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e think we can outrun the “tunnel

historian’s condition appealing also 1o

the paradigm of geopolitics and
geostrategy. These can open new prospects and
angles of approach within the immediate history
analysis. Using specific to geopolitical analysis
methods one can find answers to some hardly to
solve questions by example, using inductive or
deductive methods pre-cminently present in
historical analysis. Using the geopolitical method
it is possible to find why an actor (player) — state
or politico-military organization etc. disputes his

interests within a certain geographical space and
not elsewhere. Geostrategic analysis emphasizes
the ways and means this player is or is not able to
impose his inferests in that space.

For defining specific paradigms of the
geopolitics and geostrategy there is needed a
definition and certain elucidation in contents of
two disciplines as well as a separation of their
object.  Frequently  these become In some
spectalists” works synonyms despite their objects
of analysis are different’ .

Geopolitics has to be observed, considered and analyzed
at least from three perspectives:

I.1 The Geopolitical Paradigms Within the Analysis of the International Relations

a) geopolitical phenomenon as o part of the
power relations established between the players
disputing their inferests in a certain geographic
space;

b) geopolitic theory and analysis as a result
of examination, rescarch and systematization of
the information regarding the disputed by the
players interests in hat geographic space, the
ability to enforce/negotiate with the other
partners/ competitors, the type of behavior they
practice in order to materialize their interests etc.;

¢) Geopolitics propagandistic cartography
as a way and an instrument the players usc to
Jjustify their interests and behavior in a target —
geographic space. The geopolitical maps and
other products (iconography, graphic
representations, statistics etc.) are not necessarily
meant only to inform the target — public, but
especially to persuade him of justice, morality or
usefulness of an action carried on by a player or
another in respective geographic space’.

The rigid geographic determinism which has
governcd the geopolitical theory and analysis at

the beginning of the 20-th century and
unfortunately, is present vet in some works has to
be abandoncd. The value of a space for the actors
of the contemporary international system
materializes in the sphere of economics, politics,
war and possibly ideclogy. The resources of a
certain space, its infrastructure or its economical
structure, the strategic-military objectives it
contains cte. are the elements determining one or
more actions to be oriented towards that
geographic space and not the geographic
environment as such. The space is not any more
an “actor” of the history determining in a way or
another the development of political events, but it
is a background/ an environment where the
involved in the contemporary geographic
phenomenon players dispute their interests. The
assertion made by Napolecon Bonaparte according
to which “the politics of states consists in their
geography” was justified and supported by the
political reality of the 19-th century, but today it
has only a historical value. The geographic
location of the Great Britain, for example,
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compared with European continental powers
during Napoleonian wars or even U.S. position
compared with Europe during the World War |
created some advantages of strategic tmportance.
In the present, when the means of transportation
to the target are so improved can we talk about
advantages/disadvantages for a state disputing
interests with some other actors?

The object of study for geopolitics has been
not defined yet in unanimously accepted terms
because there is a multitude of angles the
discipline itself is seen. | think that the study
object of geopolitics can be Kjellen's
“planettarischer Zustand™ or a part, a certain zone
of it observed and examined with specific for
geopolitics means but belonging also to some
other disciplines, having i view that the
geopolitics 15 a border discipline between history,
cconomics, demography, politology, gcostrategy
and geography'. It has to take into account
“everything that is organized within a hierarchy
of powers especially political, but also
economical and cultural, the states and their
alliances-destiny and purposes — in all aspects of
the force and its cvolution, of the law and its
application*’.

The approached by geopolitics topic can
consequently be more or less ample and 1t is
linked with the policy of the states and other
actors’ on the scene of the international life. It
contributes to description of the interest they
have or manifest globally or in a certain space.

The geopolitics must observe and examine
the occurred changes in the power relations and
the dispute of interest at a global level or in a
certain space. The balance or misbalance of
power is what ultimately provides the state of
international relations system, consequently, of
the geopolitical environment at a given moment.
The balance has always been associated with
peace and security. The intensity and degree of
misbalance occurred at a certain moment within
the power equation led to crisis and conflicts of
all kind — diplomatic, economic, idcological etc.
--and, in the last instance, to the war.

