Egypt is the most densely populated Arabic country. And although it is still unable to play
a leading role in the Arab world, Egypt still remains an influential country in the region due to
its historical heritage.

The current administration of the United States has expressed great hopes for the
American-Egyptian relations that have suffered from some serious tensions. However, there is a
risk that cooperation with the official Cairo might be repressive, placing US-Egyptian relations
at a shaky foundation over the next few years.

The article covers the author's vision of the events on the basis of the original sources,
which have been mostly presented by those in the Western press. The article is therefore
generally based on a chronological analysis of the situation that took place in the history of
relations between the two countries. Despite the fixed historical facts published in the context of
certain events, the author keeps her own right on the analysis of the abovementioned events.

Key words: Arab Spring, American-Egyptian relations, president, democracy, elections,
Egypt, the USA.
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THE ROLE OF THE USA IN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE
PROJECT BAKU-TBILISI-CEYHAN

Abstract. After the signing of the contract of the century in 1994, the itineraries for new
routes to transport the energy resources of Azerbaijan, a country without direct access to the
ocean, has been the subject of fierce debate against the backdrop of the geopolitical interests of
the world’s major powers. While the construction of the Baku-Batumi oil pipeline in the early
20" century was a challenge of a technological nature, this time the main “gamble” was
geopolitical. The article therefore considers choosing of alternatives of true transport routes and
an impact of the USA thereupon. The BTC project is the first comprehensive project aimed at
changing the status quo in the region; the latter being the only alternative route to export oil out
of the region, the Russian route to Novorossiysk. Since 1993, Russia, which is still the most
notable power in Central Asia and Caucasus, did its utmost to keep the region under its
uncontested influence by utilizing every possible political, economic and military instrument
within the framework of its popular “Near Abroad” doctrine. For the first time, Russia's
monopoly over oil export routes from the Caspian region has been broken. This article also
analyses the course of events that led to the realization of the BTC pipeline where an American
policy played an important role.

Key words: USA, Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan oil pipeline, American policy, BP, Caucasus,
project.

The contract of the century provided for the transport of crude oil in two phases: the
search for a solution for the transport of early oil, and the selection of the main export
pipeline [14, p. 109].

SOCAR had announced the existence of three options: north (Russia), south (Iran)
and west (Turkey). The first option (north) was favoured by Moscow, but due to
instability in the North Caucasus, the consortium members demanded guarantees in
relation to Chechen territory. The AIOC (Azerbaijan International Operating Company)
evaluated the risk of interruptions to the transport of Azeri crude oil and feared being
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caught up in the hostilities in Chechnya, where the situation on the ground remained
fragile. The Russians planned to construct a new pipeline segment and use the rail
network to circumvent Chechnya and convinced the AIOC that the northern route was
safe. But the intervention of Chechen combatants in Dagestan in August 1999, combined
with a series of terrorist attacks in Moscow in September [8, p. 334-335], further
complicated matters and undermined the arguments put forward.

The second option (south) was to construct a pipeline that would cross Iran from
north to south and provide access to the Persian Gulf. It was considered to be
economically attractive but politically complicated, as the poor relations between the
Islamic regime in Iran and the United States constituted a considerable obstacle. The
Americans declared that “Iran was a competitor and not a partner” [2, p. 19] and ruled
out any cooperation with it in this area. On top of this, they imposed limits on
investments by international companies in Iran’s energy sector.

Finally, the western option appeared to be met with wider support. A working group
made up of representatives from SOCAR, the AIOC and the Azerbaijani government —
set up following a decision by President Heydar Aliyev on 5 September 1997 to study its
technical, economic and financial aspects and make a recommendation for the most
advantageous route [4, p. 18] — reviewed all of the geographic possibilities before
announcing its preference for access to the Mediterranean via Turkey. This choice was
favored by the AIOC [1, p. 35], as the Mediterranean was considered “The most
attractive market for Caspian crude” [11, p. 23] oil, but the most appropriate means of
transport had yet to be defined.

