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Abstract

This thesis examines the influence of political elites’ perceptions of the international environment on
the foreign policy decisions of a small state, using the example of the Democratic Republic of Georgia
in 1918, specifically its decision to seek a German protectorate. In the existing literature, this event
has largely been analyzed as a geopolitical outcome. This study, however, employs the theoretical
frameworks of cognitive perception and constructivism to investigate the role of political elites’
subjective perceptions, identity, and ideology in the decision-making process, as well as the strategies
used to justify the decision to both domestic and international audiences. The research is based on the
hypothesis that the political elite’s decision to choose a German protectorate was primarily determined
by perceptions of the international environment and the geopolitical situation, while subjective

perceptual factors played only a minor role in the decision-making process.

The study employs a qualitative methodology and a single-case study design. Through a systematic
analysis of primary sources, including party newspapers from 1918, memoirs of political elites, and
official documents, the research identifies the perceptions, arguments, and legitimization strategies of
both the ruling and opposition political elites. These were categorized according to the following
themes: perceptions of Germany and the justification of its protectorate, perceptions of the Ottoman

Empire, perceptions of Britain, and ideological factors.

The findings indicate that the main hypothesis was partially confirmed: the geopolitical situation was
the decisive factor in the decision-making process, although subjective perceptions were not entirely
absent. The study demonstrates that the theoretical frameworks of cognitive perception and
constructivism complement one another effectively in explaining this particular decision. Specifically,
the former illustrates how political elites simplified and interpreted reality under crisis conditions,

while the latter explains the identity framework within which the elites operated.

The research reveals that the ruling political elite perceived the Ottoman Empire as the principal
existential threat, which largely determined the necessity of choosing a German protectorate.
Although Germany was a monarchical state and was viewed by Social Democrats as an imperialist
power, an assessment that conflicted with their ideological convictions, this factor did not exert a

decisive influence on the final decision. The study also finds that Germany was perceived as the



“lesser evil,” largely in light of prior experiences with Russian imperialism. The opposition National
Democratic elite shared a similar perception of the Ottoman threat but supported the German
protectorate for different reasons. In their view, closer ties with Germany would strengthen Georgia’s
connection to European civilization and contribute to the country’s cultural and economic

development.

Keywords: Democratic Republic of Georgia, German Protectorate, Political Elite, Geopolitical

Perceptions, Small State.

Vi



