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Geopolitics Renaissant.   Small States, Large States, Powerful States

The past two decades has witnessed a renaissance in the study of Geopolitics as an academic discipline. This followed a period in which the subject matter had largely been blackballed by most universities owing to the automatic association of the term "geopolitics" with the geopolitical theories of the Third Reich, most closely associated with Karl Haushoffer. The renaissance of the discipline emerged through a gradual process, first through the strengthening of Political Geography mostly amongst geographers, followed by the discourses on Critical Geopolitics, and finally through the re-emergence of discussions focusing on geo-strategics and global power alliances. The journal Geopolitics, a peer review quarterly academic journal is now in its eighteenth year, initially being founded under the watered down name of Geopolitics and International Boundaries in the mid-1990's, and finally reverting to Geopolitics a few years later.

A recurring question within Geopolitical discourse concerns the nature of great powers and the extent to which this is related to the size of the "Geo" – the territory and / or the resources therein.  There is no direct correlation between large states and powerful states (or between small states and weak states) within the international system, while the shift – in an era of globalization – from fixed territorial units as the source of power to networks and connectivity, have diminished the deterministic nature of this discussion.   While territorial size remains an important component, it is but one of numerous factors at play, and its relative importance in determining the nature of power is probably decreasing as globalization brings about the partial opening of borders and the strengthening of cross-border dynamics and interactions. The geopolitical location of a State within both the regional and the international system is a far more important determinant of power than the isolationist notion of territorial fixation and self protectionism.

The case of Israel, where this conference is being held, is a case in point: a small, miniscule, country which, if judged by the amount of news media coverage, could be perceived as a mega power in world affairs. The geopolitical location of the country – perceived externally contrasts with the alternate discourses from within. These latter range from a country geographically located in the Middle East, to one which is a territorial appendix to Europe, to the 51st State of the United States, to one which is at the center of the world by virtue of its location at the intersection of continents and world cultures and religions. In this context, the notion of "great powers" needs to be seen as a fluid, rather than fixed, concept contingent upon location, history, perceptions and timing, and interpreted differently by different political interests at one and the same time.
Mikhail Ilyin   

From Botero to Present and Beyond. Evolutionary Morphology of Scale -- Great, Middle and Small -- in International Systems

It was Giovanni Botero who introduced a distinction between grandissime (empires), mezano (middle powers) and piccioli (small) states in his seminal The Reason of State (Della Ragion di Stato) well in 1589. However, despite the wording, mere size was not the criterion for him. When Botero first mentioned the variously-sized states, he acknowledged that they are measured “not absolutely, but comparatively, and with respect to their neighbors” (Bk I, ch ii., pgs. 3-4). In fact, the notion of size or rather scale was already then a reflection of the core institution of the structural position or rather the stance of a state in the inter-state system.

Since the late 16th century both the concept of stance in international system and corresponding conceptualizations of scale have undergone a series of changes.

Methods of evolutionary morphology allow us to locate those changes within a general prospect of the successive train of generations both of international systems and their constituent states. In so doing it is possible to identify significant alterations in the very institute of stance or rather a bunch of interrelated institutions (great power, regional power, satellite state etc.). With their every successive modification new properties and functional prerequisites of a stance crop up and the former ones adjust. Conceptual history of the notion of scale helps to identify many of the respective alterations.

The paper concludes with a debate on possible adjustments of the institutions of stance in the decades to come.

Lena Dabova  

New Actors, New Laws, New System and the Role of the United States

There are controversial views on the future of the Westphalia system of international relations designed to be run by national states and led by great powers. After going through the stage of bipolarity the world faced a period of uncertainty, when global economic integration and universal social standards promoted by the EU and NAFTA were developing parallel to social and economic defragmentation within the ex-soviet block and religious confrontation and marginalization in the Islamic world. The United States was declared a leader of the international law “revisionism” movements that fueled those contradicting tendencies and postponed the “end of history”. The subject of this research therefore is formal and informal “evolution” of the system of international law that includes “revision” of principles, actors and other institutions within the premise that national states are not effective enough in responding to the challenges of shadow financial system, environmental and space security, and other contemporary issues.  

The national governments as a form of regulating relationship between individuals within their national borders and main actors of foreign relations were not designed to address the question of relationship between individuals and the global environment. This new level of understanding of global social life has called for new type of regulations. The hypothesis of this study is that regional multipolarity and regional integration has served as driving force for changes in the international legal system that is currently being adjusted to support the transition from national states system to a new system of social governance, where, for example, private companies and individuals will have the jurisdiction close to nation states. 

