
CENTRAL ASIA AND THE CAUCASUS No. 5(35), 2005

1

CA&CC Press
SWEDEN



No. 5(35), 2005 CENTRAL ASIA AND THE CAUCASUS

2

Chairman of the Editorial Council

(994 - 12)   E-mail: 

Editor-in-Chief
Tel./fax: (46) 920 62016  E-mail:  

Executive Secretary (Moscow)

Tel.: (7 - 095) 3163146  E-mail: ira@mosinfo.ru

represents the journal in Kazakhstan (Almaty)

Tel./fax: (7 - 3272) 67 51 72   E-mail: kainar@intelsoft.kz

represents the journal in Kyrgyzstan (Bishkek)

Tel.:  (996 - 312) 51 26 86  E-mail: ainur@iuk.kg

represents the journal in Tajikistan (Dushanbe)
Tel.:   E-mail: 

represents the journal in Uzbekistan (Tashkent)
Tel.: (998 - 71) 184 94 91 E-mail: farkhadM@yandex.ru

represents the journal in Azerbaijan (Baku)
(994 - 12)   E-mail: jeyvazov@gmail.com

represents the journal in  Armenia (Erevan)
Tel.:  (374 - 1) 54 10 22  E-mail: aghasi_y@yahoo.com

represents the journal in Georgia (Tbilisi)
Tel.: (995 - 32) 99 93 03  E-mail: 

represents the journal in Germany (Munich)

Tel.: (49 - 89) 3003132   E-mail: GA-infoservice@s.m.isar.de

represents the journal in China (Beijing)
Tel.: (86) 10-64039088   E-mail:  sunzhzh@isc.cass.net.cn

represents the journal in the Middle East (Jerusalem)
Tel.:  (972 - 2) 5882332  E-mail: mssamed@olive.mscc.huji.ac.il

represents the journal in Ukraine (Kiev)
Tel.: (380-44) 524-79-13 E-mail: zhangozha@yahoo.co.uk

Eldar
ISMAILOV

Murad  ESENOV

Irina EGOROVA

Klara
KHAFIZOVA

Ainura ELEBAEVA

Jamila  MAJIDOVA

Mukhabat
KHAMRAEVA

Jannatkhan
EYVAZOV

Aghasi YENOKIAN

Guram
GOGIASHVILI

Konrad SCHÄFFLER

Sun ZHUANGZHI

Vladimir MESAMED

Rustem ZHANGUZHIN

E d i t o r i a l   C o u n c i l

FOUNDED AND PUBLISHED BY

Registration number: M-770
Ministry of Justice of
Azerbaijan Republic

Registration number: 620720-0459
State Administration for

Patents and Registration of Sweden

Journal registration number: 23 614
State Administration for Patents and Registration of Sweden

PUBLISHING HOUSE
CA&CC Press. SWEDEN

Registration number: 969713-2695



CENTRAL ASIA AND THE CAUCASUS No. 5(35), 2005

3

The materials that appear in the journal do not necessarily reflect
the Editorial Board and the Editors’ opinion

Editorial Office:

CENTRAL ASIA AND THE CAUCASUS
Hubertusstigen  9. 97455 Luleå

SWEDEN

WEB    ADDRESS:
http://www.ca-c.org

2005
2005

Doctor of History, professor,  Vice Rector of the International Black Sea University (Georgia)

Doctor, Chair, Department of International Relations, Fatih University (Turkey)

Doctor of Political Sciences, leading research associate, Institute of Oriental Studies, RAS
(Russian Federation)

Doctor of Philology, professor, head of the Department of Iranian Studies, Erevan State
University (Armenia)

Executive Director, Soros-Kazakhstan Foundation (Kazakhstan)

Doctor of History, professor, Ambassador Executive and Plenipotentiary of the Republic of Kyr-
gyzstan to India (Kyrgyzstan)

Doctor, leading analyst, The Heritage Foundation, U.S.A. (U.S.A.)

Doctor of Political Sciences, Professor of Indiana University (U.S.A.)

Senior Advisor, Voice of America (U.S.A.)

Doctor, Chair of Central Asian Studies, Foreign Service Institute, U.S. Department of State
(U.S.A.)