The paradigms of the geopolitical analysis
allow to the researcher of the immediate history
of the international relations to decrypt also the
tendencies in development of contemporary
pelitical phencmenon, its future status in the
system®. The geopolitical method in comparisen
with the historical one offers to the annalists the
opportunity to express “his will of anticipation of

the way the world will function in a logical
development*’. With this purpose he has to
identify the player's position and role — states and
other  political, military, economic  etc.
organizations — within the equation of power, to
establish the nature and intensity of the interest
the players have in the analyzed geographical
space and to observe the nature of perceptions the
players have on their own power capability or on
their' s adversaries/ competitors in that space’.

In the immediate history of the international
relations the place and the role a player has
within the power equation is imporant, despite
the present tendency is that the force of the
principles and public international law to replace
the law of force.

In this respect, the fact, that the great players
of the international lifc didn't give up the strategy
of constraint in order to impose their will,
including the case of the conflict in the former
Yugoslavia's space is eloquent’. Barry Buzan
considers that in the present system of the
international relations where certain rapports get
into the classical pattern of the fight for power
and other ones into that of the fight for security,
the states “need military power both for their own
defense and for larger security purposcs
regarding the management of the system“"
Robert Osgood asserted that “the force has to be
as cssential in the international policy as the
clections are in domestic policy, in a well
organized democracy”!. Another researcher of
the international relations, Hedley Bull expresses
the same thing, but seen from another point of
view, asserting that “the international order
notoriously does not have mechanisms for
peaceful change and is simply dependent on war
as an agent of the change“"’. Michacl Howard is
more categorically asserting that “the force 15 a
key-element of the international relations not
because some inherent human being's tendency to
use it, but because the possibility to use 1t exists.
So that it must be deterred, controlled and if
anything else fails, used with discrimination and
retention®'”.

The conclusions drawn by the analysts who
put in the centre of the international relations the
power are founded on the observance and
analysis of the existing military arsenals.
Deployment of the military force generates the
fecar that those who renounce of its use will
depend themselves on the pitiful ness of those
who do not renounce™'”,
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Consequently analyzing the geopolitical field
and understanding the different players' behavior
in their dispute for enforcement of their interests,
the establishment of the player's place and role
within the equation of power becomes a key —
clement of research.

The player's place and role within the
equation of power are given by his power
potential. Trying to decrypt some player's
potential the definition and identification of
sources, the perception and quantification of
power arc of special importance. Alvin Toffler
thinks that no matter how collisions, cuts away
with the saw or hardware the players do, the
balance of power “will depend less on their
words than on the quantity and quality of power
each of them brings at the negotiations table*!’.

The power as a notion has a very reach
semanthyes and it is used for an extremely
diversified area of social, cconomic, military etc.
reality. Alvin Toffler considers that “the power
implies the use of wviolence, fortune, and
knowledge (in the largest meaning) in order to
make people act in a given dircction™'’. Robert
A.Dahl sees the power as “the ability to make the
others do something that otherwise they would
not“'”. Tt can be noticed that two definition have
in common one player's will enforcement to
another/ the others. But it can be realized only if
that player has also the capability to impose his
will, in other words, if he has a potential.

Traditionally, the potential of power has been
appreciated as a sum of human resources,
economic territorial area, the size and quality of
military forces. Since the ancient times till the
Industrial Revolution within economy of the first
Tofflerian Wave the potential of power was given
by the size and the quality of the population of a
state. This fact was governing and has been taken
into account when the and of the confrontations
between the players was to be assessed'®. The
entrance with the 17-th century into economy of
the second wave made the industry and modern
means of transportation because the dominant
peaces in projection / assessment of the certain
player's potential of power. The unequal rates of
development and the application of the
achjevements of the industrial revolution to the
production of arms have disturbed the balances
and hierarchies of power.

The weight of the world system ol power
started to migrate from the states with enormous
demographic potential — Rusia, Otoman Empire

for example — to European states in the course of
industrialization dominating the specific for the
first wave players'”.

