry of Defense 2018, 21).
Already a key part of the Baku-Thilisi-Ceyhan (BTC) pipeline and the Baku-Thilisi-Kars (BTK)
railway, Georgia also has the potential to transport energy exports from Iran to the EU (FPRI 2019,
6). The Iran-Turkey-Europe (ITE) gas pipeline concept was originally introduced in 2008, but until
recently European sanctions on Iran had stalled the project (Zabakhidze and Beradze 2017, 8).
Increasing Iranian energy imports to Europe would decrease Europe’s reliance on Russian oil,
thereby reducing Russia’s political influence in the region (Lavrelashvili 2016, 8). Georgia is
relatively reliant on Azerbaijani and Russian energy, and Russia has considered building a pipeline
from Iran to Russia via Georgia and Armenia (Lavrelashvili 2016, 9). The energy sector in the
South Caucasus, therefore, is a tense environment. If Georgia could strike a deal with Iran and the
EU to be an energy transit hub, it could benefit not only from increased economic investment but
also from reduced Russian influence in the regional energy market.

Proper realization of increased cooperation with both China and Iran will require proactive,
integrated national strategy to mitigate risk and promote Georgia’s economic development goals
(Zabakhidze and Beradze 2017, 3). By expanding and diversifying its economic partners, Georgia
will not only improve the stability and strength of its economy but also further reduce its
dependence on Russia as an export market and energy source (FPRI 2019, 2; Lavrelashvili 2016,
5). Georgia’s location naturally invites economic cooperation, giving it the potential to bargain
among prospective investors and partners and reduce Russian influence. While Russia wields
influence over Georgia’s national security, politics, and culture, it has pushed Georgia away
economically with sanctions and flight bans. Georgia, therefore, has more opportunities to explore
its interests economically than in other spheres. Moreover, Georgia’s rich history of cooperation
with various entities, afforded by its location between East and West, contributes to Georgia’s rich
cultural tradition and is a source of pride in its national identity. By continuing this role as a trade
hub, Georgia can improve its economic, political and cultural autonomy.

Conclusions
Despite Georgia’s extensive efforts to redefine itself since independence from the Soviet
Union in 1991, this South Caucasus state has yet to fully detach itself from Russian influences.
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Even after the civil, economic and governmental crises of the mid-1990s subsided, remnants of
the bygone Soviet “bureaucratic machine” made Georgia one of the most corrupt countries in the
world by 2003 (Kalichava 2018, 197-198). Changes made to move Georgia closer to its European
goals have stabilized the country, but they are not comprehensive solutions to the challenges the
country faces. While Georgia ranks high for ease of doing business and has drastically lowered
petty corruption, its economy is still struggling and its democratic institutions are weak (World
Bank 2019). As Georgia has tried to build a Western-style democracy, Russian influence has tested
the integrity of Georgia’s national security and the cohesion of its politics and societal values.
Russia’s recognition of Abkhazia and South Ossetia’s sovereignty, meddling in Georgian politics
and evocation of traditional Orthodox values, in combination with Georgia’s increasingly
dysfunctional democratic government, have complicated Georgia’s goals for European
integration. Despite ongoing challenges to European integration, the Georgian people remain
committed to democracy and resistant to Russian influences, suggesting that the country will
continue pursuing its own democratic society while keeping its relations with the EU, NATO and
Russia in mind.

Recent protests in Georgia are a microcosm of key tensions in contemporary Georgian
society and politics. Tensions between the more liberal younger generation and more conservative
groups of the Georgian population manifest in church and state relations and reactions to Russian
influences. The Georgian people are generally frustrated by stalled democratization exacerbated
by the consolidation of power by the Georgian Dream party. Despite the sociocultural and political
tensions among the GOC, Georgian Dream, ROC, Russia and the Georgian people, Georgians
have repeatedly protested against these influences, demonstrating the persistence of Georgian civil
engagement. While more liberal groups in Georgia protest police raids of clubs and Soviet-era
drug policies, conservative Georgians fear a moral decline. Nowhere is this tension greater in
Georgian society than in its interests in joining the EU. Despite the fact that 77% of the population
supports joining the EU, many Georgians, not just Patriarch Ilia, consider the EU a threat to their
culture and values (NDI 2019). Though Patriarch llia has expressed his distaste for the perceived
immorality of Western European culture, Georgians’ widespread support of EU accession means
that condemning Georgia’s European Project would risk a loss of popular support for the GOC
(Hudson 2019, 187). Patriarch Ilia’s moral stances are often perceived as pro-Russian because they
express a narrative of conservative culture and values similar to that of Russia and the ROC
(Hudson 2019, 197). Russia prides itself on a more “traditional [and morally superior]
understanding of European heritage” and uses this narrative to discredit social liberalization in EU
member states (Hudson 2019, 178). Despite ideological similarity, the GOC promotes the
reunification of Georgia, Abkhazia and South Ossetia, contradicting the ROC and Kremlin’s
interests. Russian influence on the GOC, therefore, is confined mostly to social issues, rebuilding
influence lost when diplomatic relations were cut in 2008. While some Georgians may truly
believe that European initiatives are “imposing” ultra-liberal values on them, most recognize that
the social, cultural and political freedoms associated with the “European dream” mean that
Georg(i)an heritage would not be lost if EU and NATO membership were achieved (Hudson 2019,
187).

