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Foreword

The seventh workshop of the Regional Stabilityha South Caucasus
(RSSC) Study Group was convened from 14 to 16 M&gh3 in
Thilisi, Georgia. Under the overarching title offil8ling Confidence in
the South Caucasus: Strengthening the EU's and NASGft Security
Initiatives” it explored initiatives that aimed twild confidence in the
South Caucasus, via the activities of the civilisty; the EU and
NATO.

The topic of the workshop was determined thanksth®e fruitful
discussions held at the previous workshop, helaithenau, Austria in
November 2012. At that meeting it appeared cledinéqparticipants that
- barring a political sea-change in the regione- itbgional elites seemed
unable to break the impasses over the Nagorno-kKkhatAbkhazia and
South Ossetia conflicts. It was left to civil sdgjethe participants felt,
to move forward within the region.

Certainly, the pool of participants that assembiedReichenau, and in
Thilisi for the seventh workshop represent a miosme of the South
Caucasus — on both occasions the Study Group washed with
experts from Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Russid &urkey — and
within  this microcosm, exchanges, however conttadyc or
antagonistic, were always cordial and constructive.

This suggested that absent major political chamgéhé region, “soft
power” might well inform official statecraft and ternational
organizations’ engagement in the South Caucasus.

The election of Bidzina Ivanishvili representedea-shange of sorts in
Georgia; first in attitude and then in policy apgeb. The seventh
workshop was opened by the Deputy Minister of Dedenf Georgia,

Ms. Tamar Karosanidze, followed by a keynote addi®sthe Foreign

Minister of Georgia, Mrs. Maia Panjikidze.

Their presence and intervention demonstrated tpthd® the change in
Georgia’s attitude. As they both underscored, thias the first



democratic and peaceful transition of governmentthia history of

Georgia, and in the recent history of the regiohisTis a substantial
achievement for which all Georgians can rightfubg proud. The
October 2012 elections which brought Bidzina Ivhwik to power as

Prime Minister have also signalled the Georgiarttelate’s weariness
of Russo-Georgian tensions, but as both the Degdutister of Defence
and the Minister of Foreign Affairs have remarkta pragmatism that
permeates the policy-making approach in Thilisisloet abandon the
objectives of integration within Euro-Atlantic sttures. The policy
approach change signifies that the level of ambitwill be more

realistic. Without renouncing the breakaway regiamsich Georgia

claims as its own, Georgia will nevertheless seeksmooth over
relations with Russia, while seeking, as Ms. Kanadze put it “as close
a partnership with NATO and the EU as possible.”

The RSSC SG and the Partnership for Peace Consodia proud to
consider Georgia as a constructive and supportieenioer, and the
Georgian Ministries of Defence and of Foreign Affaihave been
exceedingly generous in their hospitality for otudy Group.

Their offer of hosting the seventh Study Group vebidp is, in itself, an

example of soft power. Through the intercessionthaf Republic of

Georgia, the Study Group was provided with a saie@ eomfortable

environment in which to debate. The constructivsedssions that were
entertained generated the policy recommendationstvdan be found at
the end of this volume.

When the Study Group chose to consider soft powethaas, it was in
support of official and international organizatibesfigagement in the
South Caucasus, particularly the EU and NATO. Tim af the

workshop was to identify the measures to apply fitben civil society
point of view, to make international engagement (&tdl NATO, but
also the OSCE) relevant and effective. Internatiooayanizations
remain a vital conduit for conflict resolution — tmithstanding the
current “frozen” status of the conflicts — and thactivities must be
bolstered.



The first order of business was to take stock of Bt NATO
involvement in confidence-building, which was thapit of the first
panel. Elena Mandalenakis’ piece presents the #woluof EU
programmatic involvement in the South Caucasuseadth and depth.
Her paper represents an essential primer on EURS@#ducasus
relations. She has come to a critical conclusionclwhs essential to
convey even in an introduction: the relative effirmy of the EU in the
South Caucasus depends in great measure on theresarby the South
Caucasus public of the EU’s efforts and programmes.

The EU’s current priorities are mainly on its Saarthflank and in the
Middle East. EU soft security measures can theedberforgiven for not
benefitting the region more than they have. Howettgs is not good
news for the South Caucasus; neglect begets isoJatind isolation
begets indifference. One of the Study Group’s dhjes is to foster the
image of a South Caucasus as a vibrant and seféioaa strategic
entity in order for the region not to be charackedi forever as a
“troubled region.”