During the cybernetic cra, specific to the
third wave, that player who will understand the
importance of the quality in power potential,
given by the economic growth, political stability
and national will/cohesion, will have au
important strategic advantage in the equation of
power.

Today, the highest quality power comes from
the application of knowledge. This has the
advantage in a confrontation, not to impose its
will  traditionally  under  constraint.  The
knowledge, in Alvin Toffler's opinion can be
used “to punish, to reword, to convince and even
to transform. It can transform the enemy into
ally**". This has been also emphasized during the
Gulf War by a military analyst from CNN who
mentioned that “the military planners must see
behind the use of bombs and missiles if they
want to attack the targets precisely. The
technology will make possible soon to destroy
key — components of a military objective without
destroying completely the target?'.

The knowledge propelled information as an
extremely important component of the player's
power potential. The American military analyst
Larry Scaquist apprecialed that the power
potential must be re-defined because up 10 now it
has been conceived narrowly with an express
reference to “arms, systems of their application
and to certain space systems“. Technology,
educational system and economic growth are more
important measures of the player's power potential
then the population and the size of geographic arca
he has. Numerically controlled machinery -
asserted lLarry Seaquist — may be found now in
many countries belonging to the Third World. A
pharmaceutical plant they need has the inhcrent
capability, to produce biological weapons.
Numerically controlled installations producing
automobiles of good quality in the Third World
can produce good quality missiles too*”. It is
appreciated from this point of view that “the flow
of certain electronic information over the borders
can put security problems as serious as the
deployment of troops™**.

The present misbalance in the field of global
communication and  information  generates
spectacular changes in the equation of power.
That actor who dominates the informational flow
is able to impose his asptrations and his own
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image of the world, i1s able to produce heavy
damages to the other/ others who from the view
point of the classical power potential identifics
itself with the enemy. The information precisely
targeted is of the same importance as the
weapons of precision are and the new means of
information will make 1t efficient in an
unprecedented degree™.

Decision in winning the “Cold War” was
given by the rifle loaded with images and
information, not with  bullets. If Nicolae
Ceausescu would have understood the impact of
the revolution it mass-media and would have
studied the role of mass-media in Ferdinand
Marcos overturn in the Philippine Islands™,
maybe in Romania would have been taken place
also a “velvet revolution™ as in the most of the
former communist countries.

The battle for “informational space® in so-
called imagistic  {(imagologicy  mass-media
(mediatic) war" the victory is recorded neither by
thc  enemy's physical elimination nor his
sovereignty space conquest, but by “occupying his
mind” with those representations and convictions
able to transform the enemy into an ally.

In order to preciscly use the weapon of
information a player must have the most
performant carrying to the target technologies. The
cconomic power as a fundamental mark of the
players power potential for the future is also not
measured any more only in tangible resources, but
especially in  those resources dealing  with
performances which are intangible. The quantity,
as in many other domains, does not necessarily
accumulate power. Many states having huge
primary economic resources are not necessarily
the biggest economic powers in the world (oo.
This is also valid for the part of economic
resources of the power potential of a state.

" The competition for controlling the
intangible resources within the power potential
tends to push out the military technique and
weapons accumulation. As the military threats
will decrease the competition/conflicts  for
economic resources will intensify. In Edward N.
Luttwak's opinion the fear of a nuclear war will
determine a transfer from the military means to
the economic ones in solving the conflicts
between states. The “Economic® weapons have
worked in the Gulf Conflict as well as in the
former Yugoslavia's space’™. More and more
frequently is promoted the idea according to
which “the commercial methods are replacing the

military ones — the available capital instead of the
fire capacity, ¢ivil innovation instead of technical
military progress and market penetration instead
of garrisons and military bases™’.