Having considered all the sites of each of the options, external and internal factors
influencing the transit countries, the interested parties opted for the Baku-Thilisi-Ceyhan
project. This route was originally on the focus of attention. The project was supported in
the USA and its positive prospects were associated with Azerbaijan, Georgia and Turkey.
Support for the project by Azerbaijan and Georgia was prompted by such considerations:
in the context of a decline in world oil prices, its transit may yield revenues that are
compared with the profit from its sale and of course political dividends. The interest of
Turkey, where the demand for energy is growing dynamically, was deprived of huge
revenues from the transit of Iragi oil, Ankara, having joined the project, could
compensate for these losses, as well as increase its influence on the new independent
states of the Caspian Sea. However, when discussing the project, certain problems
emerged [2, p. 485]. So, there were doubts about its reality after the negotiations of the
US leadership with the main shareholders of oil companies.

It should be noted that if, after the collapse of the USSR, the United States viewed
the post-Soviet region as the "first Russia”, then from the end of 1994 it was replaced by
the policy "security first” [9]. The National Security Strategy which was enacted in 1994
for the first time points out that the Caspian oil can be used to reduce the dependence of
the country on the Middle East [10].

At the initial stage, the BP was against the implementation of this pipeline,
considering the project incomprehensible from an economic point of view. But coming to
power in 1997 of Tony Blair led to the transformation of the British foreign policy.
"Special relationship™ of the United States and Britain after Tony Blair came to power
acquired a new stage, thereby providing a convergence of foreign policy of the two
countries. Thus, the UK began to consider the development of the Caspian energy
resources in the framework of not only its economic interests, but also from the point of
view of the security of the Euro-Atlantic region [12, p. 409-410].
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For the US, the project meant the opportunity to push Russia away from the "big
oil" of the Caspian Sea and, having established its control over its transportation, further
strengthening its influence and ensure its geopolitical interests in the Caucasus region. As
S. Kinser wrote in the New York Times (19.11.1999), "Construction of the oil pipeline
will cost $ 2.4 billion and will provide the United States and other countries of the West
with access to a new important source of energy. In addition, the pipeline will be laid out
of the Russian territory, which will lead to increased US influence in the region. Western
leaders failed to persuade Yeltsin to end the war in Chechnya, but their success in
reaching agreement on the construction of the pipeline is much more important, as it
weakens Russia's position in the North Caucasus and Central Asia" [2, p. 486].

The Russian analyst S. Smirnov in the "Continent" publishes: "Washington's
interest in this project is obvious: it needs a Caspian oil pipeline, which Russia could not
afford. The implementation of this project will allow the US to kill several birds with one
stone. Such a pipeline, linking the fields on the Caspian Sea with the Mediterranean coast
of Turkey (the US partner in NATO), will allow the United States not only to diversify
energy sources and ease dependence on oil imports from the Persian Gulf countries, but
also significantly strengthen its political and, unconditionally, economic influence on the
Central Asian and Caucasus regions" [2, p. 486].

Therefore, the shareholders were asked to "take the time to make a final decision".
A famous American newspaper The New York Times wrote that attempts to convince the
main oil companies of the need to build a several billion-dollar Baku-Ceyhan pipeline
prove unsuccessful. In the world press also appeared skeptical publications, questioning
the economic feasibility of the "project of the century".

British "Financial Times" believed that the project, signed under the patronage of
the United States, is at first "political” act, which does not give guarantees for real
construction. The opinion that the Baku-Ceyhan oil pipeline will help ensure a strong US
presence in this part of the world, and also to isolate Russia and Iran from oil export
routes, was shared by most analysts, and private investors were interested not so much in
politics as in profits in which there were big doubts [7, p. 486-487].

Official Washington feared that the pipeline could be out of the game.

This would seriously weaken the US position in the Caspian region. One of the
high-ranking officials of the State Department was even forced to say: "To be honest, this
Is our defeat. We consider this project to be a priority, but we are not able to implement
it. We want to receive something without giving anything.

This is a great loss to our interests and, of course, our prestige." Senator S.
Brownback linked the reason for the failure of the US administration to the fact that B.
Clinton "lost the ability of moral conviction because of scandals that surround him."
However, the true reason for the reluctance of companies to participate in the project in
the main was the low price of oil for that period and the uncertainty about the volumes
that will be produced in the Caspian during the next five years. However, the real reason
for the reluctance of companies to participate in the project was mainly the low price of
oil for that period and the uncertainty about the volumes that will be produced in the
Caspian during the next five years.[6, p. 264-265].