One of the questions that this workshop raised wiasther there were
extra-regional initiatives taking place outside Hig and NATO'’s remit.
Karen Rubinson, president of the American Reseamshtute on the
South Caucasus (ARISC), presented her organizatsojust such an
initiative. Dr. Rubinson offers a vision of crossgronal cooperation that
is based on the common past of the South Caucaswsries. This kind
of cooperation, anchored on patient and diligertiv@tion of cultural
and historical ties, helps a consortium of Americanversities raise
interest in the South Caucasus as an area of obsefhe focus of
ARISC’s research is anthropological and pre-histyi themes
apparently far removed from the issue of humanitamy and national
security that the Study Group is used to discusvelheless, it is no
small irony that Dr. Rubinson felt compelled to idef the South
Caucasus along the lines of the Achaemenid Emgiveng proof that it
might be possible to consider the region as acseifained strategic
entity.



In the second panel, the Study Group sought to neieo the
achievements of international organizations witterapts to “break
isolation from within.” Rauf Rajabov’s and Stepamigéryan’s texts,
respectively from Azerbaijan and Armenia, show thay progress is
dependent upon official policy-making. Rajabov s&&sTO and EU
soft security initiatives as levers for Azerbaigupolicy diversification.
Grigoryan shows the same tendency in Armenia, wiscimvolved in
both NATO (as a partner) and the CSTO, two orgditiza that many
are quick to identify as antagonistic. Bakur Kvéesla presents the
Georgian experience of civil society cooperatioroas de facto borders
as the evidence that ordinary people do not manifes animosity
demonstrated by policy leaders and officials inlighi Tskhinvali or
Sukhumi. His text shows what steps contribute tkingaan already
difficult situation intractable, and what steps @abeen taken since
Ivanishvili's election to attempt to untie the knot discord between
Thilisi and its breakaway regions. His is a positiext, which shows
that even if politicians do not see eye-to-eye,stiturents nevertheless
go about their daily lives as well as they can gose they must.

During the sixth workshop of the RSSC SG, held ieicRenau in
November 2012, the theme of “incentives” (matedelpolitical) was
recurrent during discussions. It seemed appropt@tdiscuss it further
at the workshop in Thilisi.

Speakers in the third panel were asked to condertinair attention on
the sources of motivation and the incentives thaild encourage a
relaxation of tensions. Fidan Karimli and Diana t#hgan presented
“twin” texts, which are presented in this volumehigh highlight the

Azerbaijani and Armenian perspectives on the waofkinternational

mediators. It is with some disquiet that we notat tnediation did not
achieve as much as the force of arms. Fortunatelgnty years of
frozen conflict, however painful on the respectsoieties of Armenia
and Azerbaijan, has also created a basis on whitliitd a post-Soviet
societal fabric which would be fragile and easibstioyed if hostilities
were to begin anew between the two countries.
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Against this background, however, the Study Groepeived the
presentation by Boris Kuznetsov, who examined thempe of a

Moscow-sponsored “Eurasian Union” to widen tradejtural and

infrastructural relations. The solutions proposgdabEurasian Union
were echoed in the research put forward by Geoigel®éscu, who sees
any effort at conflict resolution as dependent updrnastructural and
regional connectivity. Between these two texts,sge a dilemma that
was has been extensively explored in the Regiotabily in South

East Europe Study Group over the past years: shbel@ be regional
integration before there is Euro-Atlantic integoat?

Pierre Jolicoeur’s text proposes a scheme that dvpubvide for the

initial steps towards regional integration, withdwtrming the interests
of conflicting parties. The concept of “cold coopw@on” offers a

solution that would also be of service to natias@hmercial endeavours
and regional critical infrastructure protectiontigiives that would link

countries with exclusive interests together.

The linkage between “incentives” and “soft secuirisyin fact a circular
argument; for trade and cultural exchanges to fd&ee, there needs to
be a relaxation of tensions. For a relaxation obiens to take place,
there needs to be commercial and cultural excharigas foster
confidence-building. This is a problem that needs be honestly
acknowledged. But more than the academics’ andipahs’ skills and
creativity will be needed. Courage is obligatorybiegin this cycle of
mutual confidence and prosperity exchanges.

This volume includes supplemental commentary whnelsn’t formally
presented at the workshop in Georgia. The textEljpan Nuriyev
(Azerbaijan), Gayane Novikova (Armenia) and Rastdhirinov
(Azerbaijan) explore and enlarge on the dilemmah®fegion. Nuriyev
presents greater detail on the Eurasian Union gssmliby Kuznetsov. In
this text, it is interesting to note that the cquicef a Eurasian Union
was put forward against the backdrop of deteringatelations between
Russia and the Euro-Atlantic partners. At the saime the Eurasian
Union project sees security as being a matter ofngercial and trade-
driven prosperity; not a matter of “hard” securi®erhaps we are seeing

11



the beginnings of a new trading block as an andwethe half-kept
promise of the European Union.

