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Abstract

The aim of this paper is to utilize the construct of U.S. primacy and geostrategy presented by Mr. Zbigniew

Brzezinski in his book titled The Grand Chessboard: American Primacy and its Geostrategic Imperatives,

hereby referred to as The Grand Chessboard, to explore U.S. hegemony in the world of today and tomorrow.

The U.S. faces challenges in the global environment to its current hegemony, that if not properly calculated,

could pose serious threats to the longterm viability of U.S. hegemony. Regions such as a unified Europe, Russia

and the Fareast are discussed in detail. In addition to The Grand Chessboard, this paper also presents a

comparative analysis of MacKinder’s Heartland Theory and Haushofer’s Geopolitik.

Keywords: Geostrategy, U.S. Hegemony, Brzezinski, Haushofer, MacKinder, Grand Chessboard, Heartland
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Introduction

Mr. Zbigniew Brzezinski, hereby referred to as Brzezinski, was the National Security Advisor

during the Carter Administration and is a well-known professional and scholar with a solid background

in the area of geostrategy. Brzezinski wrote a book titled The Grand Chessboard: American Primacy and its

Geostrategic Imperatives hereby referred to as The Grand Chessboard. His thesis is that rudimentary

primacy of the Eurasian landmass determines which state exerts primacy on a global scale. Brzezinski uses

the analogy of the ‘grand chessboard’ which refers to Eurasia and the ‘game’ is hegemony. This is a brilliant

piece of work by any standard on the topic of geostrategy. In The Grand Chessboard Brzezinski postulates

that the Eurasian continent is the key to global primacy, meaning that if the U.S. can sustain control over Europe

while it is in this transition phase, then the U.S. should be able to sustain global primacy well into the 21
st

century.

Brzezinski points out several factors that are keys to maintaining primacy over the Eurasian world

island, but this analysis is limited to the key elements. There are two main focuses of Brzezinski that this

review will cover: the Eurasian World Island and the Far East region. The Eurasian World Island holds key

issues that the U.S. needs to understand in order to attain and sustain global primacy. There is a comparison of

Brzezinski’s thesis to that of Mackinder and Haushofer and also a look into the topics of a unified Europe and the

Russian question. The Far East region is of significant concern to the U.S. because of the growing influence

of China. An analysis of Brzezinski’s Far East region with a focus on the significant players in the

Far East: China, Japan, Korea and America will be conducted with special emphasis on the significant events

are the China regional primacy and the Korean unification.

THE EURASIAN WORLD ISLAND

“Who rules East Europe commands the Heartland;

Who rules the Heartland commands the World-Island;

Who rules the World-Island commands the world.”

- Harold Mackinder, author of ‘Heartland Theory’
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Brzezinski states in The Grand Chessboard that the Eurasian World Island is the essential ‘game piece’

that determines which country is able to exert global primacy. He states that America is the only global

superpower to have influence and reach to all comers of the earth because she excels in the 4 decisive domains

for global power: military
1

,
economic

2
,
technological

3
and cultural

4
domains (Brzezinski, 1997, p. 195).

A combination of these four domains is what ensures the U.S. maintains the only comprehensive global

supremacy. Another key asset to the U.S. is that the U.S. democratic system as one of being pluralistic,

permeable and flexible, all of which gives the U.S. her ability to exert global might (Brzezinski, 1997, p. 194).

Brzezinski points out that this is the first time in history that there is a single non-Eurasian state with global

power (Brzezinski, 1997, p. 197). Two facets of the Eurasian World Island will be reviewed at the point:

comparison of Brzezinski’s U.S. primacy to Mackinder’s Heartland Theory and Haushofer’s Geopolitik and

the ideal of a unified Europe and what it could mean to the U.S. primacy.

Mackinder’s Heartland Theory

Harold Mackinder’s ‘Heartland Theory’, with the focus of controlling the Eurasian World Island, was

a key intellectual work on the geopolitical stage at the beginning of the twentieth century (Fettweis, 2000).