The existing proposals for new type of social organization of the world can be grouped under two paradigms-global government paradigm and ungoverned “digital age” paradigm. The purpose of this research is to predict which projects are more likely to be successful taking into consideration resent shifts and new tendencies in international law. The changes in the international law system will be looked at from two perspectives: the driving forces in international relations that support the changes in international legal system; and the possible side effects and consequences of challenging the traditional institutions of international public law. 

 The main research methods are 

a. comparative legal analysis that will be applied to different bodies of international law that recently became a subject for “revision”.

b. systemic approach to history of international relations will be applied to analyze current and future power shifts among so called great powers after the collapse of the Soviet Union.  

c. mathematic models will be used to make predictions on viability of the proposals for new type of social organization based on the “revised” international law.  

Aharon Klieman 

Pushing Back. Balance of Power, Balancing Power and Geopolitics 

Summarily dismissed by post-Cold War analysts as deeply flawed conceptually and no longer relevant politically, the balance-of-power paradigm retains its robust explanatory power in today’s transformative international relations. 

“Back to balancing” is a 21st-century expression of the unbroken historical process of offsetting power, prestige, influence and leverage among an indeterminate number of competitive actors. It continues to offer theorists and statesmen alike a serviceable -- not foolproof -- mechanism for maintaining acceptable levels of global order and stability in the very midst of accelerated change. 

A de-Americanized world is a rebalancing world. Acknowledging the re-emergence of multipolarity, this paper offers six refinements of the classic Balance of Power concept. It then proceeds to address the current geopolitics and geometrics of recalibrating power; of “pushing back” against the systemic disequilibrium resulting from successive eras of Soviet-American Cold War primacy and post-Cold War American hegemony.
Ruth Bevan-Dunner

American Power Tomorrow
American hegemony in the post-Cold War order has ended. In the media one finds recurring references to the decline of the United States. Many commentators attribute this decline to the rising power of the “new states” known as the BRICS as well as to the diminution of economic strength and will on the part of the United States itself. Given this scenario, the central question posed in the proposed paper is: What might be the role of the United States internationally in this new anticipated multi-polar order?

The paper argues that the United States is redefining its hegemonic position into that of the initiator and lynchpin of a strategy of global partnership. This strategy has been outlined in the January 2012 document of the Department of Defense entitled, Sustaining U.S. Global Leadership: Priorities for 21st Century Defense.  Comparing the United States with China, India and Russia, the paper asserts that economics alone cannot sustain world leadership. Rather, such leadership requires a world vision. As evidenced by the DoD document, the United States preserves a vision that can be translated into a global partnership.
The “pivot to Asia” policy of President Obama will be used to illustrate this combination of vision and partnership. Geopolitically, in terms of American national interest, the “pivot to Asia,” meant to redress an imbalance toward Europe, reasserts the United States as a Pacific power. The Pacific entry to Asia is crucial to American power, for, as Robert Kaplan so graphically describes in his book, Monsoon, everything of political import in the coming years will happen in and around the Indian Ocean. 

The U.S. “stand off” with North Korea in April 2013 will form the context in which the U.S. relations with China, Japan and the Koreas are discussed as part of a regional game plan. Attention will be paid to the special role of Australia in the area. 

Of global consequence is the American invitation to the European Union to join this Asian partnership. The United States is also an Atlantic power and, despite friction with the Europeans, cannot forsake the EU. While Secretary General Rasmussen’s 2012 NATO report admonishes European states for their failure to honor their financial/ military pledge to NATO, the DoD report notes that Europe has become a “producer” of security rather than a consumer of security. While Europe does not bring military hardware – or the will to use hard power (except perhaps for England and France) to the table, it does bring soft power management skills. The American strategic outlook sees a combination of hard and soft power in play to solve the problems of the 21st century. The American-European-Asian partnership raises interesting questions about the future meaning of “West” and “East.”

The geopolitical upshot of this partnership strategy is the possibility of a girdle of stable states that mutually re-enforce a world order and which mutually guarantee open access to what the DoD calls the “global commons.” Rather than Hardin’s “tragedy of the commons,” American foreign policy for the 21st century appears predicated on Elinor Ostrom’s postulations about managing the commons. The American partnership strategy thus portends to re-imagine global space, global identity and thus global power.