Doctor of Political Sciences, professor, Deputy Director of the Institute
for East European, Russian and Central Asian Studies, Chinese Academy of Social Sciences
(China)

Doctor of Philosophy, specialist in Islamic studies, leading expert of the Institute of Social
Systems, Moscow State University, member of the Council for Cooperation with Religious
Associations under the Russian Federation President (Russian Federation)

Ph.D. (Law), assistant professor, head of the Department of Constitutional Law, Tajik National
University (Tajikistan)

Doctor, senior researcher, Swedish Institute of International Affairs (Sweden)

Doctor of Philosophy, professor, department head, Institute of Philosophy, AS of  Azerbaijan,
Editor-in-Chief of The Caucasus & Globalization journal (Azerbaijan)

Professor of Political Sciences, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem (Israel)

Professor, Director, Center for International Studies, The University of Oxford (Great Britain)

Doctor of History, professor, Scholar-in-Residence, Ethnicity and Nation-Building Program
Co-Chair, The Carnegie Moscow Center (Russian Federation)

Dr., Director General, International Institute for Caspian Studies (Iran)

Ph.D., History of Central Asia and the Caucasus, Program Officer, The Sasakawa Peace
Foundation (Japan)

Honorary Senior Research Fellow, Department of Politics and International Relations,
University of  Kent at Canterbury (UK)

Doctor of History, professor, Director, Center for Strategic and International Studies of RF
(Russian Federation)

Professor, Rector of Kainar University, President of the Academy of Natural Sciences,
Republic of Kazakhstan (Kazakhstan)

Doctor of Economics, professor, Corresponding member of the Georgian Academy of
Sciences, Senior Fellow of the Georgian Foundation for Strategic and International Studies
(Georgia)

Professor, Chairman, The Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, The Johns Hopkins University
(U.S.A.)

Giuli ALASANIA

Bülent ARAS

Mariam ARUNOVA

Garnik ASATRIAN

Murat AUEZOV

Bakyt BESHIMOV

Ariel COHEN

William FIERMAN

Paul GOBLE

Sergei GRETSKY

Xing GUANGCHENG

Alexander IGNATENKO

Ashurboi IMOMOV

Lena JONSON

Hasan KULIEV

Jacob M. LANDAU

S. Neil MACFARLANE

Alexei MALASHENKO

Abbas MALEKI

Akira
MATSUNAGA

Roger N. McDERMOTT

Vitaly NAUMKIN

Yerengaip OMAROV

Vladimer PAPAVA

S. Frederick STARR

E D I T O R I A L   B O A R D



No. 5(35), 2005 CENTRAL ASIA AND THE CAUCASUS

4

CENTRAL ASIA AND THE CAUCASUS

Journal of Social and Political Studies

No. 5(35), 2005

IN  THIS  ISSUE:

P O L I T I C A L  P R O C E S S  T O D A Y

  Sergey Luzianin. COLOR REVOLUTIONS
IN THE CENTRAL ASIAN CONTEXT:
KYRGYZSTAN-UZBEKISTAN-KAZAKHSTAN ............................. 7

 Leonid Medvedko. ANNIVERSARY OF THE GREAT VICTORY AND
THE TECHNICOLORED NATURE OF
EXTREME DEMOCRACIES ....................................................... 19

 Farkhod Tolipov. THE MOMENT OF TRUTH:
END OF THE TRANSITION PERIOD?
(On the Democratic Initiative in the Central Asian States) .......... 27

R E G I O N A L  P O L I T I C S

Alexander Catranis. NATO’S ROLE IN CENTRAL ASIA ............................................. 37

  Nino Chikovani. A UNITED CAUCASUS: REALITY ROOTED
IN THE PAST OR HIGH-FLOWN POLITICAL ILLUSIONS? ....... 45



CENTRAL ASIA AND THE CAUCASUS No. 5(35), 2005

5

  Timur CENTRAL ASIA:
 Shaymergenov. NATO’S MILITARY-POLITICAL STRATEGY AND RUSSIA ........ 54

Martin C. Spechler. CENTRAL ASIA BETWEEN WEST AND EAST .......................... 62

Igor Dobaev, GEOPOLITICAL TRANSFORMATIONS
Alexander Dugin. IN THE CAUCASIAN-CASPIAN REGION ................................ 74