Both Mackinder and Brzezinski agree that the most important region in establishing global primacy is that

of Eurasian World Island. Mackinder asserted that the period of sea-based power was out and land-based

power was the way of the future of the Eurasian World Island. (Mackinder, 1904) Brzezinski contends

that a combination of military, economic, technological and cultural domains will achieve and sustain primacy,

whereas Mackinder focuses directly on the military domain only.

As stated above by Mackinder “...Who rules the World-Island commands the world” is the same

philosophical motivation of Brzezinski, except the application differs. First of all, Mackinder was about 100 years

before Brzezinski, in a time when the focus of state strength was on the sea-based power, what he termed the

1
Brzezinski states that militarily the U.S. has an unmatched global reach.

2
Brzezinski states that economically, in some respects by Japan and Germany but neither of which enjoys the

other attributes ofglobal might.

3
Brzezinski states that technologically the U.S. retains the overall lead in the cutting-edge areas of innovation.

4
Brzezinski states that culturally, the U.S. enjoys an appeal that is unrivaled, especially among the world’s youth,

all of which gives the United States a political clout that no other state comes close to matching.
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Columbian epoch. Mackinder conflicts the current critical intellects of that time because of the onset of

land-based technological advances, the railroad and automobile. He believed that these would allow man

to overcome the geography of the European landscape and bring the focus of state strength back to the land-based

military powers. Brzezinski, of the late twentieth century and early twenty-first century, focused on the

Eurasian World Island also, but the focus was on a combination of military, economic, technological and

cultural power. In the case of military domain, Brzezinski utilizes the available technologies for success; a

combination of air, sea and land supremacy.

Second, Mackinder focused on the Western powers of Russia, and later Germany, as the states

seeking dominance of the Eurasian World Island while acknowledging the U.S. as an Eastern power. Brzezinski

on the other hand, focuses on the U.S. primacy on how she can exert influence over the Eurasian World Island.

Third, Mackinder believed in the military support of the ‘buffer zones’ surrounding Russia while Brzezinski

believes in asserting its 4 domains to assist the buffer zones in economic prosperity, to spread the wealth and

democratic values to that of the Eurasian World Island. Fouth, both accept that the World Island will be dominated

by one power, Mackinder believed it naturally to be Russia, because of its geographic location and Brzezinski

believed it to be the U.S. because of her ability to asset her military, economic, technological and cultural might to

all ends of the earth.

Though Mackinder and Brzezinski have different solutions, they both recognize the area of main

influence to be that of the Eurasian World Island. Mr. Brzezinski in The Grand Chessboard states America

is now the only global superpower left after the fall of the Soviet Union and Eurasia is the globe’s central

arena (Brzezinski, 1997, p. 194). The U.S. has many ways to exert her influence and objectives over the

World Island. The North Atlantic Treaty Organization, otherwise known as NATO, as created by a joint

U.S. - European alliance to contain the spread of communism.

The role of geography in the world of politics and strategy development is changing. In the past,

large oceans, population density, jungles, mountains and etc. posed the greater unique challenges and obstacles

to geopolitics. Today, however, these factors are not as significant because of modem communications and

technology, but that does not mean geography is no longer significant to the future of politics and strategy

development. Geopolitics will only take a different form in the future, as space becomes more of a strategic

enabler (Tuathail, 1997).
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Haushofer’s Geopolitik

Haushofer’s Geopolitik was a theory unlike that of Mackinder, with the primary purpose was to

justify territorial expansion. Haushofer uses five major headings to define Geopolitik: Lebensraum
5

,
Autarky

6
,

Pan-regions , Land Power vs. Sea Power and Frontiers (Herwig, 1999). Geopolitik provides the justification

for a state to expand its territorial borders past that of present day and symbolizes the concept of temporary

borders. Brzezinski’s U.S. primacy differs considerably from that of Haushofer’s Geopolitik. Brzezinski

refers to U.S. primacy as maintaining influence in global affairs and protecting U.S. interests abroad and at

home while not having any inclination towards actual state territorial expansion. Both the theories do correlate

on the issue of influence in regional affairs and expanding the sphere of influence, but past that, they differ greatly.