This scenario is also considered by Gayane Novikbua against the
security strategy initiatives of the European Unibar her, the Eurasian
Union is a significant development that challentjesEU’s role as most
significant “outside” actor to the South Caucadansaddition, both she
and Rashad Shirinov perceive the “Arab awakeningthe last few

years as another driver for regionally-defined gné¢ion. It seems that
the Middle Eastern revolutions act as a criticaurgbng bell for

Moscow and Baku authorities. First, Moscow stilede to control the
restive North Caucasus, and second, Baku can fesltly targeted by
the events in the Arab world. In effect, some unireé\zerbaijan has the
same quality as that which toppled the regime imidia and Egypt.

That this movement has repercussions in the Souwhc#&us is
predictable. That a potential integrative solutieould be sought by the
key actors in the region and in Russia is a reaély.

The motivation and incentives for stabilisation angkgration are thus
only partially Western-driven. The solutions of th&est” are being
“borrowed” by the “East” to support a regional igitation plan
sponsored mainly by the Russian Federation. Atdime time, the
worsening situation in the Arab world also acta@abmestic catalyst for
change. No one, least of all the Russian Federaiiothe European
Union, wants to see any form of radicalism takerowethe South
Caucasus.

For some countries of the South Caucasus, thenmeo isubstitutive
“union” to the European Union. Should the EU andAbe worried or
feel challenged by a Eurasian Union?

Prima facie, not any more than the EU and NATO tareatened by
NAFTA or ASEAN. A Eurasian Union seems to be a ssdturity
measure par excellence. It is understandable thrae scountries seek
solace and security within the boundaries of theopean Union.
However, as stability can only be sustained throygbsperity, a

12



Eurasian Union can fulfil this promise just as wa#i the European
Union, especially if it is animated by the same dskt.

Naturally, neither is comparable to what the Achaeith Empire once
constituted between 553 and 330 BC, but step tanardurasian Union
on the way towards full integration of the SouthuCasus into the
European Union could be a step in the right dioecti

The editors would like to express their thanks tb aathors who
contributed papers to this volume of the Study @rimiormation.

Special thanks go to Ms Edona Wirth, who suppottesipublication as
Facilitating Editor.

Ernst M. Felberbauer
Frederic Labarre
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Opening Keynote Address

H.E. Ms. Maia Panjikidze, Minister of Foreign Affaiof Georgia

Your Excellencies,
Ladies and Gentlemen,
Dear Friends and Participants,

| have the pleasure to welcome you all in Georgid 8 open the 7th
workshop of the Partnership for Peace Consortiund\stGroup on
Regional Stability in the South Caucasus.

We highly welcome the decision of the PfP Consartio create a study
Group on the South Caucasus and | would like tokhle Austrian side
for its engagement in the region and support to ithem of this

workshop, which brings together decision-makergdamia and civil

society to discuss the key issues of security amdlict resolution in the

region.

The South Caucasus, as a gateway linking EuropeAan through
strategic transit corridors, is of significant inmfamce for the West,
especially in the context of Europe’s energy ségulimension.

At the same time, peace and stability of the SdD#ucasus region
which, offers tremendous prospects for regional ahtbader
international cooperation, remains challenged lgy gb-called “frozen
conflicts” and persistent efforts of certain powtrseinstate the spheres
of influence in its post-Soviet neighbourhood. Girmyv comfortable
with the emerged reality and maintaining exististgtus-quoin the
region has broader negative implications for thenmmn European
security.

Therefore, the stronger, enhanced, and more targatgagement of
international community is required and joint effohave to be made in
order to prevent the development of worst caseasaemand to unlock
the full potential of the region.
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Georgia’s effective response to the challengesfpthe region is easy
to summarize but harder to implement. We remairsistent and patient
while our guiding strategy rests on two complemsngarinciples of
democratic development and European and Euro-Adlantegration.
Our government is determined to both transformimgi@ia into a full-
fledged European democracy and advancing furtseiniegration into
the European Union and the North-Atlantic Alliance.

Georgia’'s European and Euro-Atlantic integratiom isovereign choice
of the nation backed by the major political foreeswell. The recently
adopted bipartisan Parliamentary resolution on @dd3irections of
Georgia’s Foreign Policy is yet another demonsiratiof our
commitment and irreversibility of Georgia’s EU aNATO integration
course.

In the meantime, we are confident that normalizaid our relations
with Russia is essential for our national secumtgace-building in the
region, and we see no alternative to a dialogubigwregard. That's why
we have commenced concrete steps opening up aeahah@a direct
communication with Russia and re-establishing erklteconomic and
cultural relations.