The achievement by a country of a more
rapid rate of the economic growth is reflected in
its power potential and also in its position within
the world hierarchy®. Besides the quantitative
marks of assessment of the economic potential of
a state, the dynamics of production and the added
value of the manufactured goods are of great

importance  in  perceiving the economic
developments.
The military dimension of the poawer

potential is even yct considered to give at a
certain moment the plaver's place and role within

the equation of power in the international
relations system.
In the same way, nobody could ever

eliminate completely the importance of the raw
matcrials or of the unskilled labor within the
process of production, so it would be a nonsensc
to ignore the matenial components of the military
potential. The idea that the Gulf War was a high
—tech onc where the human component has been
eliminated in the battle is fancy in Alvin Toffler's
opinion™. Superior Officers Rosane Bailey and
Thomas Kearn, participants in  the Gulf
confrontations stated: “The critical factor leading
to successful operation of technology remains the
human component, typically quoted as an
example by pilot's performance in fight, who
made use of air-to-air missile AIM-7. It was an
over than 5 times bigger progress than the
performance in Vietnam as a direct result of the
improved training™’. The smart weapons request
smart soldiers properly trained in order to be able
to operate with highly sophisticated technology.
The quality is essential too in assessment of
human dimension of the military factor. In the
present day an aircraft is the equivaient of a super
computer with wings. Its efficiency depends
almost entirely on knowledge comprised in
avionics in armament, but also m the pilot's
brains. The same thing at a smaller scale is
happening with the fighters of the other services,
The Gulf War has demonstrated it. The famous
French military theorist and analyst Pierre
Gallois asserted that “the United States have sent
500,000 soldiers to the Gulf, keeping between
200,000 and 300,000 in the rear guard for
logistical purposcs. But, in fact, the war has been
won by only 2,000 soldiers® . On the other side,
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Saddam Husein opposed to them an army of
more than 1 million people, with an experience of
war of almost 10 years, but of an inferior quality
as it concerns instruction and the general level of
training. More then 98% of American volunteers
in the Gulf were graduated from the secondary
school and a lot of them had even more advanced
education.

The nuclear factor played a major part within
the power potential after the WW2. It not only
gave consistency to security policies of the states,
but finally influenced their behavior in the
geopolitical field. Barry Buzan appreciated that
“the nuclear weapons clearly stimulated an
important leap within the historical tendency
towards an increased fear of war**. F.H.Hinsley
states that the fear of a nuclear war, and
consequently the end of legitimacy of war as a
major instrument within relations between the big
powers led to a desirable transformatien of the
nature of the international system. In other words,
the exjstence of the nuclear defense has created
an inhibition of states for an aggressive behavior
within geopolitical field, but without excluding
disputes for their interests.

To notice that the actor's force neither
depends on, nor correlates with his power’ .
Powers with reduced potential as Austria,
Norway, Singapore etc. are powerful state, but
some states considered to be important powers as
Argentina, Nigeria, Brazil, Pakistan, Indonesia
are rather weak. In Barry Buzan's opinion the
difference between the force and the power of the
state 1s given by the quality of the basic idea of
the organization of the state and it's institutions as
well as by degree of their adherence/ rejection by
the citizens”. For example, Soviet Union, but
China also 1n a certain measure, failed to
convince till the end of "80 the big number of
nationalities living within their borders to adhere
to the ideological identity of the communist state.
Both of them have confronted an increasing crisis
linked with the basis of the ideological identity of
the state and finally the “first socialist state® and
big nuclear power collapsed by implosion.

On the ruins of the former Soviet Empire the
newly appcared states have other organizing
ideologies at the basis of their identification
agreed by the citizens and not imposed by force.

When the political power and tdeclogy as an
organizing basis of the state are contested from
the interior, that state looses capacity to
coherently act and to defend its interests in the

geopolitical field even it owns an impressive
power potential. The case of former Soviet Union
and of its satellites — countries is more than
conclusive.

The actors' behavior within the contemporary
international relations system knows a great
diversity and complexity regarding orientation,
attitude and intensity they manifest themselves in
the international life, including their interests.
Depending on the aimed targets, on the initiated
actions and promoted values the interests can be
manifested within the economic, political or
spiritual spheres or even in the military field.

In geopolitics the interest can be considered
as such only if the actor as an element of the
international relations system has the capability
to achieve its materialization. If this 1s not
possible, there are no interests, but only
aspirations which can be proclaimed and clamed.