 Sergey Tolstov. UKRAINE’S FOREIGN POLICY
AFTER THE ORANGE REVOLUTION ........................................ 82

 Sulayman Reshiev. THE FEDERAL CENTER’S POLITICAL LEEWAY
IN CHECHNIA AND ITS ECHO IN RUSSIA’S SOUTH ............... 91

E L E C T I O N S

  David Babaian. PARLIAMENTARY ELECTIONS
IN NAGORNO-KARABAKH: LEGAL AND
POLITICAL ASPECTS ................................................. 97

Namig Aliev. NAGORNO-KARABAKH: SEPARATISM AND
ELECTORAL LEGITIMACY ..................................................... 104

 Vladimir Mesamed. IRAN: ILLOGICAL ELECTION OR THE END OF
THE REFORM ERA ................................................................ 110

R E L I G I O N  I N  S O C I E T Y

 Arbakhan ISLAM IN THE CASPIAN AND THE CAUCASIAN
Magomedov, FOOTHILLS BORDERLAND: SOCIAL AND RELIGIOUS

  Viktor Viktorin. REVIVAL ON THE FRINGES OF THE MUSLIM WORLD  .......... 121

Elmir Kuliev. AZERBAIJAN: IRANIAN VECTOR OF
RELIGIOUS REVIVAL .............................................................. 134

R E G I O N A L  E C O N O M I E S

 Veniamin Ginsburg, POSITIONED BETWEEN CHINA AND RUSSIA:
 Manuella Troschke. THE CENTRAL ASIAN COUNTRIES FIND

THEIR OWN APPROACH TO PRIVATIZATION ......................... 140



No. 5(35), 2005 CENTRAL ASIA AND THE CAUCASUS

6

FOR YOUR INFORMATION

The Special Feature section in the next issue will discuss:

Central Asia and the Caucasus

Border Delimitation and Separatism

What Makes the Parliamentary and Presidential Elections
in Central Asia and the Caucasus Specific

Political and Economic Development Trends

 Vladimir Glonti. THE ECONOMIC COMPONENTS OF
THE FORMATION OF GEORGIAN FEDERALISM  ................ 154



No. 5(35), 2005 CENTRAL ASIA AND THE CAUCASUS

154

A

THE ECONOMIC COMPONENTS OF
THE FORMATION OF

GEORGIAN FEDERALISM

Vladimir GLONTI

Ph.D. (Physical and Mathematical Sciences),
assistant professor at the Information Technology and

Applied Mathematics Department of Batumi State University
(Batumi, Georgia)

n analysis of the formation of federative relations in Georgia shows us there is no clear concep-
tion of their development prospects. The inconsistency of the transformations in this area is
manifested primarily in the ambiguity of property relations, the contradictions in the inter-budg-

etary sphere, and so on. But these facts are not the cause, rather they are the effect of the overall low
level of theoretical development of a corresponding state structure model.

All of these problems have led to a situation where the formation of socioeconomic components
is being confused with the regulatory attributes of a federative state. After all, there is a qualitative
difference between them, and history shows how underestimating them leads to serious negative con-
sequences. The methodological meaning of these differences is as follows.

A federation arises when this form of state is recognized as beneficial to society, in other words,
when it meets society’s interests. So a vital prerequisite of the federalization process is achieving a
certain qualitative level of social relations throughout the entire system, including in the socioeco-
nomic, ethnopolitical, regulatory, and other spheres. From this it follows that even though the con-
stitution and other legislative acts of a state may declare it a federation for all external intents and
purposes, in the historical respect, a different cause-and-effect relation comes into play here. Its gist
lies in the fact that, first, socioeconomic, political, and other prerequisites of the formation of such
a state come to maturity, then a corresponding interest forms among the population, and only after
that does the law register the fact that the fundamental principles of federative relations have been
created.

If we uphold the viewpoint that the appearance of a federative state is largely related to the drawing
up and constitutional enforcement of regulatory instruments and institutions for regulating federative
relations, it is logical to acknowledge that the motive behind choosing this form of statehood is not the
interest of society or citizens, but the desire of lawyers to find ways to substantiate the political de-
mands of certain interest groups. This scenario was played out, for example, in the Soviet Union. But
the collapse of Soviet, as well as of Yugoslavian and Czechoslovakian, “federalism” showed the flim-
siness of the formal federations that arise out of such choices.