Nevertheless, oil companies nevertheless agreed to pay part of the cost of building
the pipeline, but US President Bill Clinton refused this unwelcome politically "alms".
Unable to subsidize the Baku Ceyhan project on its own, US officials tried to convince
Turkey, through which a large part of the pipeline was to pass through, to provide

127



benefits to American oil companies, but Ankara refused to do so, having put forward a
number of reasons [3, p. 75].

The West made it clear to Iran and Russia that the strategic prospects for the transit
of Caspian energy resources are related to the implementation of the Baku-Ceyhan
pipeline project. In the United States, under the White House, a special interagency group
on the Caspian was set up, before which all the participants in the Main Export Pipeline
construction were to report. In 1999, more than a quarter of the funds of this financial
institution were connected with the Caspian region. In his estimation, the construction of
the Baku-Ceyhan pipeline should cost about $ 3.5 billion, but, he continued, "there is no
limit to the amount of money that we are ready to allocate for this project.” The director
of the Corporation for Private Investments, R.Munos, named the amount of subsidies
proposed and registered at the end of 1999 to the region, including capital investments for
the construction of pipelines, which amounted to $ 10 billion. The implementation of all
Caspian projects, according to the Americans, requires an investment of $ 20 billion [2,
p. 488].

Meanwhile, in May 1999, the discussion of the Baku-Ceyhan project was again
intensified, which once again demonstrated the geopolitical interest of Washington,
which usually protects the interests of American business. Now he forced the oil
companies to take commercial risks and losses to please the political interests of the
West. In a very difficult situation appeared the British company BP-AMOCO, which,
under enormous pressure from Washington, accepted certain obligations to participate in
the construction of the Baku-Ceyhan oil pipeline. Large shareholders of this company did
not want to participate in the risky to their opinion, construction [12, p. 410]. The vice-
president of the Chevron company R. Matske noted: "The pipeline is not being built until
it detects oil. To justify the construction of another large pipeline, it will need a little
more. "He had in mind the forecasts for the reserves of the Caspian region, which, as
some experts thought, were overestimated. It was initially recognized that the bottom of
the Caspian Sea contains between 15 and 30 billion tons of oil, in other words 1/5 of the
world's reserves. However, over time it was found that the resources of the Caspian make
up about 2% of the world's oil deposits. Special adviser to the President and Secretary of
State for Energy Policy in the Caspian region, R. Morningstar, stated: "The Middle East
will not become this region, and its resources are comparable only to the North Sea. In
this situation, the government will not "wring out" the oil companies, since it recognizes
that it is not advisable to spend $ 4 billion on the Baku-Ceyhan pipeline at the current oil
price. "On the other hand, Y.Kalitsky, adviser to the Ministry of Trade on cooperation
with the CIS countries, insisted on comparing the Caspian Sea with hydrocarbon reserves
with Kuwait and called the figure up to 90 billion barrels [2, p. 490-491].

One of the merits of the BTC project is its detailed elaboration. And the
presentation of its took place in 1998. Baku-Thilisi Ceyhan (BTC) pipeline carries oil
from the Azeri-Chirag-Deepwater Gunashli (ACG) field and condensate from Shah
Deniz across Azerbaijan, Georgia and Turkey. It links Sangachal terminal on the shores
of the Caspian Sea to Ceyhan marine terminal on the Turkish Mediterranean coast. In
addition, crude oil from Turkmenistan continues to be transported via the pipeline.
Starting in October 2013, we have also resumed transportation of some volumes of
Tengiz crude oil from Kazakhstan through the BTC pipeline. The pipeline that became
operational in June 2006 was built by the Baku-Thbilisi-Ceyhan pipeline company (BTC
Co) operated by BP.

128



The pipeline buried along its entire length is 1768km in total length: 443km in
Azerbaijan, 249km in Georgia, and 1,076km in Turkey. The Azerbaijan and Georgia
sections of the pipeline are operated by BP on behalf of its shareholders in BTC Co.
while the Turkish section is operated by BOTAS International Limited (BIL) [5].

Initially, the BTC is anticipated as a project to contribute to the region’s economic
development. However, the political and strategic impact the project would have on the
Caspian-Caucasus region proved to be more significant. Such impact will definitely
affect both Turkish and American economic and political interests in the region. When
the project is completed, it is expected to add a geoeconomic dimension to Turkey’s well
known “geostrategic importance” by placing Turkey right in the middle of an energy
network which involves most of the regional oil and natural gas transportation projects
[13]. The US on the other hand, will not only be able to decrease its historical
dependence on the Persian Gulf oil, but also enhance its international economic influence
by assisting the American oil companies’ efforts in the Caspian basin. Furthermore, by
providing diplomatic and economic support for a pipeline passing through the territories
of a NATO ally, the US would also prevent powers such as Russia and Iran from totally
controlling the region’s oil and gas riches as well.