In American analyst Hans ILMorgenthau's
opinion, 1f we will consider all states “political
entities following their own interest defined as
power, we'll be able to make justice for all in a
double meaning: we'll be able to judge other
nations in the same way we judge ours own and
by doing so we are able to claborate strategies
that respect other nations' interest, protecting and
promoting our own interests“*. Making use of
historical analysis, Morgenthau ascertains that
these ideas have been noticed in action since the
ancient times till the present day. Thucydides, by
example, asserted that the identical interests are
the most reliable link between states and between
individuals. This idea has been taken over in the
19-th century by lord Salisbury, who mentioned
that “the only lasting link between nations in the
absence of the opposite interests* .

In James Rosenau's vision, the interest has a
double quality. It is an instrument of analysis for
the researcher of the contemporary international
political phenomenon, but at is also an instrument
of action for the players (actors). “As an analytical
instrument — stated James Rosenau — it 1s used to
describe, to explain or to cstimate the sources of
the nation's foreign policy or its proper character.
As an instrument of political action it is a tool in
proposing, justifying or blaming policies™®.

Within the geopolitical field the interest can
be seen in a triple perspective. Within the
geopolitical phenomenon the interest dectermines
and orientates a player to act in a certain space and
not in some other one. Within the geopolitical
theory and analysis the category of interest
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becomes an instrument approximately measuring
and establishing how much a player is involved in
solving a problem which can appear in a certain
region of the world. Within the propagandistic
“geopolitical cartography the interest can be very
well a tool for influencing and manipulating
domestic or international public opinion.

In a world more and more dominated by the
mass-media “the guns“ loaded with information
and image can very casily convince the public
opinion of the “justice®, the enterprise action
represents and not necessarily of truth or goals
determining that action.

The criteria of classification and assessment
of the interests the plavers promote in the system
of international relations, including geopolitical
field are multiple and very diversified. This fact
generated cxtremely large and even contradictory
definitions of the interest.

From the point of view of political action
within the contemporary geopolitical
phenomenon a certain ambiguity in defining and
classifying the interests is accepted for some
researchers.

It is appreciated to be extremely difficult to
get an agreement with a partner if one of our own
interests has been defined so precisely, that could
make it inflexible, and  consequently
unnegotiable™, but in geopolitical theory the
analyses and appreciations would be lacking in
realism and objectivity if the ambiguity is
maintained.

From the geopolitical perspective at least two
elements are relevant for specifying the nature
and dimension of the interest: the payers’ nature
and the geopolitical value of disputed space. To
begin with the players (actors), their interests
may be classified according to the aimed
purposes  within  the international relations
system, and they can be economic, political,
territorial, ideological, strategic. In the second
turn, the actors’ interests ditfer according to the
pricrities they establish tn a certain moment and
in this case they may be considered as vital or
secondary ones. According to the intensity or

permanence of the goals in their action in the,

geopolitical field the interest are defined as being
stabile, variable, general or specific’. The
interests can be identified by the actors' position
within the international relations system. These
can be common, if the objectives and goals
followed by two or more players in the same
-space are the samc complementary, if the

strategic objectives are not antagonistic and one
of the actors can renounce of a specific interest in
contradiction with another onc of the same
category, and confliclual, when the aimed by an
actor strategic goals in a certain space are
irreconcilable with some other actor's interests.

The time is important factor in actors’
interests’ identification. For a short term, the
interests expressed by two or more actors may
coincide, but they can differ or even be
irreconcilable for a long term. England, USA and
USSR, during the World War Il had a common
interest for a short term — to eliminate Germany
from the power equation of the European
Continent. Afier they reached their objectives in
the war the partners in UN Coalition have placed
themselves on ureconcilable positions because
the USSR strategic objectives for a long tenm
were completely ditferent from those of the big
western  democracies. This  generated  a
completely new aspect of the confrontations
between aclors, the actual  geopolitical
phenomenon known as the “Cold War™'.

The actors in their action on the geopolitical
ground can promote in the short term indirect
iaterests in fact instruments of promotion of
some completely different, but not so obvious

interests.  The  Statement of Romanian
Government  of February 1998 regarding
participation with all the means, including

military ones in the operation “Desert Thunder”
has been determined by the need to make the
White House sensitive to Romania's application
to join NATO, but also to reshape the country's
image abroad and its credibility on the
international scale.