Ziv Rubinovitz

The Rise of the Others: Can the U.S. Stay on Top?
Most scholars argue that American primacy is declining, but whereas in the economic field it seems real, in the military field it is questionable. So are the rising powers reshaping the international system, and if so, how would the U.S. behave under bi-/multi-polarity? Or could the U.S. still remain the leading power? The U.S. maintains a favorable geographical setting compared to the rising powers and it also enjoys naval primacy; hence, its starting point is better. It can project power from the sea to protect its vital interests and defend regional allies. As the U.S. is losing economic predominance and gradually the ability to maintain its global deployment, it is reasonable to rethink grand strategy. It seems more likely that the U.S. would be able to remain the leading power with significant margins compared to its challengers if it embraces a defensive realist approach, by which it will prefer strategies like selective engagement or offshore balancing. This can minimize American relative loses to the rising powers. The U.S. should narrow the geographical scope of its vital interests and concentrate only on regions in which it has no one to trust, while backing its regional allies as they command their regions.
Igor Zevelev
Russian Perspectives on U.S.-China Relations and the 21st-Century International System

Today, Russia's foreign policy is characterized by a combination of several conflicting narratives which coexist in a general space of rhetoric on identity, security, and civilizational divisions. Two such narratives include a mystical belief in a common European civilization with three branches (Europe proper, the United States, and Russia) on the one hand, and, on the other hand, anti-Western rhetoric and continuing securitization of the relationship with the United States. This attitude stands in sharp contrast with a calm, rational, pragmatic, and somewhat detached attitude towards China. Even against the backdrop of rhetoric on common Christian roots and a common Western cultural space, evoked by Russian foreign minister at the 48th Munich Security Conference in 2012, it was difficult to conceal the somewhat incongruous fact that Moscow had built a much more comfortable relationship with Beijing than with Washington.

Russian perceptions of the United States and China provide a powerful lens for framing not only how modern Russia conceives its foreign policy, but also for understanding its national identity transformations. The image of the United States in the eyes of the Russian political elite is essentially ambivalent and conflicting. The Russian vision of China has been much less schizophrenic for the last fifteen years. 
Why does the growing assertiveness of Chinese foreign policy worry all of China's neighbors more and more, but Russia seems to remain unfazed? Why is there no open public debate in Russia about the rise of China and subsequent challenges? This situation is particularly intriguing when viewed against the backdrop of very lively discussions of Russia’s relations with the United States and with the West in general.  

This paper will focus on Russian perceptions and discourses about the United States and China.  It begins with an overview of Russian foreign policy debates.  The paper continues with the discussion of the existing schools of thought regarding “the West” and China. Finally, the paper examines the images of the US and China in Russian foreign policy thinking and the role of China in Russian-American relations.
Igor Okunev

New Dimensions in Russia’s Geopolitical Code

The Russian geopolitical code is shifting from Western-centric to non-Western-centric, and from global to regional. The formation of a new center of power around Russia may not be smooth. It will inevitably face resistance from countries which Moscow considers to be part of its geopolitical space.

A geopolitical code is one of the key notions reflecting the position of a state in the international system and tendencies in the development of its foreign policy. Colin Flint defined it as the way a country positions itself in the international community. Vladimir Kolosov suggests that the code represents a set of a government’s strategic suppositions regarding other countries in formulating a foreign policy. The geopolitical code of a country is formed through searching answers to the following five questions:

·  Who are the current and potential allies?

·  Who are the current and potential enemies?

·  How can one keep one’s current allies and attract new ones?

·  How can a country counter its current enemies and prevent the emergence of potential ones?

·  How can these four choices be explained to the nation and to the international community? (The latter question has key significance in today’s world.)

This article attempts to analyze the essential evolution of Russia’s geopolitical code in the past twenty years and the causes of the changes in the country’s foreign-policy positioning.

Stephen Blank

Is Russia a Great Power in Asia?

