
Ariadna Sorokivska-Obikhod  

PhD Student, Hetman Petro Sahaidachnyi National Army Academy 

 

Analysis of expert assessments of the Russian-Georgian war in August 2008 

 

SUMMARY 

The article analyzes the expert assessments of the beginning and development the Russian-

Georgian War in August 2008. It is an attempt to draw the historical parallels as to the Russian 

Federation’s aggressive actions regarding to post-Soviet independent democratic states - Georgia 

and Ukraine. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The cessation of the "evil empire" existence and the Russian Federation aspiration as the  

USSR’s hair to return the status of a full-fledged supra-state international player determined 

the peculiarities of Russian geopolitical attitude to neighboring states. The "Five Day War" in 2008 

in the Caucasus and the "hybrid" war against Ukraine started in 2014 have become certain 

milestones in Russia's struggle for the post-Soviet space, which created a real destruction threat to 

the modern international relations system and cast doubt on possibility maintain the existing 

international security structure. 

The article’s aim is to analyze expert studies and discussions about the beginning and 

the course of the Russian-Georgian war in August 2008, which are  highlighted in the media and 

analytical documents. To achieve goal it is necessary to briefly recall the essence of the conflict, 

analyze the trends and peculiarities of the conflict disclosure in different media. 

The relevance of the research is determined by the great influence of modern media on 

the socio-political life of both Ukraine and the world. After the end of the active phase of 

the Russian-Georgian war, Georgian, Russian and Ukrainian experts (politicians and scientists of 

research centers, institutions and public associations) analyzed the information component of 

the Internet publications, television news, etc. The research results have shown the great role that 

the media of the opposing sides play in the forming ordinary people’s opinion on this issue. 

MAIN PART 

The expert environment researches that analyzed Russian aggression against Georgia in 2008 

includes the Georgian scientist Professor A. Daushvili book named "I believe in an oath - the last 

one surprised me". In this work he criticized Ronald D. Asmus's book "A Little War that Shook 

the World", expressed his own views on the causes of the August 2008 war, on the interests of 

the official government of the opposing sides, the positions of the Europe states and the USA, 



the circumstances of Georgia's defeat in this war and other issues1. A. Daushvili criticizes 

the American expert and diplomat R. Asmus’s book and the actions of that time Georgian President 

M. Saakashvili, he accuses  the President of using the similar sources of information (Georgian and 

Western), on which he relied in making decisions. A. Daushvili addressed similar accusations to 

the American diplomat R. Asmus, focusing on the fact that in the writing "A Little War that Shook 

the World" the American expert did not work out the all-available information sources of 

the conflict sides2. Criticism is acceptable, since not only R. Asmus, but also other Western 

researchers, who had an access to Georgian sources, did not use diverse information for conducting 

meaningful analysis. Ronald Asmus's book devoted to the events in Georgia is an attempt to show 

the West that the traditional "western policy" as to Russia needs to be fundamentally changed; 

otherwise, the current relations between Russia and the West will be similar to the relations of 

the Cold War period between the USSR and the West. Contrary to this view, A. Daushvili disagrees 

with the assumption that recognition of the Kosovo independence on February 17, 2008 made 

a significant contribution to the beginning of the Russian-Georgian war. Referring to the argument 

that the declaration of Kosovo independence did not trigger the separatist movement  activation in 

any part of the world except Georgia, A. Daushvili concludes: "In reality, the problem wasn’t in 

Kosovo's independence, its roots were in the Georgian-Russian relations"3. The author is right when 

it comes to the problems of Abkhazia, the Tskhinvali region and Russian influence in these 

autonomies, but after analyzing a large amount of documents we can conclude that Russia's 

influence against the pro-Western M. Saakashvili government and the war planning in Georgia 

began in 2004. Recognition of Kosovo's independence actually accelerated the Russian-Georgian 

war, which might have occurred in Russia's plans later. Georgia, like in the past, remains 

the "battleground" of two world confrontation camps. A. Daushvili summarizes: "The West and 