The Threat of a Unified Europe

The potential threat of a unified Europe would definitely cause power problems with the U.S. goal

of asserting primacy over the Eurasian World Island. Brzezinski has stated that this is a potential reality

that the U.S. must contend with in the future. The U.S. and Europe have had hospitable and sometimes

strained relations since the end of World War II, mainly because of ideological differences. From the inception

of their Atlantic alliance in 1949, the U.S. and Europe have disagreed on everything from economic competition

to policies toward China, but never have these disagreements ever threatened to tear the fabric of their

relationship (Lieber, 2000). Brzezinski even states in The Grand Chessboard that the Europeans deplore

American hegemony, but that they also take comfort in being sheltered by it (Brzezinski, 1997, p. 60).

The simple fact is that the U.S. cannot oppose a unified Europe. A divided Europe will only become more of

a threat to U.S. transatlantic relations than a unified Europe could pose (Haass, 2000).

5 Herwig defines Lebensraum as a state that could resort to an empire (direct of indirect), peaceful expansion, or,

most obviously, 'just wars

6 Herwig defines Autarky as economic national self-sufficiency.

7 Herwig defines Pan-regions as no region in a region unto itself; hence the necessity to extend its area (space)

to include first, people ofsimilar speech and culture and second, people of related speech and culture.

8 Herwig defines Frontiers as boundaries are mere temporary halts, breathing spells, for a nation on the march to

expansion.
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Brzezinski asserts in The Grand Chessboard that the U.S. cannot choose between Germany and

France because both are valuable allies in the Eurasian World Island (Brzezinski, 1997, p. 79). Both are valued

allies of the U.S., but they are allies that must be carefully monitored. Germany and France are struggling

against each other to influence the other and build a Europe in their own image. France strives to bring

Germany into an agreement that will allow France to assert her influence while Germany takes a backseat.

Brzezinski states that the U.S. is particularly interested in working with Germany on his eastward

expansion. Germany, since his unification, is striving to influence the European World Island. Brzezinski

states that Germany’s gift to his eastward neighbors for joining the German sphere of influence is

benefiting from the strong German economy and the U.S. umbrella of security (Brzezinski, 1997, p.78).

This is definitely a choice the U.S. cannot make and would spoil any chance Europe would have at

unification. Germany and France must establish better relations and probably focus on a dual leadership in Europe.

There have been efforts on behalf of the Atlantic allies to potentially reduce the amount of American

influence in Europe, but not emphasized by Brzezinski. For example British Foreign Minister
,
Jack Straw, tried

to entice the Iranian government to trash its nuclear program and Europe would supply the nuclear fuel Iran

needed. Russia would benefit from this by being the supplier of nuclear fuel to Iran. The intention was

to curb U.S. desires to militarily enter Iran and to make an attempt at uniting European diplomacy (La Guardia,

2003). The U.S. needs to be conscience of the allied efforts to reduce the amount of U.S. influence in the region.

The European allies need to be content with the U.S. -European relations, or else they will create unnecessary

obstacles for the U.S. on the Eurasian World Island.

Brzezinski states that the U.S. - European relations are strained by fact that the U.S. is so dominant

in that region. Haass (2000) states that the Europeans despise the U.S. unilateralism and dominance

while at the same time the U.S. is uncomfortable with the idea of a stronger more unified Europe.

The lines of authority and responsibility between the EU and NATO will have to be more clearly defined

in the future if the two are the co-exist hospitably (Wiarda, 2002). UK’s General Ironside stated that the

point of NATO was “to keep the Russians out, the Americans in, and the Germans down” (Walker, 1996).

The future perceptions of the U.S. and Europe towards NATO and the EU, and the lines of authority must

expand past the present perceptions. Presently, the U.S. perception of Europe is focused on NATO while the

European perception of the U.S. is focused on the concept of hegemony (Nelson, 2002). The threat of a

unified Europe, from Central and Eastern Europe to Southern Europe, could be the future (Wiarda, 2002). Brzezinski
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states that a single unified European power will increasingly become an important political player on the

Eurasian chessboard (Brzezinski, 1997, p.76). This point will eventually have to be accepted by all players.