Historically Russia was and considered itself a great, independent, Asian power.  That status appeared to have been lost with the dissolution of the Soviet Union after 1991. Nevertheless Moscow never forsook the region, even if it was downgraded as a priority. And since 2008 it has steadily grown in importance and priority to the point where it is clear that Russia seeks to recover that role as a great independent sovereign Asian actor.  Moreover, it seeks to do so largely through the use of its energy weapon which also is intended to help it leverage foreign investment in the Russian Far East (RFE) and the Arctic. But it also has advanced a particular ideological assessment of the world as well to justify its policies, namely the fervent contention of the world order's multipolarity.
Therefore the questions I seek to investigate are: first, whether or not Russia can successfully retrieve its great power status in Asia, and if so, how?  But beyond that I wish to investigate what the concept of multipolarity, especially as it relates to East Asia, means for Russia, and whether or not this concept has any validity. Thus the paper begins with a statement of Russia's proclaimed objectives; an assessment of the conditions necessary to qualify for those goals; Russia's success in achieving them not only in material terms but also in ideational or ideological terms connected with the concept of multipolarity.  

Artyom Lukin

The Asian-Pacific Emerging Geopolitical Order and the U.S.-China-Russia Triangle 

This paper examines the Asia-Pacific’s emerging geopolitical configuration. First, we need to define what the Asia-Pacific stands for. Geopolitically, this concept has increasingly come to denote a vast area which includes East Asia and the Pacific, South Asia, and to a growing extent Central Asia, based on interlinked security dynamics. Whereas in the past these regions were viewed mostly as separate from each other, they are now merging into a single strategic complex. Their coming together is mainly due to the implications of the rise of China, which is geographically positioned at the center of the Asia-Pacific geopolitical landscape and has become the main focus of security concerns for the countries of the region. 

The geopolitical order of the Asia-Pacific is now experiencing a transition from the U.S. hegemony to multipolarity. This multipolarity is complex, as its constituent poles have different geopolitical potentials. Geopolitical poles are understood as players who have significant material capabilities, as well as ambitions, to shape international order. 

 The top tier is represented by an established superpower, the US, and an emerging superpower, China, whose aggregate capabilities in the Asia-Pacific overshadow those of all the other players. The second tier includes great powers – Japan, India, and Russia. Finally, there are third-tier poles, which are in effect regional powers in their respective neighborhoods. They are South and North Koreas (with a unified Korea standing a good chance of becoming a great power), Indonesia, Vietnam, Australia, and Pakistan. The picture is further complicated by the fact that some of the regional poles are not fully independent in their foreign and security policies. 

What may be even more crucial than the issue of polarity is the character of the emerging balance of power system in NEA. The British scholar Richard Little’s distinction between adversarial balance of power and associational balance of power can be helpful. Adversarial balance of power represents fiercely competitive relationships, with a chronic danger of all-out wars, as exemplified by Europe in the first half of the 20th century and the ensuing Soviet-American confrontation.  By contrast, associational balance of power is based on agreement among the major powers, which collaborate to produce a durable stability. 

For now, the Asia-Pacific leans toward associational multipolarity. War between major powers seems unlikely. That said, the Asia-Pacific has an array of factors that may push it toward the adversarial balance scenario. The biggest danger lies in the rise of nationalism. In this respect, Chinese nationalism will be the most important thing to watch. If a virulent and chauvinistic strain of nationalism prevails in China, it will bode ill for the Asia-Pacific and indeed the whole world. 
Thomas Wilkins

The Rise of the Middle Powers: A New Framework for Analysis (Applied to the Case Study of Australia)
The Middle Power concept has been part of the corpus of IR theory for some time, yet has remained problematic in its conceptual constitution as well as in its (policy) applications.  The recent renaissance of scholarly interest in middle powers is in part a response not only to the renewed exertions of ‘traditional’ middle powers, such as Australia, on the international scene, but also the increasing prominence accorded to ‘emerging’ middle powers, such as South Korea and Indonesia, sometimes resulting in nascent coalitions between such powers in a form of ‘concert’.  Actuated by these important developments, the primary objective of this article is to provide a solid conceptual framework for analyzing both traditional and emerging middle powers.   This is achieved through the aggregation, codification, and updating, of the extant, but somewhat disparate body of literature on middle power. It demonstrates the applicability of the framework by examining a ‘traditional’ middle power – Australia - as an exemplary case study.  The case study reveals that Australia is undergoing a process of adjustment and adaptation in response to the profound changes in the structure of the international system, provoked by the rise of China, and in so doing is not only recasting the archetype of ‘middle power’ but also displaying greater convergence with the role and agenda of the ‘new’ or so-called ‘emerging’ middle powers.  As such, it seeks to locate the analysis in the context of an international system in transformation, marked by the rise of China, to be sure, but also by the rise of the middle powers.