For the time being, Russia intends to keep Georgian politics polarized and unstable enough
that NATO and the EU remain apprehensive about Georgian accession (Buziashvili 2019b).
Whether or not Georgia joins these organizations, it is apparent that Russian political and cultural
influence will persist to some degree. Nevertheless, the majority of Georgians support integration

30 Maia Otarashvili, Skype interview by the author, 1 April 2020.
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into the EU and NATO, signaling a commitment to democracy and full independence from
Russia’s sphere of influence (NDI 2019). Likewise, Georgia shows sincere commitment to
development and has contributed to international military operations, earning the country the
admiration of Western militaries, high approval rates for international grants and the West’s
sustained commitment to upholding Georgian national security.’® Commitment to the West,
cultural ties to Europe and security participation make a strong argument for Georgia’s inclusion
in the EU and NATO. Georgia’s close proximity to Russia and the conflict surrounding South
Ossetia and Abkhazia, however, continue to outweigh these commitments and will prevent
Georgia’s accession to the EU and NATO for the foreseeable future. By continuing to fight for its
own definition of European heritage and advancing its national economic, democratic and security
interests, Georgia can balance between Russia’s traditional interpretation of Europeanness, the
liberalized society of the EU, and these entities’ competing interests in Georgia’s future.

31 Dr. Robert Hamilton, interview by the author, 26 February 2020.
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Appendix A: Images

Figure 1: A plaque outside the former Georgian Parliament, now the National Youth Palace,
commemorates the declaration of Georgian independence in 1918 (left). An exhibit inside the
Parliament of Georgia commemorates Georgian independence from 1918 to 1921
(right). Tbilisi, January 2020. Author’s photos.
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Figure 2: Plaques in the Georgian National Museum detail the number of Georgian victims of
Soviet occupation. Tbilisi, January 2020. Author’s photos.

FROM 1942 TO 1952
MORE THAN 5.000 PERSONS
WERE SHOT IN GEORGIA, AND
190. 000 WERE DEPORTED.
Georgian Minist
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Figure 3: A monument on the square in front of the Parliament of Georgia commemorates the
victims of a Soviet crackdown of a protest on April 9, 1989. Tbilisi, January 2020. Author’s
photo.
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Figure 4: A plague on Rustaveli Avenue commemorates victims of a Soviet crackdown on a

protest on March 9, 1956. Tbilisi, January 2020. Author’s photo.
%" = =




28

Figure 5: A postcard in the Thilisi Christmas market protests Russian occupation (left). A menu
in an American-themed restaurant reminds diners that the Kremlin occupies 20% of Georgia
ight). Tbilisi, January 2020. Author’s photos.
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Figure 6: A settlement of housing for refugees from Abkhazia and South Ossetia who did not
support the separatist cause. Gori, November 2018. Author’s photo.
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Figure 7: The European Union flies alongside the Georgian flag in front of a police station in the
town of Khashuri (left) and in front of the Georgian Parliament building (right). Khashuri and

Thilisi, January 2020. Author’s photos.
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Figure 8: A copy of The Act of the Restoration of State Independence of Georgia, signed April
9, 1991 in the Georgian National Museum (left). According to the guide, the declaration was
signed on this table, now located in the Parliament of Georgia adjacent to the original document
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Figure 9: Quote from Noe Zhordania in the Georgian National Museum. Thilisi, January 2020.
Author’s photo.
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... WHAT DO WE HAVE TO OFFER TO THE CULTURAL
TREASURE OF THE EUROPEAN NATIONS? —

THE TWO-THOUSAND-YEAR-OLD NATIONAL CULTURE
DEMOCRATIC SYSTEM AND NATURAL WEALTH

SOVIET RUSSIA OFFERED US MILITARY ALLIANCE, WHICH WE
REJECTED. WE HAVE TAKEN DIFFERENT PATHS, THEY ARE
HEADING FOR THE EAST AND WE, FOR THE WEST.

WE WOULD LIKE TO YELL AT RUSSIAN BOLSHEVIKS
TURN TO THE WEST TO MAKE A
CONTEMPORARY EUROPEAN NATION...

NOE ZHORDANIA, HEA

Figure 10: Exhibition at the Georgian National Museum hosted through the EU’s European
Year of Cultural Heritage (2018) referring to Georgia as “a bridge between Near East and
Europe.” Thilisi, January 2020. Author’s photo.
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Figure 11: Plaque at Georgian National Museum refers to Georgia as “a crossroad of culture.”
Thilisi, January 2020. Author’s photo.
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AT THE CROSSROAD OF CULTURES

The goblet of Trialeti involves an important historical significance. Its decorative