Europe have behaved and always behave according to their political, geostrategic and economic 

interests. Naturally, in 2008 the Western countries did not play in their "usual" scenario and 

demonstrated to Russia that in the XXI century the political methods of the 19th century can not be 

used. It would be possible to avoid the Russian-Georgian war in 2008 and Ukraine’s crisis that 

began in 2014, but as we have already seen, the West has done that as usual, based on its own 

economic interests"4. According to A. Daushvili, the inertia of the Western states was emphasized 

in the book title "A Little War that Shook the World" by Ronald Asmus. He rightly notes: "You 

are not right, Mr. Author, "not shook the world". Leading countries do not behave like that when 

"the world is shaken". "Shook the World" - Hitler's aggression, Saddam Hussein’s actions and 

Bashar Assad’s immorality. Indeed, do not take any actions against the aggressors who went to 
                                                             
1 დაუშვილი, ა. 2013. ფიცი მწამს - ბოლო მაკვირვებს!..თბილისი: უნივერსალი. (Daushvili, A. 2013. "I believe 
in an oath - the last one surprised me". Tbilisi: Universali.) 
2 Daushvili, A. "I believe in an oath - the last one surprised me"… p.21. 
3 Daushvili, A. "I believe in an oath - the last one surprised me" … p.10. 
4 Daushvili, A. "I believe in an oath - the last one surprised me"… p.27. 



material and human sacrifices and won. This happens when the aggression "shakes the world"5. 

According to the scientist, in Georgia’s case, Western countries only gave a warning, just as 

in Ukraine’s case, when economic sanctions became the most stringent measures against Russia, 

which didn’t allow Russia to use its intentions and actions in the future. 

In contradiction to this thought there is the Georgia’s former Minister of Defense Dimitri 

Shashkin’s statement, which he made in August 2015: "The fact that the US and the West did not 

help us in 2008 is a lie because the American Air systems and the US aircrafts "Hercules" that were 

on the runway of Tbilisi airport saved us from the bombing"6. 

A. Daushvili, assessing M. Saakashvili’s coalition policy in 2004-2008, emphasizes: 

"The main political method of the Georgian government's actions during that period was "be still 

and quiet"7. Such Georgia's policy towards Russia will not bring results. If I am mistaken and my 

assessment is incorrect, then M. Saakashvili's government should behave like Belgian and 

Netherlands governments during the Second World War - to fight the aggressor to the end. 

The liberation of the entire occupied country for the world community is easier than the return 

of 20% of the occupied territories (as an example, more than half a century has passed, but Japan 

has been unable to return the desirable Kuril Islands)"8. 

In this case, the author is mistaken because any sovereign state has its own interests, political 

will and an independent right to exist, abusing them is offensive to every state and unacceptable for 

its people. Despite the number of mistakes made by the former Georgian authorities, it is 

unacceptable to assess the author's "conclusion" as a counterbalance to those errors, which 

contradicts  the principles of sovereign state existence. 

The Western diplomat Ronald Asmus’s book "A Little War That Shook the World" is written 

with a western perspective on development of Georgian issues, which remains a certain "root 

of stumbling" for world politics. R. Asmus tries to make intermediate conclusions - criticizes 

the inaction of the West and the steps taken by the Russian and Georgian authorities9. Thus, 

R. Asmus advocates Georgia's integration into NATO, but warns that doing that in a direct and full-

scale war with Russia is the wrong way. Through such intermediate conclusions the author is unable 

or, due to his engagement, do not try to fully understand the origins of this problem and 

the 2008 war and considers it from the Georgian government point of view. As for A. Daushvili’s 

book, it has a strong subjective-political content, different from the scientific and historical value of 

                                                             
5 Daushvili, A. "I believe in an oath - the last one surprised me"… p.27. 
6 შაშკინი, დ. რუსეთი გააჩერა ქართულმა ჯარმა, საერთაშორისო მხარდაჭერამ და აშშ-ს მიერ 
გადადგმულმა კონკრეტულმა ნაბიჯებმა. (Shashkin, D. Russia stopped the Georgian army, international support 
and the specific steps taken by the US.) 
7 Daushvili, A. "I believe in an oath - the last one surprised me"… p.86. 
8 Daushvili, A. "I believe in an oath - the last one surprised me"… p.88. 
9 Asmus, R. D. 2010. A Little War that Shook the World. Georgia, Russia and the Future of the West, Palgrave: 
Macmillan. 



the research, but the views expressed by the author make it possible to better understand and 

analyze the problem. 