The Russian Question

The Russian question is one that is more complex than the Russian herself. Brzezinski points but

in The Grand Chessboard a few items of interest about the Russian state since the fall of the Communist

regime in 1991. Russians are unsure of what is Russia, what it means to be a Russian and where exactly

Russia is, geographically speaking (Brzezinski, 1997, p. 96 & 120). Russia has gone through many changes

over the past few years with countries like Ukraine, Hungary, and Bulgaria formally declaring their

independence as a free state. The immediate questions that need to be answered are how Russia desires to

align herself with the West, how concerned is the U.S. for the future of the Russian state, how can U.S. - Russian

relations improve and how to further contain the Russian state.

All in all, Russia has a fundamental choice to make in determining exactly how much it is willing

to allow itself to align with the West (Legvold, 2002/2Q03). Brzezinski was not clear as the precise obstacles

Russia must overcome to become a powerful state in the future: Mr. Robert Legvold (2002/2003) states that

Russia has three obstacles to the U.S. - Russian alliance, “ the fate of political trends in Russia—in terms of the

country’s move toward democracy, the ends to which U.S. power is applied and the extent to which it

incorporates or disregards the ends its allies would have the U.S. follow, and, at a conceptual level, the fact

that there is little indication that the U.S. administration has a clear idea of a new strategic relationship with

Russia, either of what holds it together or of its major purpose, and, therefore, no means of defining its success or

failure Clearly defining the obstacles will allow focus on the actual path the two states must take in order to

bring Russia into the prosperous democratic world.

The U.S. needs to be very concerned as to the future of the Russian state. As pointed out by Brzezinski

in The Grand Chessboard, a Russian state seeking to regain control over the Central Asian region will be a

threat to U.S. Eurasian interests. Brzezinski does state that Russia has three new schools of thought for

international relations; the mature strategic partnership with the U.S., emphasis on the ‘near abroad’ as Russia’s

central concern and counter alliance against America and her interests (Brzezinski, 1997, p. 100). Obviously,

it is in the U.S. best interests to ensure hospitable dialogue and cooperation between the two great states.
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Even today, there is a preponderance that war could breakout between the U.S. and Russia as long as

Russia continues to be a failed state and emerge as a dominant democratic force (Biden, 1999). The U.S.

needs to make it clear when it will support Russia in its development and not allow non-related political

difference to interfere (Haass, 2000).

Also because of differing geopolitical and economic interests, the U.S. and Russia disagree on which

states actually sponsor terrorism, but they do agree that North Korea’s nuclear program does not create

stability in the region (Azizian, 2003). This agreement on fundamental issues allows the U.S. to pursue a

peaceful multilateral stance on issues of grave importance to global security. The U.S. needs to better

understand the Russian and focus on bilateral relations when the opportunity presents itself. There are even

some efforts of several European nations to curb the U.S. hegemony by working with Russia on certain

projects.

Brzezinski gives a few examples of how the U.S. and Russia have tried to improve relations. The U.S.

launched the “mature strategic partnership” with Russia that replaced the former contest between the two

(Brzezinski, 1997, p. 100). U.S. -Russia relations have improved tremendously since the end of the

Cold War. President Bush even made the first historic visit to Russia to visit his newfound friend, Russian

President Vladmir Putin (Carney, 2002). The U.S. - Russia relations have had positive moments in the Post

Cold War such as the counter-terrorism cooperation but there have also been the lows such as the disagreement

on Chechnya (Azizian, 2003). Both the U.S. and Russia should work together to ensure that Russia becomes

a successful democratic and prosperous state (Biden, 1999).