The intrinsic geopolitical value achieved or
attributed to a geographic space has an important
role for the orientation, hierarchy and intensity the
players dispute their interests in a certain moment
in that space. We take Into account only the
geographic space — that terrtorial framework
where the natural circumstances make possible
human life and activity” — not the space on the
whole. The geopolitical value of the space is given
by its natural, human and economic potential.

The actors of the contemporary geopolitical
phenomenon, according to the interests they
promote, are attracted in a different way by a
region or another of the world. lon Conca drew
attention 50 years ago on the fact that the political
map of the world had “points and regions of
maximum or minimum political interest”. He
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defined the first as being “regions of intense
political life” and the last ones as being zones
“where the political rate of the planet is slow"".
The famous Romanian theorist and analyst has
specified for the fourth decade of the 20-th century
several regions “of friction or convergent interests
and disputes”: Mediterranean Sea, Red Sea,
Pacific Ocean™.

In the present day such zones of friction have
been coagulated around the big basins of
energetic resources and strategic points. The

sertous crisis in the Gulf region and the dispute

for controlling the oil routes fram Capsicum Sea
are only two of the multiple zones of maximum
interest for the actors of this end of century and
millentnium.

The perception, as a result of the geopolitical
phenemenon, but also as an analytic paradigm
completes and increases the efficiency in
knowledge of the immediate hisiory of the
international relations. Depending on the nature of
perception the actors have on the geopolitic
ground upon a geographic space, upon their place
and role within the equation of power as well as
the perception on their own interests or on their
opponents' interests they choose a certain type of
political, military, economic or of other nature
behavior. The problem of perception is a basic one
because it affects/ the entire informational basis
sustaming the decision making process, the actors'
behavior on the geopolitical ficld inclusive™.

A proper perception, for example, on the own
potential of power or on the opponent's one in a
geographic space of intercst can determine an
efficient action in the geopolitical field for that
actor. An oversized perception on the own
potential of power correlated with an undersized
one on the opponent'’s in a space of interest leads
often to some risky policies and actions on the
international relations plan. Among the big
number of examples the history kept in mind the
cases of Germany for the first half of the 20-th
century for unleashing the World War Two in
order to impose his supremacy on the European
Continent and all over the world®, and of
Argentina in the early '80 for trying to get
Falkland Isle by force are typical.

If an actor has an undersized perception on
the own power potential in a space of interest and
his action in the geopolitical field in uncertain, he
is predisposed to compromises affecting his
fundamental interests in the short a long term.
The France and Great Britain's behavior, by

example, against the force action Initiated by
Germany on the European political scene during
the period 1936-1939 is elequent in this sense.

The distortion of perceptions appears as a
consequence of the methods and instruments used
in collecting and analyzing the information about
the quantity and quality of the component's of the
power potential and of the nterest or because all
needed information cannot be collected. Even the
biggest powers can collect only a small part of this
information for a background of the analysis of the
actors’ behavior in the geopolitical field®.
Frequently the errors in perception are mutually
induced by competitors themselves by different
methods starting from usual ones till manipulation
using mass-media®®. The classical example is that
of nforming domestic and international public
opinion about the nuclear weapons by the two
superpowers during the “Cold War”. Each pant
accused the other of increasing quantitative and
qualitative force of missiles as well as of ntention
to use them in order to get world supremacy.

At the beginning of the “Cold War® Moscow
in his propaganda against the West was very
sternly pedaling on American imperialism's
aggressively and on the imminent attack from the
U.S. In fact, Stalin was extremely well informed
about the capitalist adversary's intentions and
policies due to his very efficient wntelligence net
and he “stretch the rope™ of the fight against
capitalism within his foreign policy so that to
reduce the risks up to the lowest levels™.