The experts and the politicians in their studies estimate the reasons for these events for both 

conflict sides differently reflecting the geopolitical intentions of this or that side of the conflict 

in the Black Sea Basin. It should be noted that we have a certain standard in the military actions 

assessment - Georgian side, media and Western scientific and political circles representatives, 

primarily the British and the Americans, represented the conflict sides as follows: Russia is 

an authoritarian aggressor, Georgia is a democratic victim. Z. Brzezinski, in particular, noted that 

"Russian aggression" against Georgia should not be regarded as an isolated incident, since Russian 

leaders does not perceive the post-Soviet reality at all, and "independent democracies such as 

Georgia and Ukraine aren’t just historical anomalies, but still constitute a direct political threat 

for Putin’s regime "10. In his opinion, "the rates are high. The independence of post-Soviet countries 

is under threat. Russia seems to believe in the idea of creating something like a supranational 

community that would be guided by the Kremlin and included most of the Soviet territories. This 

position is reflected in the intense nationalist sentiments that are now common among the Russian 

elite"11. "Now serious people have no doubts as to Russia desire to regain its dominance over what 

is still called "post-Soviet space", noted British researcher J. Sherr, emphasizing that "the war 

between Russia and Georgia is shocking and also is a threat to all Black Sea region"12. "The capture 

of South Ossetia is just one of Russia’s operation stages in the order to restore the domination 

in Caucasus and weaken America",  said S. Montefiore in the "Times" emphasizing that "the war 

has become a triumph of brute force in international relations and a dangerous precedent in 

the world practice"13. Representatives of many European media and political circles called for 

"to punish Russia and break the agreement on key issues of Russian-European cooperation in recent 

years"14. Similarly, some representatives of the scientific and political circles of Ukraine expressed 

themselves. The Director of the Center for Global and Regional Studies at the National University 

of Kyiv-Mohyliansk Academy Y. Scherbak noted that the Putin’s doctrine made true, Kosovo 

became the political and legal basis for this. He stressed that the Kosovo precedent is currently used 

to adopt a new model for the elimination of a number of international agreements and that 
                                                             
10 Бжезинский, З.: За Грузией придет черед Украины. Росбалт [online]. Available at: 
http://www.rosbalt.ru/print/515117.html [Accessed 12 June 2011]. [Brzezinski, Z.: After Georgia will come the turn of 
Ukraine. Rosbalt] 
11 Brzezinski, Z. After Georgia will come the turn of Ukraine … 
12 Экспертное предупреждение. Джеймс Шерр: Если Украина сама не будет делать ничего, чтобы помочь 
себе, тогда кто согласится помогать ей? День [online]. Available at: http://www.day.kiev.ua/250772/ [Accessed 
01 September 2008]. [Expert warning. James Sherr: If Ukraine itself will not do anything to help itself, then who will 
agree to help her? Day] 
13 The Times, 2008, 15 August. 
14 14 серпня 2008 року Російсько-грузинський конфлікт: причини та наслідки для європейської безпеки. 
Матеріали експертної дискусії. Національний інститут стратегічних досліджень [online]. Available at: 
http://old.niss.gov.ua/Table/1408008/stenograma.htm [Accessed 05 September 2018]. [August 14, 2008 Russian-
Georgian conflict: causes and implications for European security. Materials of expert discussion. National Institute for 
Strategic Studies] 



Realpolitik has won in the Eurasian area. We are talking about gross violations of agreements and 

state sovereignty15. He noted the geopolitical goals of the war as following: the interception of oil 

and gas corridors in Georgia and the liquidation of the Saakashvili’s regime. Due to the concept 

of "Russia's war against Georgia," A. Illarionov a former adviser to the President V. Putin, and now 

a strong critic of the Russia’s regime and senior researcher at the Caton Institute (USA), one of the  

authors of the "The Guns of August 2008. Russia’s war in Georgia" book noted that the reasons 

for Russia’s leaders actions were the legalization of power agencies property, which was obtained 

as a result of so-called Abkhazian or "sanatorium war"; the geopolitical position of Georgia, which 

is "a peculiar link to a giant fuel and energy resources concentrated in Central Asia and the Caspian 

Basin"; as well as the fact that Saakashvili created another model of the state that "shows that 

for a country and a society whose a culture is close to Russian is possible to have not only 

authoritarian power, a centralized economy and comprehensive corruption, but also an entirely 

different alternative: democratic social life, free economy and radical reduction of corruption"16. 