If our arguments are accurate, two conclusions can be drawn which do not intrinsically contra-
dict one another. The first is that the sustainability and development of the federative form of state are
ensured by organizing the reproduction process in a specific way. The second is that a specific way of
organizing the reproduction process in federative states also causes the emergence of a specific power
vertical which differs from the corresponding vertical in unitary states.

Unfortunately, our scientists have essentially given no attention to studying the socioeconomic
features of the federalization process. Debate largely revolves around the legal aspect of the problem
or, at best, around questions relating to the technique for improving inter-budgetary relations, the
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distribution of property among the federation and its constituents, and so on. But even though they are
important, these questions are only the specific, I repeat, technical sides of federalization. Whereas
the individual decisions being adopted here can both help to strengthen the foundations of federative
relations in Georgia, as well as raise obstacles to this process.

In this respect, we will take a look at three groups of problems: the economic content of the
principles of federalism; the special features of Georgia as a reform object and the applicability (or
inapplicability) of the principles of federalism to it; and how expedient and promising it is for our
country to move toward federalization of social relations.

The socioeconomic aspect of federative relations, just like the socioeconomic sources of their
emergence, has far from undergone complete analysis. An exception is perhaps the studies which look
at the problems of budgetary federalism. But we find a methodological vacuum when it comes to such
questions as the development of property relations, the economic principles for implementing social
programs, and so on, which are characteristic of the federative form of statehood. We believe the rea-
sons for this do not lie in the shortcomings of theory, but in the special features of the historical expe-
rience of the emergence of contemporary federations. They arose and became consolidated as a spe-
cial form of statehood, first, during the development of market relations, and, second, during the for-
mation of national states.

These processes, which began to gain momentum approximately 350 years ago, coincided in
both time and space. The market adapted to the form of statehood (unitary or federative), but at the
same time this form adapted itself to the market. If we remember that market relations developed
spontaneously, we can understand why scientific thought at that time concentrated primarily on eval-
uating the level of civilian freedoms which the federation could ensure within the framework of the
bourgeois system. Nor in subsequent periods did the need arise for these studies. Market and federa-
tive relations came about historically, which in turn required that economic science pay attention not
to theoretical questions, but to practical problems, that is, to improving the mechanisms (techniques)
for regulating these relations.

The traditional gap between economic theory and the practice of forming federative relations
gave our scientists several principal and unprecedented questions to ponder. They were brought up by
the fact that at the end of the 20th century, economically developed federations (like unitary states
too) moved into a new qualitative state due to social re-orientation of the economy, which led to a
shift toward a different quality of growth. And this transition, in turn, promoted an increase in the
regulatory role of the state and the removal of spontaneous elements not only from the economy, but
also from the practice of state regulation.

As it tries to find its place in the world community and in the international division of labor,
Georgia cannot help but take into account the specifics of the current general civilizational shift. In
this respect, special attention should be given to creating a theory of state regulation which is in har-
mony with domestic reality. Such a theoretical construct cannot be limited only to mechanisms for
making a transition from the administrative-and-command system of governance to a socially-orient-
ed market economy. This transition must be fundamentally tied to the formation of socioeconomic
principles of federative relations.

If our conclusion is justified, it is logical to presume that Georgia cannot follow the path taken
by contemporary federations for more than 300 years. The spontaneous formation of market and
federation relations will lead to our country disappearing from the economic and political map of
the world. Nor does the so-called “technical” approach to regulating the relations under review
currently applied in long-term federations suit us. It can only be carried out in an established state
and stable society.

In this way, Georgian science and practice is faced with quite a simply formulated, but extreme-
ly difficult-to-solve task. Its gist is to create an economic model which will make it possible to “in-
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ject” a society with principles of federalism which has, first, never before had any experience with
living under conditions of real federative relations, second, is making the transition from the admin-
istrative-and-command system of governance to a regulated market, and, third, is carrying out exten-
sive regional decentralization of the system of governance in the socioeconomic and other spheres.
These goals cannot be reached without defining the economic meaning of the principles of federal-
ism. The basic principle, as mentioned above, is equality of the rights of the federation and its constit-
uents within their competence. This is the backbone and basic principle, all the rest are subordinate to
it and ensue from it. I will name four of the most important.