Our new, pragmatic approach to Russia and conanétatives in the
area of conflict resolution are essentially comsistwith the policy
recommendations put forward by theé" @vorkshop of the PfP
Consortium working group.

Frankly, we do not expect an immediate breakthrougtile being
certain that either the full reconciliation or m@sttion of diplomatic
relations with Russia is impossible until it maingathe occupation of a
part of Georgia's territory. However, de-escalatioh tension and
establishment of working relations through a grddyaragmatic
approach to Russia is quite realistic. At the saime, we emphasize
maintaining Geneva International Discussions asothlg international
forum for addressing security-related issues wWithRussian Federation,
and attaining the full de-occupation of the Geangeritory.

16



Moreover, the direct dialogue with our citizensinty in Abkhazia and
Tskhinvali regions of Georgia is a new, importaegment of our
conflict resolution strategy. We intend to buildhidence and promote
reconciliation among people living on the opposittes of the dividing
line. In this regard, our government will initiatery concrete, pragmatic
steps aimed at deepening cooperation within jounndnitarian and
economic projects.

In this spirit, we definitely see the room for amgagement through soft
security initiatives. However, we remain fully awathat there are
certain limitations to the scope and effectivenetshe soft security
measures due to continuous military occupatiorihasase of Georgia.
Today, the EU is the only international actor citmitting to security and
stability on the ground, through the EUMM. Preserafethe EU

monitors and full implementation of their mandaiteluding in the

occupied territory, is extremely important. Besidemn increased
“borderization” on the occupation lines in Abkhazaad Tskhinvali

region extremely limits freedom of movement and gyeoto people

contacts, undermining the conflict resolution effor

The EU and NATO enlargement has played a key mldemocratic
transformation of nations and at the same timenelad the area of
peace and stability across the new Europe. Todey,new members
have better relations with Russia than they hawr &ad before. We
believe that advancing further Georgia’s Europead Buro-Atlantic

integration agenda will largely contribute to peacel security in the
South Caucasus region.

The Eastern Partnership and the prospects it offieisn a good
mechanism of the EU as a soft power to extend pragmnd stability to
its Eastern neighbourhood. The readiness of thetd&dccelerate the
process of partner countries’ integration basedheir individual merits
is of paramount importance in EU’s efforts to praengecurity and
stability in its Eastern neighbourhood.

17



The parliamentary elections held on October 1, 2@b2ked a turning
point in the history of my country. The Georgianopke made their
historic choice and voted in a new government.

Now, our main objective is to build a stronger amdre effective
democratic state where human rights and fundaméetdoms are fully
protected, and the rule of law is upheld. While mteining existing
achievements we will build up truly democratic ingtons,

strengthening the practice of good governance a&eduatability, and
preserving transparency of our institutions as wadl the decision
making process.

In the meantime, the constitutional reform is neaegto restore balance
between the branches of the government and togstem the primary

function of the Parliament, namely, overseeing éxecutive branch.

The Parliament of Georgia has already started respiarent process of
drafting constitutional amendments involving all ethrelevant

stakeholders, including the representatives of | cisociety and

international constitutional experts.

Moreover, the government of Georgia has initiatedreform of judicial

system, which still needs to become fully independ&he change of
the government in office has naturally solved thebfem of loyalty of

judges to prosecutors. However, this positive dgwelent is yet

insufficient and there is a lot to be done in orttemake the system
fully independent and unbiased.

Our government ensures that certain criminal ingasons of high-
ranking officials are conducted with full legal peotions and
international transparency. Press and internatiomahitors, including
those from the OSCE/ODIHR, EU and human rights gsolbave been
provided with full access to all high-profile intiggmtions and trials.

Moreover, to fulfil the election pledge of improgithe socio-economic
situation in the country, the new Government refbdfthe priority

areas of the state budget, shifting the focus twak@are by reducing
certain administrative expenses. In an extremebytgberiod of time the

18



state budget became socially oriented. It was itlsé $tep towards the
development of the socially just welfare state.

At this workshop, the objective is to identify theope and the prospects
of EU’'s and NATO’s soft security initiatives aimeat promoting
confidence building in the South Caucasus. Perggrakill be keen to
learn about the major findings and policy recomnagioths upon the
completion of the workshop.

I would like to once again thank the organizersd amsh you a
substance-driven, lively discussion at the workshop
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PART 1:

TAKING STOCK OF INITIATIVES FOR THE
SOUTH CAUCASUS: THE EU, NATO, RUSSIA
AND BEYOND
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European Union Foreign Policy and Interests in th&South
Caucasus

Elena Mandalenakis

The EU and the world

The European Union (EU) external action objectiaes “to advance in
the wider world democracy, the rule of law, the vensality and
indivisibility of human rights and fundamental fdmens, respect for
human dignity...” as well as “to preserve peace, @n¢\conflicts and
strengthen international security in accordanceh \liie purposes and
principles of the UN charte:"The aim of this paper is to examine the
EU’s success in fulfilling its objectives in the @b Caucasus and how
successful its peacebuilding efforts are in theltggon of the imminent
conflicts.