The perception 1s an important component of
the contemporary geopolitic phenomenon. This
becomes in the geopolitical theory and analysis a
product of observation and knowledge of the
relations of power as well as of the interests
determining  two  or  more _ actors  to
dispute/negotiates their presence or control in a
certain geographic space. From this perspective,
the perception within the analysis of the
contemporary  geopolitical  phenomenon s
materialized in a set of information accompanied
or not by cartographic or iconographic
representations. Very frequently we meet the
situation when a “hot™ geopolitical zone 1s
presented in mass-media as a map indicating the
actors, friendly forces or adversaries, the space of
crists and conflict, The geopolitical drama is
staged by using maps making of territories the
real “actors of the history™". If it is accepted the
fact that perception is a component of the
contemporary geopolitical reality and' in the
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same time an element of the methodology of
analysis  within the geopolitical theory,
legitimately rises the question: what is this and
how can be it defined?

When it analyses an aspect or other of the
relations of power or the different actors interests
in a geographic space, the geopolitics operates
with notion of perception, but it has a different
meaning of that offered by psychology. The
reality of perception 1s easily to be seen in
geopolitical studies and analyses because it
accompanies/ is a part of geopolitical
phenomenon but the concept is not yet clearly
defined and specified.

From the viewpoint of the signification the
term “perception” used in geopolitics is close to
what the psychology defines as  “social
representation”. The term in this case exceeds the
“perceptive  side™ and contains informative
cognitive, ideological, normative components,
beliefs, attitudes, opintons and images we can
find in a form or other in the definitions of the
social representations.

The researches in the ficld of the social
representations has been resumed rather recently
by Serge Moscovici. He brought into specialists'
aftention a concept launched at the end of the 19-
th century by Emile Durkheim: the collective
representation. In  the famous sociologist's
concept this formed a very general class of
psychological and social phenomena including
also  consciences, myths, ideologies. The
collective representations belong to the social
category because they were results of some
common characteristics of a group or of a society
but also of the psychology, stated E.Durkheim,
because the perception of the reality and the
organization of thought are an individual work’'.

Going further than the E.Durkheim’s vision,
Serge Moscovici  considers that the social
representation is “a system of values, notions and
practices  regarding  objects, aspects or
dimensions of the social environment allowing
not only to establish the life framework of the
individuals and groups, but equally is an
instrument of directing perception in a certain
situation and elaborating the answers™™.

According to S.  Moscovici  three
circumstances are needed for the appearance of
social representations. The dispersion of
information regarding  the  object  of
representation, the social group's position related
to the object of representation and, the third is

concerned with people’s need to produce coherent
behaviors and discourses regarding an object they
know rather badly>.

Synthesizing  the  definitions  largely
circulating, in the specialized literature, Adrian
Neculau considers that “the social
representations,  designate  an  estimating
apparatus, a scale of reading the reality, a
location in the world of values and the own
interpretation of this world*** It means to remake
and to rebuild the reality from the view point of
the individual's life philosophy because it is
located at the “crossroad” between the objective
thinking, “scientific”, and the effective reflection
of the environment. Equaily the social
representation 1s an instrument helping social
actors to mutually regulate their relations but also
a mechanism for eclaborating theories and
ideologies about the social environment.

Within geopolitics the perception incorporates
a compenent we cannot find in the definition
given by psychology or psycho-sociology — the
interest seen in all its aspects of materialization.
As an illustration we 11 make use of perception
the mamn actors of the international relations
system had about the c¢risis in Kosovo, and
especially of the way they saw its solution. The
chief of the Russian diplomacy/ percept the way
out of the situation by “negotiations between the
Serb authonties and Albanian minorities, but
respecting the Yugoslavia's territorial integrity®.”
The State Secretary Madehne Albright asked for
infernational involvement for getting a solution
and tmposing sanctions to Belgrade. European
Union sees a way on through an international
mediation, but having reserves as it concerns the
sanctions the U.S.A. thought to be necessary®.
The Ambassador of the Federal Republic
Yugoslavia in Bucharest, Desimir leftic, referring
1o these differences in perception of the way of
solving the situation stated: “It is certain that the
most important international actors know very
well the real situation in Kosovo and Metohia, but
when some decisions on it have to be taken, they
are often guided by their own political interests
and not by the rules and principles of the
international law™".