On the opposite side of Russian development, Brzezinski points out in The Grand Chessboard certain

ways the U.S. can contain Russia in its limited sphere of influence. Also Russia was not happy about allowing

U.S. soldiers into Central Asia under the flag of fighting terrorism, but eventually the Russians agreed that the

bases would be temporary (Azizian, 2003). Brzezinski points out that the Ukraine is the pivotal state land

link between Russia and Western Europe, so as long as Ukraine develops and denies Russia access to its land,

Russia does not have a direct route to Western Europe. Currently the Ukraine is in a state of turmoil with an

undetermined political future. It is geographically located between Russia, the northern Middle East and the

growing EU and NATO. While this state of turmoil, being the transition away from socialism, does offer
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opportunity for the state, it needs to be very cautious of what assistance it receives from the east (Vovk, 2003).

There is still a segment of the Ukrainian society that is pro-Communist and it is still unknown the extent to

their actual influence (Tolpygo, 2000).

The Ukraine has failed to demonstrate its ability to economic reform or even national and political

integration (Pohorila, 1999). A weak Ukraine could lead to global instability while a strong Ukraine can

facilitate interaction between all its neighbors (Aslund, 2003). NATO’s expansion eastward is causing a

lot of insecurities among the Russians about the region’s future (O’Loughlin, 2002). But one thing is for sure,

the U.S. needs to be clear on its admission criteria into NATO and apply across the board for any state desiring

to become a NATO member, to not do so would potentially create an unnecessary divide in Europe and

have potential allies siding with the Russians (Haass, 2000). Ukraine is one of the most important pivotal

states to U.S. interests in the Eurasian World Island. The U.S. is in a position to promote her values in this state,

and if handled correctly, this could be the key that unlocks more doors in that region and helps to stabilize

U.S. - Central Asian state relations.

THE FAREAST: CHINA’S REGIONAL PRIMACY

“China, whatever its specific prospects, is a rising and potentially dominant power”

- Zbigniew Brzezinski, author of The Grand Chessboard

Brzezinski dedicates a good portion of The Grand Chessboard to the Far Eastern region. Brzezinski

points out two issues that will determine the U.S. presence in the East Asian region that will affect her

ability to project influence in this region. First, the U.S. needs to determine the acceptable scope of China’s

potential emergence as a regional power and also her realistic desires to achieve a global status and second,

how should the U.S. properly manage Japan when considering the current environment in that region

(Brzezinski, 1997, p. 152).

Brzezinski asserts in The Grand Chessboard that the geopolitical landscape in the Far East is

changing and the effects these changes could have on the U.S. in the future. On the chessboard, Brzezinski

shows how the Far East region is of great importance and identifies the four major players in the Far East

region; China, Japan, Korea and the U.S. China is a rising and potentially a dominant power of the East Asian
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region while Japan struggles for a more autonomous political role and America’s security is becoming increasing

more dependent on Japan while all are taking a vested geostrategic interest in Korea’s future (Brzezinski, 1997,

p. 157). On this issue, Brzezinski has hit the nail on the head.

According to Brzezinski, Japan has the potential to sustain a leadership role in the Far East region.

If Japan creates an environment more conducive to multilateral Asia Pacific cooperation, there would be

many sustained benefits that Japan could enjoy for years to come. Multilateral cooperation could have three

significant benefits as stated by Brzezinski; it can help to engage China, keep America in Asia and sooth over

anti-Japanese sentiment while significant increasing Japanese influence (Brzezinski, 1997, p. 182). For the

U.S. interests in the Far East, Japan is a necessary power in the Asia Pacific region to promote regional

stability (Haass, 2000). Brzezinski does present the issue of how to channel Japanese energy in the

international direction and how to steer Chinese power into a regional accommodation (Brzezinski, 1997, p. 185).

The issues of greatest concern for the major powers are that China’s regional primacy and the unification of

the Korean peninsula.

China: The Regional Primacy Contender

Brzezinski postulates that China will be the regional primacy holder of the Far East region in the future.