First. A federation and the constituents of a federation within the sphere of their competence
are recognized as entirely equal entities of federative relations and are equally responsible
for the powers with which they are invested. But the powers of each entity extend only to
those spheres which the other entity cannot or should not be responsible for. It is particular-
ly important that the entities are not invested with the mentioned powers by means of any
form of arbitration, ad hoc, or political decision. The matter concerns their voluntary trans-
fer from the bottom up.

Second. Federation constituents should be able to realize the principle of economic self-suf-
ficiency. Its meaning ensues from the equal status of the federation constituents, as well as
from their recognition of the fact that genuine equality between entities with an economi-
cally different status is impossible. In other words, a real federation appears only when eco-
nomically self-sufficient constituents join together and obtain equal rights. This is what
ensures their subsequent equal political and legal status, and not vice versa. As for regions
which are incapable of realizing the principle of economic self-sufficiency, they correspond-
ingly cannot be recognized and are not recognized as federative constituents.

The third principle is related to the constitutionalization in federations (as opposed to uni-
tary states) of two levels of state property. The state property of a federation and the state
property of its constituents give rise to the implementation of specific forms of public prop-
erty which differ from those we encounter in unitary states. The content of these relations
does not boil down to a mechanical assignment of property during the formation of federa-
tions. Of course, the redistribution of specific property can and should take place. But this
is not the main thing. Most important is that in keeping with the competence assigned to the
federation and its constituents, the functions of regulating the rights to ownership, disposal,
and use are redistributed primarily and most importantly between the Federation and its con-
stituents. In this context, the federation and its constituents do not act as property owners,
and certainly not as economic entities. They regulate property relations (in keeping with fed-
eralism principles) on equal terms but at different levels of state governance. And if we re-
member that the nature of property relations largely determines the nature of all social rela-
tions in their entirety, it is logical to conclude that the coexistence (within the framework of
the institution of public property) of two forms of state property cannot help but give rise to
a specific form of the mentioned relations.

The fourth principle is equality of the federation and its constituents (within the sphere of
their competence) based on ensuring correlation of the parties’ revenue powers to their ex-
penditure responsibility. In order to carry out this principle, we must first transfer to a hor-
izontal model of budgetary federalism. Whereby (in contrast to the vertical model of budg-
etary federalism implemented in unitary states where the regions’ functions are defined “from
above”) the taxation base of federation constituents is defined not by the center, but ensues
from the competence they reserve for themselves.
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We will single out the special features of Georgia’s financial and budgetary system generated
by its unitary-centralized political system, which are still in place and undergoing progressive ev-
olution.

In a unitary state, overall government costs and revenues are regulated centrally by supreme power.
It determines the amount of revenues, on the one hand, and establishes the amount of subsequent
expenditures based on the general needs of the state economy, on the other. Regulation is carried out
by a system of specialized central organizations on the basis of standardization (quoting, the granting
of benefits, and so on) and presumes a regular spending procedure and a mechanism for reviewing
administrative complaints, which is necessary for adjusting the magnitudes and directions of material
and financial flows.

Today , methods of centralized cost and revenue regulation prevail in Georgia. First, leg-
islation on most taxes (essentially impost) is regulated by the Center, and not at the re-
gional level. Second, among the ways for distributing tax powers among the levels of the
budgetary system, distribution of central taxes (impost) occupies first place, and the sep-
arate use of sources plays an extremely insignificant role. Third, vertical financial flows
still play a significant part in the tax system: general government taxes (impost) dominate
in the budgets of all levels and constitute an average of 70% of the revenue of the consol-
idated budget.

The second distinguishing feature of our country’s financial system is that supreme power
appoints the main agents of the state’s financial system. Today, this feature is manifested in
the appointment of authorized state banks, as well as in the procedure for appointing the
minister of finance. At all times in Georgia, supreme power made all the appointment to key
posts, while in West European countries, the parties which won the elections placed their
representatives in these posts, including in the position of finance minister.

The third feature of the organization of Georgia’s financial system is the principle of mutual
responsibility which ensures that territorial and economic entities carry out the financial
obligations they assumed. Whereas in West European countries, responsibility for paying
taxes is individual in nature, in Georgia a collective and mutual responsibility to supreme
power has always prevailed. For example, at present, collective responsibility is character-
istic of the procedure for assigning transfers from the central budget to the regional budgets.
Non-fulfillment of these obligations led to the Center withholding the assignment of trans-
fers for social needs, and this had a negative impact on all the region’s residents who en-
joyed social services.