The Director of the Ukrainian Global Strategies Institute V. Karasiov indicated the reasons 

for these events in a certain differentiation of post-Soviet space after the "color revolutions" and 

the formation of post-revolutionary regimes. New countries began to create new state systems, 

moving from the post-Belovezhsky stage of conditional statehood to another stage17. Following that 

way, new states faced a choice: either to create asymmetric federations or to move on to a real 

consolidation of national existence - this, in fact, has become the fundamental basis of the conflict. 

Georgia sought to move from the state of a small empire to a united, integrated state. It was used 

by Russia, which was afraid the formation of new, strong nations in the post-imperial space would 

weaken it by forming new regional configurations and that it risked to lose semi-states as the buffer 

zones which have always been considered as so-called safety zone"18. 

In some publications, while preserving the general tone of Russian war against Georgia", 

the focus was on the "mistake" of Georgian president: "The Kremlin's goals were quite obvious, 

therefore. The Georgian president, the furious nationalist Mikhail Saakashvili, made a rough and 

sad mistake to shell and storm the capital of a separated province sending Georgian troops 

in response to the petty atrocities of South Ossetia's separatists. Saakashvili had to understand that 

the Kremlin was for precisely looking such occasion in order to punish him for trying to get 

Georgia into NATO's military alliance. As a result, he fell into a trap placed by Russia"19. 

According to another position, the military conflict was a "war through an intermediary", during 

which Georgia with support and "on behalf" of the United States, committed an aggression, 
                                                             
15 August 14, 2008 Russian-Georgian conflict: causes and implications for European security… 
16 Августовские пушки 2008го. Российская война в Грузии. Иносми [online]. Available at: 
http://www.inosmi.ru/print/249910.html [Accessed 17 June 2009]. [The Guns of August 2008. Russia’s war in Georgia. 
Inosmi] 
17 August 14, 2008 Russian-Georgian conflict: causes and implications for European security … 
18 August 14, 2008 Russian-Georgian conflict: causes and implications for European security … 
19 The Boston Globe. 2008, 15 August. 



opposed by Russia20. In particular, the Indian diplomat M. Bhadrakumar noted: "The main idea 

behind the riots in the South Caucasus is that the US must take control under Georgia because 

the gas pipeline goes through its territory"21. 

Palestinian political scientist R. Baruda said: "It is absolutely clear that the Georgian leader 

realized military victory over Russia is impossible. However, having standing the aggression 

against a small province because, according to him, "his patience was busted", Saakashvili acted 

due to the scenario of other authors. The war, according to their assumptions, was to test Russia’s 

and its new president Dmitry Medvedev determination and readiness. If Russia had to hesitate, it 

would have once again demonstrated Moscow's weakness or lack of political and military 

determination. That in turn would have pushed others for new solutions similar to the experiment 

with Saakashvili. If the reaction of Russia would be very rough, it would cause a hype 

on "genocide" and "war crimes" and could be used to encourage Russia's weak neighbors to seek 

protection in NATO"22. 

The Director of the Russian Globalization Institute M. Delagin also emphasizes the energy" 

causes of the conflict: Judging by the actions of M. Saakashvili, he not only had the guarantees 

of political and informational support of the West at a very high level, but concrete individuals, 

having exceeded their powers, provided him with guarantees of military support and non-

intervention of Russia. He sees the reason for the support of Georgia by the West in a rather 

pragmatic interest: “There is a strategic task - gas from Central Asia should go to Europe, bypassing 

Russia. However, in Transcaucasia region it can only go through the territories of Azerbaijan and 

Georgia in order to bypassing Russia. Therefore, we need to minimize Russia's influence on these 

countries". The head of the Center of the Energy Policy of the Europe Institute of the Russian 

Academy of Sciences O. Khatun shares such point of view and mentions: "The Americans will 

bring in a small number of troops, cover gas pipelines, but gas and oil will continue to be pumped. 

It's a war for energy resources, and it has only passed the first phase"23. 