Marinko Bobić
Congruous or Conflicting? Great Power Configurations in the Balkans
The European Union (EU) can be considered a global power if we consider its trading influence. This consideration is the result of the European Union’s ability to act as a bloc in order to influence other actors’ behavior in a way it desires. A global power has its large-scale aspirations met by equally large-scale results. Yet despite the strengthening of some of its historical results, the EU’s future as a global power is not certain due to its inability to overcome negative consequences of the financial crisis. At the same time, the EU’s neighbors, namely Turkey and Russia, are growing in power. Where these three actors have traditionally clashed over their interests is in the Balkans, the most known case being World War I. Today, all three actors can test their powers, once again, in a region whose foundations are extremely fragile. Mearsheimer in 1990 successfully guessed that the Balkans will be unstable due to changing power configurations. Power configurations once again are changing in this volatile region, and NATO’s role is slowly being replaced by other actors, such as the EU. However, are these changes of great power configurations going to create agreeable or conflicting policies in the Balkans?

The Balkan Peninsula has always had geopolitical configurations linking together the Western Christian, Eastern Orthodox, and Islamic worlds. The interaction of great powers in the Balkans shaped the (in)stability of this North-Eastern Mediterranean region. After all, every major treaty in the Balkans has involved participation of the Great Powers. This region has several focal points: Russia’s reconfigured interests in the Balkans after the Kosovo War, Turkish ‘soft power’ projection as an indispensable actor in Balkan affairs, and finally the EU’s belief that the Balkans are under its own sphere of control. Whether the EU is capable of any such control depends whether it can keep Greece, Cyprus and other struggling economies on a stable economic track. Without economic stability, history teaches us that grievances often take a form of political violence.

The main question then is, what can configurations of great power interaction tell us about the Balkans today, that is, given the current developments? Are the Balkans mired in a zero-sum struggle, as the realist thinking would predict? Once these configurations are established, what can we say about the consequences for the region, and for the world? On the basis of geopolitical analysis, this qualitative case-study compares foreign policies and strategies of each great power toward each other, namely Russia, the EU, and Turkey, as well as their foreign policies toward the Balkan states. For example, how complementary or antagonistic are the EU’s neighborhood policy, Turkey’s Neo-Ottoman vision, and the Russian sphere of influence?

Although NATO will not be analyzed on its own terms, it remains an important actor that shapes relationship dynamics between the EU, Turkey, and Russia. Yet the reason why NATO is not analyzed on its own terms stems from the fact that belonging or cooperating with NATO does not preclude occurrence of a crisis or a violent conflict. Consider for example, the occurrence of the Georgian war despite the existence of a NATO-Russia partnership, or the Turkish invasion of Cyprus despite both being NATO members. For this reason, it would be naive to assume that an international security organization can prevent conflict occurring due to major disagreements among great powers.

Tolga Demiryol

The Strategic Dimensions of Russian-Turkish Energy Trade: A Realist Critique of the Theory of Economic Interdependence

This article discusses the security implications of the energy trade between Turkey and Russia. As a growing economy, Turkey's energy consumption has grown over the last decade, and is projected to continue to do so. Since Turkey's indigenous energy reserves are relatively poor, Turkey has come to rely on energy imports, particularly Russian natural gas, which in turn resulted in a high level of energy dependency for Turkey. Moscow strategically wields its monopoly power over Ankara not only to secure 
Turkey's support for Russia's major energy transport projects like the South Stream but also to influence Turkey's security strategy in the Caspian region and the broader Middle East. Thus, its energy dependence on Russian natural gas appears like a clear liability for Turkish foreign policy. At the same time, Russia needs Turkey’s cooperation as the latter offers the most feasible transit route for Russian natural gas to reach Europe. Without access to European markets, Russian hydrocarbon reserves have little strategic value for Moscow. In other words, Russia needs Turkey just as much as Turkey needs Russia. 
How does the resulting asymmetric interdependence affect the prospects of security cooperation between Russia and Turkey? In this article, I evaluate this question from the competing neo-liberal and realist perspectives. Based on an examination of energy trade data and analysis of Russian and Turkish foreign policy strategies, I show that in the long run energy trade between Russia and Turkey and the resulting asymmetric distribution of relative gains are more likely to foster conflict rather than cooperation. 
Scott Nicholas Romaniuk 