China is already taking steps to start building it’s geostrategic primacy. Brzezinski states China’s two goals,

first to oppose hegemony and power politics and safeguard world peace and second to build up a new

international political and economic order (Brzezinski, 1997, p. 170). China views the U.S. policy in

Chinese affairs as one of an interventionist, not as one of bilateral relations (Xiaoxiong, 1995). Brzezinski

states that while applying Sun Tzu to China’s regional standing its objective would be to dilute American

regional power to the point that a diminished America will come to need a regionally dominant China as it

ally and eventually a globally powerful China as its partner (Brzezinski, 1997, p. 172). Due to the nature

of the geostrategic environment of the Far East, the U.S. needs to be fully aware of the happenings in the

Far East region. Understanding China’s increased role is critical, Taiwan being the Far East strategic enabler

and also the negative impact China has had on the Far East region are priority concerns for the U.S.

Brzezinski states that China is steadily becoming an increasingly larger player on the chessboard for

the Far East region, but he really should elaborate more on the specifics. China’s dominance continues to grow

as it becomes a stronger regional power because of its economic influence in the region (Thompson, 1999).
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China is the future economic power of the Asia Pacific region. China has experienced recent successes in

the past few years: the creation of special economic zones (SEZs), the repatriation of Hong Kong in 1997

(Sung, 1997) and the 2001 accession into the World Trade Organization (WTO) (Panitchpakdi, 2002).

Since China’s celebrated acceptance into the WTO in November 2001, China has been in the process of

creating a business environment that is market driven, promoting competition and continually improving

to allow market conditions to prevail just as the other WTO member nations (Hiebert, 2002). With this

climb to economic success also comes regional dominance. China is expected to outperform Japan, the

current superpower of East Asia, within the next 10 to 20 years, which will put China in a very unique position.

China will provide unique challenges to the shaping of the Asia Pacific region, mainly to the deflationary

forces in the rest of the Asia Pacific (Lo, 2002).

Brzezinski barely touches' on the issue of the ‘renegade Taiwan province’, though in the scope of

power struggles in the future of the Far East region, it does not hold the same value as Korea. It is to

America’s advantage in the Asia Pacific region to stay committed to the one-China policy, with regards to

Taiwan, especially since the repatriation of Hong Kong in 1997 (Brzezinski, 1997, p. 205). Brzezinski states

that Deng Xiaoping’s “One country, two systems” translated after Taiwan as “One country, several systems”

(Brzezinski, 1997, p. 207). It seems as though Brzezinski has given up on Taiwan. Taiwan’s independence,

which I believe Brzezinski would agree with me, will never materialize. It is in my opinion that the U.S.

should analyze the strategic value of Taiwan because it could prove to be a strategic enabler for the future U.S.

regional influence. The only true barrier to China bringing Taiwan into its country is the U.S. If the U.S. happened

to enter into a conflict with China in the future, Taiwan could prove to be a useful tool to negotiate harmoniously

on the behalf of the U.S.

Brzezinski does not state in detail the problems that China has caused for Far East region. China has

a history of negative impacts in the Far East region that it must overcome if the rest of the Asia Pacific region

is willing to accept China as the regional leader in the future. China has a history of conflicts, both on the

domestic and international levels. China has provided this region much unneeded and unnecessary instability

at the regional level (Howard, 2002). The bilateral relations with China is proving to be the most difficult
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for the U.S. to manage (Haass, 2000). The apprehensions of the Southeast Asian nation states toward

mainland China are quite well throughout the region. One of the paradoxes of the East Asian region is that

China has been a regional power without a regional policy (Xiaoxiong, 1995).

Korean Unification

The most important single issue for U.S. primacy in the Far East region is that of a unified Korea.

Brzezinski states that Korea’s future is of geostrategic importance to its neighbors in the Far East (Brzezinski, 1997,

p. 157). All three powers, China, Japan and the U.S. have a vested interest in the future of Korea. China’s policy

for Korea are driven by its desire for regional primacy based on China’s interest in security and ideological

concerns (Xiaoxiong, 1995). The U.S. and Japanese policies are driven by many factors, but limiting China’s

claim to regional primacy would be the foremost. Once the unification of the Korean peninsula occurs, the

Koreans will have one unified government and economic system, but one must consider the effects this will

have on Japan and other potential regional players.