The EU’s political aim to become a coherent unifiedtor in
international affairs is evident not only from itdernational presence,
but also from the restructuring of its foreign pglito include, in
addition to security and defence, trade relatioitk third-states, human
rights and enlargement. All these interests arertwined and reflected
in the EU relations with third states.

The adoption of the European Security Strategy jE$3003 expresses
the aspiration that the EU is capable to succdgsfudnage civil and
military crises without the help of other intermatal organizationé The
outcome of the Common Security and Defence Pol€S8P) is the

! Treaty of Lisbon (2007), Art. 21.
2 “A Secure Europe in a Better WorldEuropean Security Strateggrussels, 12
December 2003 at http://www.consilium.europa.eudbas/cmsUpload/78367.pdf
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deployment of 16 civilian monitoring missions sin2@03 in different
parts of the world.

The EU also emphasizes the significance of usingidence-building
measures to open communication channels that Bctemgage the
conflicting parties and promote long-term and pé#ceconflict
management and resolution. Thus; it abstains fropnuse of military
power unless it is absolutely necessary. For thigppointed a EU
Special Representatives (EUSR), it created the pdsthe High
Representative for the CFSP in 2009 and establishedEuropean
External Action Service (EEAS), the diplomatic aofithe EU, in 2011.
Furthermore, the expenditure ceiling for “Global répe” in the
multiannual financial framework (MFF) negotiatiofts 2014-2020 has
been set to 58.70 mn Eutdlhe EU institutional restructuring and the
2014-2020 budget for foreign relations, set athshghigher level than
the 2007-2013, are indicative of Europe’s commitmém play a
significant role in the international scene.

The EU in the South Caucasus

The South Caucasus is a region where EU involvemeyt prove to be
crucial for the statehood and development of Armgi@eorgia and
Azerbaijan, as well as for the credibility of EUrdmn policy. EU
engagement in the de-facto states of Abkhazia, imgkh/South Ossetia
and Nagorno-Karabakh would strengthen their stapacty and
international recognition. The region provides tBE with another
opportunity to test the cohesion and effectiversdsts foreign policy in
promoting democratic state-building, regional dtghipeace-building
and conflict resolution.

The EU Monitoring Mission in Georgia (EUMM) is enf these civilian missions
deployed in 2008. The main objective of these imissis policing, monitoring,
border assistance, justice and security sectormefd he scope, nature, size and
location of the mission depend on the regional latinfFor more info on CSDP
missions see www.consilium.europa.eu/csdp

“Conclusions (Multiannual Financial Frameworkgtropean CouncilBrussels,
EUCO37/13 7/8 February 2013 at http://www.consilium.eur@pdpress/press-
releases/latest-press-releases/newsroomrelate dBgidsp=22599&lang=en
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In light of the EU enlargement towards the East the future accession
of Turkey), the region is already in EU’s “neighbloood” and in the
future it may become EU’s eastern border. Thuspreg stability is of
outmost importance for a conflict free border,les EU does not want to
risk involvement in a war at its borders, like ikperienced in the
Balkans.

The EU recognizes that the region is an energyspmam corridor
connecting Asia with Europe through the Caspian $kas, there is an
interest in securing the peaceful and uninterruptaaisit of oil and gas
to the West. In light of recent developments in tfediterranean,
Europe needs gas energy in order to become rdiathsependent from
the Middle East and its unrest.

The EU presence in the region facilitates the noomig of Eurasian

states’ political intentions, such as Iran, for wsédyg purposes. EU’s
involvement in peace building in the South Caucagtms/ides with

opportunities for the normalization of relationdveen Russia and its
neighbours as well as for cooperation between Russil the EU.

A brief account of the current EU engagement in theegion

EU involvement has two main objectives: a) regiostability through
democratization, state building, human securityacgebuilding and
conflict resolution, as well as b) economic gaifwotgh trade
facilitation and business partnerships in strategittors, i.e. energy. The
following brief discussion over the different forrmEEU engagement in
the South Caucasus just highlights the above-meedimbjectives and
the evolution in EU’s engagement in the region.

The EU has been present in the region since thepemtence of these
republics from the Soviet Union in 1991. The EUistesice programs
ranged from financial and humanitarian aid to demtc state-building
expertis€. The EU chose to refrain from any political engagamto
avoid confrontation with Russia.