Proponents of the third point of view as to the war causes emphasize the "independent game" 

by M. Saakashvili, his attempt to "restore support of his compatriots by starting the war in South 

Ossetia". The German researcher P. Schulze notes: "The Kremlin did not seek to begin the conflict, 

but it used the opportunity to demonstrate its desire to punish the Georgian president for his anti-

                                                             
20 Грач Л. «Ющенко под руководством Буша готовит «кавказское Косово» в Крыму?» Кремль.org [online]. 
Available at: http://www.kreml.org/opinions/189573315 [Accessed 18 August 2008].[ Grach L. “Yushchenko, under the 
leadership of Bush, is preparing a “Caucasian Kosovo” in the Crimea?” Kremlin.org] 
21 Bhadrakumar M. K. Russia remains a Black Sea power. Warandpeace.ru [online]. Available at:  
http://www.warandpeace.ru/en/analysis/view/26804/ [Accessed 29 August 2008]. 
22 Запад хочет разорвать Россию на части: что пишут арабские журналисты о событиях в Южной Осетии и 
вокруг них. Столетие [online]. Available at:  http://www.stoletie.ru/print.php?ID=20640 [Accessed 01 February 2019]. 
[The West wants to tear Russia apart: what do the Arab journalists write about the events in South Ossetia and around 
them? Century] 
23 Россия-Грузия-США: война за энергоресурсы? [online]. Available at: 
http://www.eurasianhome.org/xml/t/expert.xml?lang=ru&nic=expert&pid=1705 [Accessed 21 October 2011]. [Russia-
Georgia-US: War on Energy?] 



Russian policy, and also intended to designate the zone of its interests in the CIS, the territory from 

the Baltic Sea to the area between the Black and Caspian Seas - "Zwischeneuropa" (between 

Europe)24. Washington was well aware of the preparations of Georgia and Russia for the war, and 

Moscow was waiting for only the first blow from Tbilisi. The US position was based 

on the seamless situation for Saakashvili: since the conflict did not affect the "calm" regions 

of Georgia, the opposition refused to criticize strongly his actions. Western media got 

an opportunity to represent Georgia as an example of democracy among the plenty of authoritarian 

regimes and the South Ossetia and Abkhazia issues, which previously seemed impossible to be 

resolved, could have a solution in any way that eventually opened the path to NATO for Georgia 

and Ukraine". 

Russian "expert" L. Peripolkin also states: "US authorities had information about a possible 

attack. The Americans did not want a direct armed conflict with Russian Federation, but they 

couldn’t miss the opportunity "to show the Russians their place". One might think that American 

politicians were able to create an impression of their concern about the territorial integrity 

of Georgia, without promising anything specific"25. According to L. Peripolkin, the goals 

of the Georgian president were to occupy South Ossetia and Abkhazia under favorable 

circumstances; attract the world community attention to Georgia’s territorial integrity question; 

accelerate the joining NATO process in order to restore the territorial integrity with the help of 

the world community. 

The Ukrainian ex-minister of education and science D. Tabachnyk also noted: "It is 

impossible to agree with the widespread belief that M. Saakashvili began the Tskhinvali blitzkrieg 

following the White House order. For the United States, the situation with the constant support of 

Saakashvili as the tension factor on Russia’s vulnerable southern flank and using Georgia as 

an anti-Russian underground and destabilization source in the Caucasus was extremely favorable. 

But nothing contradicted the global empire interests more that the Georgia’s president blitzkrieg. 

He decided to cross Rubicon without the authorities approval (perhaps he received support 

from McCain’s group, for which forcing anti-Russian sentiments before the elections are more 

important than long-term plans), having decided that the winners are not judged"26. 