Finally, the BTC probably had significant geoeconomic and geostrategic
consequences for the Newly Independent States (NIS) of the region as well. It is known
that nearly all of these countries are dependent on their energy resources for their
economic reconstruction which is a vital ingredient of their attempts for real political and
economic independence from the Russian Federation. On the other hand, since 1993,
Russia, which is still the most notable power in Central Asia and Caucasus, did its utmost
to keep the region under its uncontested influence by utilizing every possible political,
economic and military instrument within the framework of its popular “Near Abroad”
doctrine. Such Russian attempts, however, clashed with the global interests of the US.
Consequently, the common objective of the US in the region has turned out to be the
prevention of Russia’s full control of the region starting from the middle of the1990s.
The BTC has been the most important instrument in order to realize this common
objective.
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Hapiviuna o peaxodierii 20.10.2017

I'ynean MycaeBa, kaHAMIaT ICTOPUYHUX HAyK, [HCTUTYT KaBKazbkux cTynii HAHA,
baky, Azepbaiimxancbka PecriyOuika

POJIb CIIA Y PEAJII3AIIL IPOEKTY BAKY-TBLIICI-IKENXAH

Anomauis. Ilicns nionucanns 0oeosopy cmonimms 6 1994 p. npoexmu 01 HOBUX WIIAXI6
MPAHCNOPMYBAHHS eHepeeMUYHUX pecypcie Azepbatiodcany, Kpainu 6e3 npsamozco 0ocmyny 0o
oKeawny, Oyiu NpeoMemoM JHCOPCMKUX O0ebamié Ha (DOHI 2eONONIMUYHUX [HMepeci8 20JI06HUX
c8imosux oepacas. Xoua 6yoisHuymeo nagpmonpoeoody baky-bamymi na nouamky XX cmonimms
OVI0 CKIAOHUM 3A80AHHAM MEXHONO02IYHO20 Xapakmepy, Ha yell pas 20J06HOI «A8AHMIOPOIOY
0y6 2eononimuyHull acnekm. Y cmammi asmop po32ni0ae MONCIUBICIb 8UOODY AIbMEPHAMUB
cnpasxchix mpauvcnopmuux mapuipymie ma enauey CLIA na yeii npoyec. I[Ipoexm BT][ — ye
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nepuiuil. KOMHWJIEKCHU NpoeKm, CHPAMOBAHUN HA 3MIHY CMAmyc-K80 6 pecioHi; €OUHUl
ANbMEpHAMUGHULL  WIIAX — eKCnopmy Hagmu 3 pe2ioHy  pOCIUCbKOMY —Mapuipymy 00
Hosopociiicoka. 3 1993 poxy Pocis, sika éce we € Haubinbu nposionow cunow 6 Llenmpanvhii
A3ii ma na Kaskasi, 3pobuna ece moociuse, wobd 30epecmu pecion nio ce0im bOe3nepeunum
KOHMPOJIeM, UKOPUCTOBYIOUU 6CT MONCIUBE NOJTMUYHI, eKOHOMIYHI MA BILUCLKOGI IHCMPYMeHmMU
8 pamkax ceoci nonynapHoi 0okmpunu «bnuzvkoeo 3apybiscoicay. Bnepuie pociiicbka MOHONONIs
Ha wiiaxu excnopmy Hagmu 3 Kacniticokozo peciony 6yna nopywena. La cmammsa maxodxc
ananizye xio nooiu, sKi npuzeenu 00 peanizayii eazonposody BT/, oe amepuxancoxka nonimuxa
8idiepasana 8axciugy poo.