® Such EU programmes were the TACIS, TRATECA, INOEA

25



The 2003 appointment of the EU Special RepreseptditUSR) for

South Caucasus and the 2004 adoption of the Eundgeeghbourhood
Policy (ENP) mark the intensification of EU engagarnin the region to
include EU mediating efforts for conflict resolutid The mandate of the
EUSR included a mediating role by Peter Semnelilgerspring of 2009
during the Georgian opposition’s proteSts.

The ENP is a bilateral policy that builds upon thleeady existing
Partnership and Cooperation Agreements (PCAs) osodation
Agreements (AAs) with each partner statehe bilateral Action Plans
(3-4 years long) enforce the previous agreemerdssahthe agenda for
reforms favouring deeper economic integration, deepolitical
association, increased mobility and further comstaot interaction
between individuals. The EU bilateral relationshM@eorgia, Azerbaijan
and Armenia have been governed by individual PG#s tame into
force in 1999 and the ENP Action Plans were adopt&D06.

The ENP launched the Eastern Partnership Initia(zBl) in 2009,
which includes the EU’s eastern neighbours of Ariaeizerbaijan,
Belarus, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine. The threairty Strategy
Papers 2007-201@lentify the objectives and priorities of this bdeal
cooperation with funding from the European Neighbood and
Partnership Instrument (ENPI)The policy areas covered by the EPI are
bilateral and multilateral. In the Eastern Parthgr4EaP) roadmap of
2012-13, the EU identifies in detail the sectorsdevelopment and
cooperation between the EU and the EaP partners.

For more details on the EU engagement phasessseia Jafarova, “EU Conflict
Resolution Policy Towards the South CaucasG&NNECTIONS: The Quarterly
Journal Vol. X, No. 3, Summer 2011, pp. 59-79.

Alexander Russetsky and Olga Dorokhina, “Geoagid the European Union;
Perspectives for 2011Furopean Dialogug24 December 2010 in
http://eurodialogue.org/energy-security/Georgia-Are-European -Union-
Perspectives-For-2011

The ENP was proposed to the 16 of the EU’s ctasgighbours: the South
Caucasus, North Africa, Middle East, Belarus, Metdand Ukraine. All three
states from the South Caucasus participate.

° ENPI, EIDHR and IfS are EU external financingtinsents.
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In the bilateral dimension, trade and democratstittion building are
at the centre of cooperation. Hence, there aratsffo control illegal
immigration, to enhance energy security, environtaemrotection,
economic and social development as well as theldmeof civil society.
As part of the initiative, the EU is negotiating wieassociation
agreements with the EaP states such as the ex¢ansde agreement of
Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area (DCFTA) aisé
liberalization with Georgia and Armenia.

In the multilateral dimension of the EaP roadmaptiie 2013 summit,

there is explicit attention paid to integrationwarious stakeholders in
the region, instrumental in carrying projects thesd to confidence
building. Under the heading “Contacts between R&ophere are

various programs on education, culture and resedicbse encourage
and finance the cooperation of educational insting from the EU and
the EaP, scholarships for study and research absoddthe student
exchange at all levels of educatirin addition to the financing of such
programmes, there is care for the institutionalwatof various

stakeholders’ interactions through the Civil Sociebrum and the EaP
Business Forurh

The Civil Society Forum provides civil society onggations with the
opportunity to support the traditional diplomacyveeen the EU and the
EaP countries. It can constructively contributéhi® EU-South Caucasus
states’ bilateral relations by further enhancingeirthpolitical and
economic relations. The Civil Society Forum wasydalinched in 2009
therefore; it is too early to measure its significa.

Another opportunity for civil society organizatiots interact with the
EU and each other is the Civil Society Dialoguevidek (CSDN), a 3-
year project contributing to international and cegil capability for

0 «Eastern Partnership Roadmap 2012-13: the m@t#idimension,High
Representative Of The European Union For Foreidaiff And Security Poligy
Brussels, 15.5.2012, SWD (2012) 108 final.

" The other forums are the EURONEST ParliamentaseAwly and the CORLEAP
that involve the EaP local and regional authoriints dialogue.
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conflict prevention and post-conflict cooperatidnlt facilitates the
dialogue between EU policy-makers and civil societythe conflict-
affected countrie§® The CSDN meetings are organized by the European
Peacebuilding Liaison Office (EPLO) under the acspi of the
Instrument for Stability (IfS) of the European Coommity. The IfS was
launched in 2007 when the Rapid Reaction Mecha(i&rRM) expired.