Some researchers believe that Georgia's military actions against South Ossetia have become 

unexpected for the United States. The radio "Deutsche Welle" chief editor M. Shorich noted: 
                                                             
24 Шульце П. От замороженных конфликтов к военным протекторатам [online]. Available at: 
http://www.isoa.ru/artview.php?bc_tovar_id=572 [Accessed 10 September 2012]. [Schulze P. From Frozen Conflicts to 
Military Protectorates] 
25 Перепелкин Л. С. Пятидневная война — что это было. Кавказ и Центральная Азия: Аналитические 
материалы, текущие события. 2008. Issue № 10. p. 4–25. [Perepelkin L. S. The Five-Day War - what it was. 
Caucasus and Central Asia: Analytical materials, current events] 
26 Табачник Д. У роковой черты: Украина после Цхинвала. Фонд стратегической культуры [online]. Available at: 
http://www.fondsk.ru/article.php?id=1597 [Accessed 06 November 2010]. [Tabachnyk D. At the fatal point: Ukraine 
after Tskhinvali. Strategic Culture Foundation] 



"The whole world asked the question: "What did Saakashvili launch this conflict for?" It seems that 

he has decided to take the US into hostages. It can be assumed that Saakashvili hoped to draw 

the United States into the conflict, on the assumption that Moscow would not dare to confront 

Washington directly. If the capricious Georgian president was counting on it, he was seriously 

mistaken. Russia took advantage of Georgia’s attack on Ossetia to demonstrate to the world what 

the US support is worth today"27. 

Thus, the effects of the war are considered by researchers at different levels. The reaction 

of Russia has shown that "Moscow is ready to use the regular troops outside its own borders 

on a large scale" and its decisive actions have contributed to the fact that anti-American and anti-

NATO sentiments were spread among Russia’s population28. Moreover, the relative moderation 

of Russia’s actions is noted, and they are characterized, for example, by the Arab publicist Ha al-

Hasan, as "the minimum that one of the great powers could use. With these steps, it didn’t change 

the rules of the international political game and didn’t violate the new world order. This is Russia's 

minimum reaction after America began to flirt with the Caucasus region, benefiting Saakashvili. 

Despite the Russian rapid response it was very limited. Russia didn’t seize Tbilisi and didn’t 

displace the pro-American Saakashvili’s regime, although could have done it. Russia just kept its 

dignity29. 

The official recognition of South Ossetia and Abkhazia by Russia and the deployment of its 

troops on their territories demonstrated that Russian political elite is interested in a partial revision 

of the results of Soviet empire collapse. The Control over these territories gives Russia important 

advantages: transport communication to ensure the troops movement in the Transcaucasia and 

Armenia; entrance to Georgia’s western regions and the way to central part of Transcaucasia; 

control over the Black Sea’s eastern part the diminution of the border with Georgia; the control 

over the Ingursk hydroelectric station; using Sukhumi and Ochamchira naval bases, radar control 

over the territories of Georgia, Azerbaijan, Armenia, as well as southern Russia; shortening 

of routes to Turkish sea ports; possibility of using airfields in Gudauta and Sukhumi. However, 

the recognition of Abkhazia and South Ossetia affects the problem of double standards used 

in the policies of both the West and Russia: "If we can recognize Kosovo, why don’t we recognize 
                                                             
27 Deutsche Welle. 2008, 15 August. 
28 Умланд А. Ждать ли нам новой Крымской войны? Иносми [online]. Available at: 
http://www.inosmi.ru/print/249061.html [Accessed 14 May 2009]. [Umland A. Should we wait for a new Crimean 
War? Inosmi] 
29 Шершнёв Л. И. Российско-грузинская война: выводы, уроки, последствия. Кавказ и Центральная Азия: 
Аналитические материалы, текущие события. 2008.  Issue № 10. p. 26–70. [Shershnev L. I. The Russian-Georgian 
war: conclusions, lessons, consequences. Caucasus and Central Asia: Analytical materials, current events] 



Abkhazia and South Ossetia? But if we do, then what about Chechnya? Why don’t we recognize its 

independence? With this step, D. Medvedev opens the door for other separatist regions - Chechnya, 

Transnistria, Nagorny Karabakh. The worsening of relations with Ukraine over the Russian-

speaking Crimea and the presence of Russian Black Sea Fleet on its territory is not excluded". 