In geopolitics, the perception has to be
approached from the perspective of the way it
becomes  objective i geopolitical  reality
phenomenon, in geopolitical theory and analysis,
but also in  geopolitical " cartography of
propaganda.
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In geopolitical reality the perception is a
psycho-socio-cognitive  process for  getting
information by the actors about the economic and
strategic characteristics of a certain geographic
space and forming a coherent image on their own
position or on their adversaries/competitors' one
within the equation of power as well as a
functional vision on the international relations
system in order to impose/defend their own
interest in that space.

The actors of the geopolitic field by the help
of perception get an image more or less adequate
according to the nature and quality of information
on  economic and  strategic  resources,
benefits/facilities a certain  geographic space
offers. The obtained image, corrclated with the
actors’ functional needs form a stimulus. This
determines  or not the respective  actor's
oricntation in that geographic space.

In the geopolitic field, the actors' perception
is oriented to knowledge of the sensitive or hard
opposants' points from the economic, political or
military perspective.

IT an actor wants to be in a favorable position
within the intermational relations system and to
intervene into a certain space of interest, he has to
know (to have an adequatec perception) the
competitors *“/partners’ weak sides or forces. From
this view point the actors tend to mutually analyze
their deficiencies of potential in order to occupy an
as better as possible position within the equation
of power. During the “Cold War* this pertanent
correction of the perception on the own potential,
but especially on the enemy's one led to the stant
of the armament contest between the
superpowers’. The analysts of the contemporary
politico-military phenomenon affimm that the end
of the “Cold War® didn’t put an end to this
correction and to the improvement programmers
of the “Nuclear force of the big powers.

Perception in the contemporary geopolitical
field 15 a component decisively influencing the
actor's behavior. It contributes to a certain state of
mind and finally to their behavior within the
international relations system. By perception, the
actor forms a functional vision on the geopolitical
reality allowing to make sensc and to correlate 1t
to his own capability of action. e adapts and
deftnes his place within the dispute for a space or
another.

from the view point of the geopolitical
theory the perception is an instrument of work, an
cstimating  apparatus, a scale of reading

geopolitical  reality/phenomenon  helping  to
obtain an image more or less adequate,
depending on the descriptor's quality. The
perception so understood is closer to what Denis
Jodelet defined as representation as a form of
practical knowledge linking a subject to an
object. The subject in this case is the geopolitical
but can equally be the politician or the joumnalist
interested in a problem/crises in a geographic
space and the ‘“perceived” object is the
geopolitical reality itseif.

The perception in the geopolitical analysis 15
always the representation of something — either
it's about the power potential or the established
among the action relations in a certain space —
and belongs to somebody: the political analyst or
even the simple man on the strect. So it has with
it's object symbolizing (it is a substituie) and
interpreting (it gives meanings) relations.

As a form of knowledge, the perception will
materialize in a speech, press news, or in the
most complex form/geopolitical scenario and will
introduce  atself as a form of modeling
geopolitical reality being adequate in different
degrees. The obtained by a journalist, for
example, image about the crisis in Kosovo will
be almost always more approximate then the
image built by the researcher or the politician
becausc the information (stimulus) differs from
qualitative point of view.

On the other hand we find a perception also
atl the public opinion's level. This 1s very close to
what the specialists in psycho-sociology define as
“naive knowledge™ which should not be rejected
as a false onc™. It is only mediated and filtered
through mass-media according to the interests the
actors have in a space or another. The rcasons of
the conflict, but especially the culprits guilty of
crime and terrorist actions during the crisis in
Bosnia, by example, have been presented in a
different way by media in the west and in
Moscow.

From this angle it can’t be an identical
perception for all actors in the geopolitical field.
As the social representation for an
individual/group, the actor's perception on the
geopolitical field is not a simple reflection of the
reality, but a reflection of a reality significantly
organized. The signification is determined by the
context. Firstly, by the informational context,
because, in the most of cases, the ordinary people
form a percepion regarding an event in the
geopolitical ficld appcaling to an amount of press
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news or politicians' speeches. In these cases they are destined to a target-audicnce who
circumstances it is necessary to carefully analyze  must be convinced and to whom if follows to be
the circumstances generating news, speeches, presented some arguments.

information because in the biggest number of
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