There are programmes designed for crisis managefcenlian and
military) that are not regionally specific and aanhconnecting security
with development. The IfS’'s scope, along with itsidget, was
broadened to include Chemical, Biological, Radialaband Nuclear
risks (CBRN), combating terrorism and organizedneriand building
capacity for conflict prevention and crisis premhress:* To avoid
duplication of action the IfS is used only wheneastinstruments cannot
provide adequate and effective response. Fundsrutige IfS are
flexibly allocated for short and long-term actiegi such as the European
Union Monitoring Mission (EUMM) in Georgia and thEuropean
Union Special Representative for the South Caucasubk Crisis in
Georgia® Unfortunately the IfS seems best suited for reacto, rather
than prevention of, a crisis or post-conflict restoauction than for
conflict prevention because of administrative delétyat jeopardize its
effectiveness for crisis responSeOther peacebuilding instruments like
the European Instrument for Democracy and HumamtRi¢EIDHRY’
and the European Neighbourhood and Partnershipuimstt (ENPI)
often take over the activities of IfS as its focesnains on short-term
measures. The EIDHR has been implemented in Gesirgta 2004.

12«EpLO Strategic Plan - 2013 to 201EuUropean Peacebuilding Liaison Offize
http://www.eplo.org/assets/files/1.%20About%20usiit’s20us/EPLO_Strategic_P
lan_2013-2015.pdf

13 Civil Society Dialogue at http://www.eplo.org/digiociety-dialogue-network.html

14 4fS Thematic Strategy Paper 2012-2013”, at
http://eeas.europa.eul/ifs/docs/ifs_2012 13 stramgpdf

! Simone Gortz and Andrew Sherriff,**Among Equals? The Instrument for Stability
and Conflict Prevention and Peacebuilding in thésEi¢w financial perspective”,
EDCPM Briefing NoteNo. 39, May 2012.

'® Simone Gortz and Andrew Sherriff, p.6.

" The 2007-2013 budget for IfS is € 2.062 billioeeEuropeaidat
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/finance/thematiditm
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EU efforts for conflict resolution
Georgia-Abkhazia-Tskhinvali/South Ossetia: Limi#d engagement

The EU has enjoyed close ties with Georgia sin@218hen it regained
its independence. This bilateral relation has betensified after the
2003 “Rose Revolution.” After the 2008 Georgia-Rassar, the EU
became more involved in the stabilization of thgioe. The EU
brokered the Six-Point Agreement and the Agreeroanimplementing
Measures signed by both Georgia and Russia. The MMnitors the
respect of these agreements.

The EU regional policies to the conflicts are stitlaracterized by the
principles of Non-Recognition and Engagemérttie EU continues to
support the territorial integrity of Georgia andishit does not recognize
the independence of Abkhazia or Tskhinvali/Southseéfia and the

change of international borders. In this mannee #U aims at

containing Russian aspirations in the South Cawscasu

The EU and Russia are not on a common ground reggtice seceding
regions. Russia has not only recognized Abkhazieésd
Tskhinvali/South Ossetia’s right to secede but a@s halso actively
supported them by reinforcing its military presenocethe area. The
obvious effect of this action made Russia a desfactemy to Georgia
and its geopolitical interests. Secession as wellthe military and
financial dependence of the de-facto states oni&ass the reasons for
the continued conflict between Russia and GeorJiae National
Security Concept of Georgia states that Georgiawiiing to have
good-neighbourly relations with the Russian Fedenatbased on the
principle of equality -which is impossible withoutspect for the
sovereignty and territorial integrity of Georgiadatine beginning of de-
occupation.” Also, “Georgia would welcome the tdamsation of the
Russian Federation into a stable, democratic cpuhat respects other
countries’ sovereignty, territorial integrity, deamatic values and
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market economy principles® In the same document, Georgia is not
optimistic for a Russian-Georgian dialogue withthe participation of
the international community as their differences fandamental. At the
same time, Georgia recognizes and supports theueméss of the
Northern Caucasus that belongs in the RussiariaerriBy doing this,
Georgia indirectly favours the self-determinatidntltese areas despite
Russian sovereignty.

There are many bilateral and multilateral cooperafprogrammes but
these are concluded by the legitimate governmdritsecstates involved
and apply within the internationally recognizedritery. Nevertheless,
the conflict areas are not specifically mentioned ¢herefore, they are
not included in the programmes as they functioneuna different

regime, one of occupation. For example, althougbr@a works with

UNESCO for the protection of its cultural heritagad architectural
monuments, it asks the international community tepsin for the

protection of this heritage in the Russian-occupédtories*®

It is obvious that despite any international medraand any use of soft
security measures by the EU, the Georgian-Russiafli@ will not be
solved unless Russia withdraws from Abkhazia ankhifwali/South
Ossetia both militarily and financially. The EUMM$ no access to the
Russian occupied Abkhazia and Tskhinvali/South esks mission is
stabilization, normalization of relations and cdefce-building. Its aim
is to prevent renewed armed conflict by monitorihg implementation
of the 2008 Six-Point Agreement. Furthermore, ifegaards the
civilians living close to the Administrative Boumrgalines of the
breakaway regions of Abkhazia and Tskhinvali/So@hsetia. The
Russian military presence violates point five o thgreement® Soft
security measures such as the EUMM are importantliserving the
implementation of the cease-fire agreement and, flougpreventing the