Consequences of the conflict determined new tendencies in the Black Sea region. M. Bhadrakumar 

notes: "The new geopolitical reality is in the fact that, recognizing South Ossetia and Abkhazia, 

Moscow practically crossed the US entire strategy in the Black Sea region, destroying plans 

to make the Black Sea an exclusive "NATO’s lake". The plans as to NATO’s expansion 

in the Caucasus were defeated as well. Today Russia received de facto control over the two major 

Black Sea ports - Sukhumi and Poti. Even if the US-backed Viktor Yushchenko creates obstacles 

for the Russian fleet based in the Crimean port of Sevastopol, Moscow will probably ignore any 

Ukrainian pressure tactics — as long as the fleet has an access to the alternative ports on the Black 

Sea. Washington is furious because they realize the game plan to finally eliminate the historical role 

of Russia as a "Black Sea state" has become an unrealizable dream. Of course, without the Black 

Sea Fleet Russia would have ceased to be a naval force in the Mediterranean Sea. Then the Russia's 

presence in the Middle East would be devalued. Americans really had an ambitious game plan 

against Russia"30. 

The war has also led to a certain regrouping of forces in the post-Soviet space. A group 

of researchers believes that the war strengthened Russia’s position, and another group, 

on the contrary, focuses on the negative consequences for any projects under Russia leadership. 

“South Ossetia,” emphasizes Tabachnyk, “has become a main point of the current world order 

changing. The essence of the changes that have occurred can be formulated by paraphrasing 

the historical words of the State Chancellor of Russia, Prince Gorchakov: Russia is not focusing, 

but has focused. The plan for building a global American empire with controlled satellites is now 

buried forever, which was greeted with poorly covered joy even by some of NATO's US allies. 

Russia has shown that the Yeltsin-Kozyrev foreign policy of "non-resistance to evil by violence" 

has gone to the irrevocable past. From now and forever every attempt of aggression and the use 

of force in any part of Russian cultural world will be stopped by Russia, which makes the existing 

geopolitical situation fundamentally different"31. The of that time follower of the "Russian world" 

L. Grach believes that "the Caucasian tragedy polarized the world into anti-Russian versus pro-
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31 Tabachnyk D. At the fatal point: Ukraine after Tskhinvali… 



Russian positions. On the one hand, Ankara is willing to preserve the status quo in the Caucasus: 

the plan of Cooperation and Security Union in the Caucasus, proposed by the Turkish Prime 

Minister, who unexpectedly flew to Moscow. Turkey closed the Bosporus channel tor US ships. 

The attitude of Slovakia and Czech Republic is friendly to Russia, Germany and France are neutral. 

Bulgaria, Serbia and Greece don’t express admiration towards Georgia’s aggression. Kazakhstan, 

that blocked oil tap for Georgia, doesn’t indicate its support as well. Azerbaijan, Armenia stand on 

the Russian side. China, Belarus and Uzbekistan also don’t applaud the Georgians. Cuba and 

a number of Latin American countries certainly snow the solidarity with Russia. However, 

the NATO and most of  EU countries oppose these Russia’s supporters"32. 

Describing the consequences of the events that took place from the other points of view, 

the that time President of  Ukraine V. Yushchenko stressed that Ukraine's national sovereignty 

could be ensured by  the only way - the drift of Ukraine into collective security system – NATO33. 

The conflict has also affected the EU positions, which "showed itself very seriously, one might 

even say that it was the first political event in many years in which the EU acted as a united 

front"34. Eventually, the EU "has made significant progress in terms of strengthening its influence 

and reputation. Taken into consideration the EU's very weak position in the region initially, its role 

in resolving the conflict was quite important"35. The war results were the most problematic 

for United States. Researcher P. Saunders noted: "The Georgian leader has allowed Moscow 

to clearly demonstrate the limits of American interests in the countries directly adjacent to 

the Russian borders"36. These assessments coincided with the opinion of certain European 

researchers that the events have shown the weakness of the distant US in solving the specific 

problem of their ally from among the "new independent states". "Having shown his activity during 

the conflict preparations", wrote P. Schulze, "Bush and his administration were almost completely 

excluded from the conflict settlement process". Being largely responsible for the outbreak 

of conflict, the United States could not become a partner in finding solutions to the problem"37. 