Knrowuosi cnosa: CIIIA, nagpmonposio baxy-To6inici-/celixan, amepukancbka noaimuxa,
Kasxkas, npoexm.
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€sren Ilinak,

MaricTp mpaBO3HABCTBA,

YJICH MPaBIIIHHS TPOMAJICHKO1 opraHizamii
«YKpaiHCbKa acoIiiallisi aMepUKaHICTUKI)Y

HIANOTOBKA CIIOJIYYEHUX HITATIB AMEPUKM 10 BIMHU 3
AIIOHICEIO: IIVIAHHU TA PEAJIBHICTD

Anomauin. B cmammi onucyromvcsa 3a2anbHi  pucu  CmpameiuHo2o NAAHYE8AHHS
sopounumu cunamu Cnoayuenux LlImamie Amepuku giinu 3 Anoncvkoro Imnepicto y nepioo 3
1906 no 1940 pix. Bxazyemvcsa Ha 6HYMPIUWHbONOAIMUYHY APUYUHY NOABU YbO20 NIAHY Mda
306HIUHLONONIMUYHY NPUYUHY U020 cKacyeanus. Poskpuearombcs npobnemu, 3 axkumu
3IMHYIUCL AMEPUKAHCHKI BIUCbKOBI NIAHYBANbHUKU NIO 4ac po3poOKu ma nio20moeKu 00
peanizayii naaumy eiuHu 3 Anomicro. [lacmvbca 3acanvha  oyinka pe3yremamis npayi
AMEPUKAHCHKUX BILICLKOBUX NJIAHYBAILHUKIE NO pO3poOYi ma nid2omosKu 00 pedanizayii niauy
sitinu 3 Anomnicro. Tax, 3acanvna cmpameziuna konyenyis naawy eiunu CILIA 3 Anonicro na 3aean
BUMPUMANA NEPesipKy UYacoM, W0 Cc8i0YUMb NpPO GUCOKULL pieeHb Npoghecionanizmy
AMEpUKAHCLKUX BIUCbKOBUX NIAAHY8ANbHUKIE. OOHAK Ha 3a6a0i 8UKOHAHHIO YUX NIAHI8 CMAU
yucnenni  npoonemu. Iloxazyemvcs, wo maxka CKlaoHa cnpasa, K cmpameziuHe BOEHHE
NIAHYBAHHA, MAE 8i00Y8AMUCL HA NIOCMABI YIMKO BUHAYEHUX HOJNIMUYHUM KepiGHUYMEOM
KpaiHu 6Ka3i60K, 3 YPAXYBAHHAM OUNJIOMAMUYHUX peanitl ma @QAakmudHux MOoNCIUSocmeli
30potiHux cun Kpainu. Cmpame2iyni niaHu He NOBUHHI OYMU «piuyl0 8 co0i» — BOHU MAIOMb
pe2yIapHo nepecisioamucy i, 3a nompeou, 3MIHI8aAMUCL 8I0N0BIOHO 00 PedbHOi cumyayii.

Knrwowuosi cnoea: [liocomoska 30pounux cun CIIA oo sitinu 3 Anoniero, Ilomapanuesuti
nnan eitiny,  30pouni cunu CILIA, cmpameciune naaumysanus, [[pyea ceimosa 6iuHa Ha
Tuxookeancvkomy TB/].

[Tpotsirom 34 pokiB 30poiini cumm Crnonydenux llTaTiB AMepuku roryBajguch a0
BiifHM 3 SAAnoHchkoro Imnepieto. L miaroroBka BriMBaia Ha 30BHIiMIHIO oNiTUKY CIHIA,
Ha OYJIBHULTBO iX 30poitHux cui (ocobmuBo dnoty (BificbkkoBo-mMopebkux cuit) CIIA) 1
HaBiTh Ha OYyIIBHUITBO TOproBoro ¢uoTy. OAHAaK 10 HbOr0 Yacy B YKpaiHCHKIN
amepuKaHicTHIl He Oyno HaBiTh 3arampHoro ornsay miarotroBku CIHA no BiifHE 3
SInoHi€r0 Ha PiBHI CTPATETiYHOrO IUIaHYBaHHA. 3 1HIIOrO OOKYy Tpeba 3a3HAYUTH, 1110
HaBiTh B CIIIA icHye nume omna monorpadis [7] Ta, 4acTkoBO, ogHa aucepraiis [9],
CHEUiaJbHO TMPUCBAYCHI JAETaJIbHOMY BUBUYCHHIO LIOTO MUTAHHA B misomy. [Hmi mparti
CTOCYIOThCS JIMILE MIEBHUX ACMEKTIB YU MPpoOIeM L€l MiATOTOBKU.
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