The fourth feature of our country’s state financial system is the unitary hierarchal budget
which constitutes its basis. This budget is an alternative to the budgetary federalism of coun-
tries with federative-subsidiary political systems. It is characterized by communality and
non-division of part of the funds of the federal and local budgets, while under budgetary
federalism, the budgets of territories and the federation are separate and independent. In other
words, with a unitary hierarchal budget, the precise distribution of several cost and revenue
items among the levels of regional governance is essentially impossible. This is ultimately
associated with the fact that the consumers of different levels (federal, regional, municipal,
as well as individual citizens) not only maintain a single technically indivisible material and
production infrastructure—power engineering, municipal services, railroad transportation,
and so on—but also enjoy their services. So separate calculation of costs, which constitutes
the basic procedure for forming independent and separate budgets, is technically extremely
laborious and cannot be realistically carried out.
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At the present stage of market reforms, the matter concerns not so much reform, as moderniza-
tion of Georgia’s financial system, while retaining the traditional features. Present-day modernization
includes the following:

— more precise delimitation of the functions of each level of governance and, corresponding-
ly, distribution of part of the funds of the country’s unitary hierarchal budget among its con-
stituents;

— legal separation of the central, regional, and municipal levels as independent juridical enti-
ties, which makes it possible to largely use the contractual origin when defining intergov-
ernmental (intragovernmental) fiscal relations;

— drawing up renewed social standards and regulations of fiscal capacity which make it pos-
sible to keep in mind the different conditions of different territories, on the one hand, and
the population’s growing social needs, on the other;

— raising the significance of legislative principles in regulating the financial system;

— increasing the role of the population in adopting and executing budgets of all levels (though
their representatives in parliament and in local power bodies).

As I have already mentioned, our society does not have any experience in real federalism. So it
is impossible to form a democratic federative state within Georgia’s borders merely by declaring it
such in the Constitution. The economic, social, political, and other spaces must be rearranged corre-
spondingly. To what extent is Georgia willing to undergo this rearrangement?

Its specifics as an object of management are dictated by the need to resolve socioeconomic, eth-
nopolitical, and regulatory problems at the same time, that is, carry out a set of measures which take
into account the economic-geographic, socioeconomic, sociocultural, historical, and other features of
the country. But the socioeconomic crisis in which it is mired has caused a break in interregional eco-
nomic ties. This process (against the background of the state’s withdrawal from the sphere of econom-
ic regulation) led to the autarky of several regional markets and (as a result) to the actual “drop out”
of some regional economic complexes from the country’s economic space. And if we take into ac-
count that under conditions of the country’s increasingly active incorporation into the world division
of labor, the named economic complexes are now being actively drawn into the spheres of influence
of the world economic centers, the possible fatal consequences of the mentioned processes of autarky
become understandable.

Since as soon as the internal national centers of economic influence prove weaker than the ex-
ternal centers, the latter, by increasingly attracting internal Georgian regional economic complexes
toward themselves, will objectively (due to the universal laws of development) withdraw them at a
certain stage from the country’s economic space.

The sociocultural traditions of several ethnic groups living in the border territories are closer to
the traditions of the citizens of neighboring states than the traditions of the ethnic groups populating
other Georgian regions. When socioeconomic motives for integrating the population’s interests are
weak and the Center’s national policy is contradictory, there is the increased danger of some regions
breaking away from the country’s political and legal space, as well as their “reorientation” toward
ethnocultural poles close in tradition.

To sum up what has been said, I will note the absence of currently sufficient economic and so-
ciocultural fundamental principles for forming a real federation in Georgia due to the indeterminate
nature and internal contradictions of its legislation, which are promoting disintegration of the coun-
try’s single legal space.

Today, there are no good reasons for maintaining that the influence of social and economic
mechanisms characteristic of the federative form of statehood is increasing in the Georgian economic
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system. Unfortunately, the federalization of social relations is being replaced with implantation in the
economy of certain instruments unrelated to each other and frequently mutually exclusive.