A comparative analysis of the war causes in the Caucasus region demonstrates 

the crystallization of three approaches: "Russia’s war" in order to partially restore the imperial 

space; "US war through an intermediary - Georgia" for consolidation in the region; "Saakashvili’s 

                                                             
32 Grach L. “Yushchenko, under the leadership of Bush, is preparing a “Caucasian Kosovo” in the Crimea? … 
33 August 14, 2008 Russian-Georgian conflict: causes and implications for European security … 
34 August 14, 2008 Russian-Georgian conflict: causes and implications for European security … 
35 Schulze P. From Frozen Conflicts to Military Protectorates … 
36 Deutsche Welle. 2008, 15 August. 
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war" to stabilize his power. At the same time, the issues of further researches are various, 

sometimes polar and bipolar assessments of US interest in a military conflict. All three approaches 

emphasize the “energy causes” of war associated with control over the energy resources 

of the Caspian Sea and Central Asia. The most important result of the war was demonstration 

of increased capabilities and determination of Russian Federation to satisfy its geopolitical 

ambitions, also by military means. The events gave a new reflection of the concept of so-called 

“Baltic axis” and showed the strengthening of European Union’s role in the Black Sea region, 

which acted as an intermediary between Russia and Georgia. 

The analysis of the original sources of expert and political assessments showed the versatility 

of scientific, political and research approaches to the assessment of 2008 war, but given today's 

Russian aggression against our state, we have a complete and indisputable opportunity to state 

the fact that Russia’s war against Georgia was not only economically determined action 

of aggressor state, but also the long-planned result of a geopolitical attack on close neighbors 

in order to restore the "evil empire". 

CONCLUSION 

Analyzing the objectivity of leading experts assessments on the Russian-Georgian 2008 war 

we have found that basically these assessments are politically engaged and sometimes completely 

opposed. However, it is possible to single out a certain common feature: experts come to the same 

opinion that Russian Federation, trying to keep the former Soviet republics in sphere of its 

interests, has been pursuing a long time policy aimed at destabilizing the internal situation in post-

Soviet countries. One of the main ways to achieve this goal is implementation of information-

propaganda activities, aimed primarily at the Russian-speaking population and citizens of Russian 

Federation living in these territories. 

Western attitude to rhetoric regarding the prospects of solving the Georgian problem has its 

own characteristics: evaluating military actions, both the Georgian experts and representatives 

of the West (first of all, British and American analytics) define the conflict sides as follows: Russia 

is an authoritarian aggressor, Georgia is a democratic victim. Representatives of this research 

segment adhere to the position on the active integration of Georgia into NATO, noting that it is 

unrealistic to do this during a direct and full-scale war with Russia. They also believe that Russian 

aggression against Georgia should not be regarded as an isolated incident, since the Russian leaders 

do not perceive the post-Soviet reality at all, and independent democracies such as Georgia and 

Ukraine for Putin’s regime aren’t just historical anomalies, but still constitute a direct political 



threat. Russia today is committed to creating something like a supranational community that 

would be guided from the Kremlin and include most of former Soviet territories. This position is 

reflected in the intense nationalist sentiments that are now common among the Russian elite. 

The Russian-Georgian war has become a triumph of brute force in international relations and 

a dangerous precedent in the world practice. 

The overwhelming majority of Ukrainian experts share the position of representatives 

of the West and call for punishing Russia and breaking political and economic agreements 

in the sphere of Russian-European cooperation, especially in the context of Russian-Ukrainian war, 

which has lasted since 2014. It is also noted that for a country and a society with a culture close to 

the Russian one, a completely different democratic model of development with a free economy and 

without corruption is possible. Georgia sought to become united, integrated sovereign state. This 

desire was also used by Russia, which was afraid of losing a number of "semi-states" - the buffer 

zones formed under its pressure in the early 1990s on the Georgia’s territory, which Russia always 

considered as its own security zone. It should be noted that the actions of that Georgian government 

and the President M. Saakashvili are estimated as false, because the Kremlin was looking 

for an opportunity to punish him for anti-Russian policy and an attempt to get Georgia into NATO 

and found such a possibility due to a series of uncoordinated actions of the Georgian leadership. 

The main reason for such developments is the geopolitical struggle for energy resources 

in the Black Sea-Caspian Basin. 

In contrast to Western experts, the majority of Russian apologists of Putin’s policy have 

voiced such an opinion: Saakashvili is a US puppet and America’s main goal is to strengthen anti-

Russian policies in Georgia and other post-Soviet countries. In their opinion, the Russian 

Federation had the full right to use regular troops to protect the Russian population outside Russia. 
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