Competing Hegemons: EU and Russian Power Projection in the South Caucasus

Russia’s “Near Abroad” is a contentious region, within which the competitive friction between the European Union (EU) and Russia is a high-stakes political power game and the resurgence of a 19th century “Great Game.” Within the Caucasus, questions presiding over the establishment of zones of influence and political control have assumed a leading position in the on-going debate over the reorganization of the European “Common Neighborhood” and the geopolitical positions of the EU and Russia as a whole. Shunning the term “Common Neighborhood,” Russia has pursued its own agenda in what it refers to as the “regions adjacent to the EU and Russian borders” or the expanse comprised of the former Republics of the USSR. In the last ten years, Russia has not been reticent about its intentions to defend this territory. 
This paper assesses the European Union (EU) and Russian approaches to the “Common Neighborhood,” and considers key factors in EU and Russian power projection in the South Caucasus. It examines elements that specifically drive Armenia closer to Russia and the EU’s efforts to balance this through its own external governance. In doing so, it looks at a range of “carrots” and “sticks” that both the EU and Russia, as geopolitical actors, employ to gain traction into this shared space. A theoretical framework of geopolitical strategies is employed to establish the context in which both the EU and Russia operate with respect to the South Caucasus, and establishes the basis for understanding how both actors respond to one another in their respective attempts to exert their dominance in the region. The argument is made that despite protracted efforts by the EU to establish its influence over the South Caucasus more generally, Russia’s geostrategic posture is better suited to secure a true and concrete zone of influence within the region.
Guy Burton

Pulling their Punches: BRIC Foreign Policies in the Middle East

What impact are emerging powers having on an international system dominated by the US?  One view suggests that US hegemony is being challenged while another view says that it is not.  The paper considers these two views by examining the foreign policies of four emerging global powers – Brazil, Russia, India and China (BRIC) – in relation to the Middle East during the 1990s and 2000s.  The paper observes that despite criticism of US policies in relation to Iraq, the Israel-Palestinian conflict, Iran’s nuclear programme and the Arab Spring, the BRICs have not directly challenged Washington’s position.  Explanations include individual limitations, collective incoherence and the free riding on US-provide regional security.  However, such security will not persist without emerging powers sharing the burden in the future.

Vânia Carvalho Pinto

The Many Facets of a ‘Role Model’: A Study of the UAE’s Engagement in Regional Politics
For the past decade, the United Arab Emirates has been fashioning itself as a role model in a variety of fields. These have included not only high profile participations in a wide range of engagements around the world, such as mediation and humanitarian missions; but also taking the lead in the implementation of generous foreign aid policies and in the development of green energy. 

This overall higher international profile has not been exclusive to the UAE. Indeed, several authors have broadly referred to the increasing international visibility of the Gulf monarchies in the international arena as a double-pronged strategy, which aims at strengthening both the international and the domestic sources of legitimacy. 
Even though I view both dimensions – domestic and international – as intimately related, in this paper I would like to focus solely in the international rebranding element of this strategy – the self-portrayal as an emerging regional power – and flesh it out with the notion of international self-image. By international self-image, I mean the way a country sees itself and the perception of its position in relation to others. Here I will engage with four dimensions: the UAE as ethical (Gulf) power, as humanitarian, as reliable ally, and as green energy leader. The dimensions of humanitarian and reliable ally will be dealt with in tandem and analysed within the specific context of the UAE’s engagement with Afghanistan.

My main objective is to show how the UAE’s projection of itself as a role model in selected dimensions, such as these four, is connected to an increased sense of national self-esteem that underscores the country’s attempted emergence as a regional power. This increase in self-esteem can be ascribed to a combination of factors that emerge both from the country’s domestic nation building process as well as from the UAE’s continuous pursuance of prestige policies in the international system. 

Yoel Guzansky

Strategic Hedging in the Persian Gulf

An analysis of the foreign policy of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Qatar, Bahrain, Oman, and the United Arab Emirates toward Iran shows that states may adopt behavior that simultaneously includes elements of both balancing and bandwagoning. It was found that these six states, which are actively seeking strategic options, are adopting allegedly contradictory elements in order to protect their security. Therefore, it is appropriate to look at this behavior, as the two ends of a spectrum from along which these will choose the best strategy, with an understanding that taking clear sides is liable to make their security situation worse. Because concepts are uncertain and intentions can change, there is a great deal of value in maintaining the maximum freedom of action through strategic hedging, sometimes in order to increase the potential benefits from the alliance and other times purely to survive.
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