As a result, the special features of the reproduction process observed within the Georgian eco-
nomic space are not working toward real federalization. This is why the regulatory attributes of do-
mestic federalism do not correlate with the economic realities, which is dooming (if this lack of cor-
relation continues) federalization to failure.

We will try to figure out if this “playing” at federalism is a manifestation of the situation well
known in world history when, during social reproduction, it was not economic, but political interest
that acted as the backbone. In particular, are we not witnessing the practice characteristic of the Soviet
period, within the framework of which the political development model strictly defined the structure
and direction of economic development.

Thus, the situation in Georgia is characterized by the following special features.

First. The reproduction process does not include the necessary minimum of socioeconomic
institutions and mechanisms for forming the foundations of a real federation.

Second. Neither the central government, nor the regions have sufficient economic and or-
ganizational resources for introducing economic self-sufficiency in the regions, thus ensur-
ing their real economic equal status and, consequently, their equal rights.

Third. Under the current system of relations between the government leadership and the re-
gions the possibility of developing federative relations is crippled by the population’s growing
mistrust in the Center’s ability to guarantee its interests. This is primarily because the popula-
tion’s (or to be more precise, its economically and politically active part) interest in a par-
ticular form of statehood is the basic prerequisite dictating the choice of this form.

So it turns out that federalism in Georgia has no prospects.
If this problem is viewed through the prism of forming a strictly federative state, this conclusion

is correct. But if we approach the question from the viewpoint of the price society is willing to pay for
choosing a particular form of statehood, this conclusion does not appear as unequivocal.

Our country has the opportunity to choose among social relations characteristic of a federation,
a unitary state, or a confederation. We will try to briefly describe the consequences of implementing
these three possible scenarios.

As mentioned above, some of the population does not believe the Center is capable of guaran-
teeing its interests. This can be interpreted as an unequivocal rejection by this group of the federative
development model. In this case, an attempt to create a unitary form of state will most likely be viewed
as a return to the administrative-and-command system of governance. And since the Center is not
capable (in exchange for an extension in its powers) of providing the country’s citizens with signifi-
cant economic support, there is little chance they will reject independence of the territories, albeit il-
lusionary (in exchange for real, but economically unmotivated strengthening of the central bureauc-
racy). If for no other reason than their logical belief that this bureaucracy, in contrast to regional bu-
reaucracy, cannot be controlled at all.

From this it logically follows that the drift toward a unitary form of statehood will be accompa-
nied by an aggravation and spread of social conflict in society, with possible armed clashes and, as a
result, with the possible loss of some of Georgia’s territory.

The consequences of forming a confederation are just as dangerous. During autarky of some
regional markets, the struggle between the rich and poor regions, socioeconomic indetermination,
tension in the system of ethnopolitical relations, and ultimately in a state where administrative-terri-
torial division is based not on the principle of economic expediency, but on the social-regional prin-
ciple, the transition to a confederation is fraught with a collapse of the economic, political, and legal
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space, that is, of the state. But since most citizens and politicians in the regions are in favor of the
country’s unity, the result is also entirely predictable.

Consequently, the formation in Georgia of a system of federative relations satisfies the principle
of economic expediency more than the formation of a unitary state (or transition to a confederation).
The preference for this choice lies in the fact that movement in this direction is accompanied by the
fewest (compared with the other alternatives) losses, hence under current conditions it is economical-
ly more favorable.

But in order for this choice to become a reality, it must be recognized that the foundations of
federative relations are only just being formed in the country. Under these conditions (particularly at
the initial stage of transition), two trends will oppose each other in society. What is more, their signif-
icance will grow as the noted transition period continues and the economic crisis worsens. The Center
will try to concentrate as much power as it can in its hands to keep the situation under control, includ-
ing interfering in regional affairs. In this way, federalization of social relations should take place under
conditions unique for world history. We have already revealed the gist of this uniqueness—the ab-
sence of sufficient economic prerequisites for forming a real federation, but with the presence of po-
litical prerequisites which still make it possible to preserve our country as a single state.

At the current stage in development, an action plan could be drawn up aimed at forming optimal
social foundations for the regional vital activity and at defining a region’s place in the country’s com-
mon economic space, but only taking into account the socioeconomic, ethnopolitical, and regulatory
foundations of Georgian federalism.