The Korean unification will mean that the Koreas will have one government and one economic system.

Brzezinski focuses on the unification of the Korean peninsula in a holistic fashion without giving a detailed

account as to the type of government and economic system that will prevail. Maybe he feels the worst will come!

Henriksen (1994) states that because North Korea is considered a rogue state, the accepted consensus today is that

the Koreas will not unify until the fall of North Korea, similar to the German model. China sees this as the

opportunity to be the only major power that has normalized relations with both North and South Korea

(Xiaoxiong, 1995).

North Korea is partially a controllable factor for U.S. influence, but Brzezinski does not elaborate

on this topic. Currently North Korea has a nuclear weapons program in which they look to sale nuclear weapons

to other states, mainly terrorist groups, rogue states and pariah states, which upsets the balance of power in the

Far East region (Lintner, 2003). From the perspective Of the U.S., as long as the government of the U.S.

supports and encourages peace missions, like the shipping of foodstuffs and medical supplies, the government

of North Korea can still ascertain power and hence prolong the existence of the North Korean regime. Which

means that as long as the Koreas remain divided, the U.S. can justify its basing of U.S. soldiers in South Korea,

that in turn does not threaten the status with Japan and its ultimate ability to sustain regional primacy in the

Asia Pacific region.
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Brzezinski points out the options that Japan will have once the Korean peninsula is unified. Japan’s

choices in the present are quite easy compared to the choices Japan will have when the Koreas are united.

In the aftermath of a unified Korean peninsula, the rest of Asia will potentially see Japan as the ‘blacksheep

of Asia’ so long as she maintains U.S. soldiers on her soil. Mainly because she will be the only Asian nation

with an occupying non-Asian military force, the U.S. Japan is significantly reliant upon her relations with the

U.S. and to cut the ties with the U.S. would be damaging.

Brzezinski identifies that once the Korean peninsula is unified exactly how the players in the Far East region

are affected. One issue not clarified by Brzezinski that is of extreme importance to the future of the Far East region

is that of Russia. Russia is now trying to resist the economic might of China, while the U.S. and China battle

for hegemony in the Asia Pacific region (Blank, 2003). The future of Russia on the Asian front looks bleak,

though China is trying to take the lead in Sino-Russian relations. For example, China is in disagreement of the

U.S. soldiers being placed in Central Asia, at Russian permission, under the flag of fighting terrorism.

China is encouraging Russia to enhance its own military activities in the Central Asian region as well as enact

the Shanghai Cooperation Organization
10

(Azizian, 2003). Chinese ‘encouragement’ is what Russia fears

the most in Sino-Russian relations. Brzezinski made some good points with reference to China and their future

regional primacy. The U.S. should be forewarned of the possible repercussions it faces for not properly managing

this strategic region. Brzezinski lays a solid foundation to the powers and problems that await the U.S. in the

present and near future.

10
The Shanghai Cooperation Organization includes the militaries of Russia, China and 4 key Central Asian

States, as stated by Rouben Azizian in A Marriage of Convenience: Russia and U.S. Foreign Policy.
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Conclusion

Overall The Grand Chessboard is an excellent read. Mr. Brzezinski presents his thesis in an easy to

understand format and argues it well with a logical structure. I especially liked the maps and their

placement because it significantly reinforces the readers’ understanding of his argument without having to

be a scholar in geography or resort to other external resources and disrupt the readers’ attention. One of the

weaknesses in the book is the equality assigned to each state or region. The threats to U.S. hegemony

that China will provide are real and imminent while those of Russia are subjective at best, but I suppose

Brzezinski just wanted to explain the game and label the players for his readers and let them decide the

importance of each. I compliment Mr. Brzezinski on his ability to explain the ‘big picture’ and his easy-to-read

no nonsense straightforward writing style. I believe that The Grand Chessboard should be a required reading

among all of the U.S. military simply because it explains that ‘big picture’ they are in dire need to know.
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