18 «National Security Concept of Georgia,” p.11 at
http://www.mfa.gov.ge/index.php?lang_id=ENG&sec 1id= Also see Georgia’'s
“Threat Assessment Document 2010-2013" at
http://www.nsc.gov.ge/files/files/legislations/pojithreatassessment2010_2013.pdf

19 “National Security Concept of Georgia,” p.23.

20 www.eumm.eu/en/about_eumm

30



escalation of the conflict. The fact that the EUM#1not allowed to
enter the areas controlled by the Russian miligargvents it from
fulfilling its mandate. The EU has welcomed thestfidirect talks
between Georgia and Russia since 2008, as welleasgia’s intention
to adopt a flexible approach towards engagemertt thie¢ breakaway
regions?*

The EU reiterated its commitment to conflict resioin through the
Geneva Talks, where it participates as a co-chai, the EUMM. The
Geneva Process was set-up in 2008 as an Incideewertion
Mechanism between the EUMM, UN, OSCE, Georgia, Russd
Abkhazia and Tskhinvali/South Ossetia. This prockas reached a
stalemate. The EU has managed to engage in thefliietcareas without
compromising its relation with Georgia while retiating the
confidence-building initiatives taken before the rwaspecially in
Abkhazia®® A measure towards conflict resolution has beenBhis
donor assistance for ameliorating the life of thenflict’'s internally
displaced persons (IDPs) as well as the recongiructf the conflict
areas.

The EU has also been involved in the TskhinvalitBoOssetia with
projects such as the provision of irrigation andapte water since the
90s. These projects were interrupted by the 2008 amad were only
completed in 2010. Now, the EU funds a complemgniater project
that will be implemented by the Organisation on Usikg and
Cooperation in Europe (OSCE)The OSCE is the only international
organization allowed in Tskhinvali/South Ossetia.

21+13™ EU-Georgia Cooperation CouncilCouncil of the European UnioBrussels,
18 December 2012, 17957/12, Presse 548.

2 peter Semneby, “The EU, Russia and the South Gasd3uilding Confidence,” 25
March 2012 at http://eng.globalaffairs.ru/print/riuen' The-EU-Russia-and-the-
South-Caucasus--Building-Confidence-15507

% This project in under the ENPI initiative. Segphfwww.enpi-
info.eu/eastportal/news/latest/30117/South-OssEtiafunding-access-to-water-
project
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Armenia-Azerbaijan and Nagorno-Karabakh: EU non-sgggment

In the case of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, thé¢ lE&as not been a
mediator but a supporter of OSCE work through thaskl Group. The
Minsk Group achieved a cease-fire in 1994 betwherconflict parties,
through the tripartite mediation of France, Russim the US? The
cease-fire aimed at the conflict's suspension rathan its resolution.
The Minsk Group is charged with the monitoring leé tonflict parties’
respect of the cease-fire as well as with the wtsol of the conflict
through peace negotiations. Unfortunately, therg Ib@en no positive
outcome of this mediation effort in settling thenfimwt between
Azerbaijan and Armenia. The lack of any progresgha Minsk Group
does not alter the established status quo betwmernwo states and
enhances the lack of trust already existing betwtbenenemy states.
Currently, there is continued daily exchange of fietween the soldiers
stationed across the Line of Contact.

Azerbaijan has been aggravated by Armenia’s octupaand in
reaction it has been increasing its defence buidgibie past years (20%
of 2011 budgef} to achieve military superiority. This arms races ha
been used as a deterrent measure against Armetidaarbeen viewed
as Azerbaijan’s way to elevate the internationgnigicance of the
Nagorno-Karabakh conflict in order to achieve isalution through
international mediatiof’

24 A document adopted on March 22, 2013 by the EwaogRarliament’s Foreign
Affairs Committee asks for the replacement of Fealng the EU as co-chair in the
Minsk Group. This decision would be welcomed byeAmijan and Turkey but not
from Armenia, at http://armenianow.com/print/36768

% Richard Giragosian, “The Imperative to Ease Tangidhe South Caucasus,”
Caucasus Edition. Journal of Conflict Transformati@5 December 2012, at
http://caucasusedition.net/analysis/the-imperatirease-tension-in-the-south-
caucasus/

% Azerbaijan does not want to depend on Russiagaeicurity, which explains its
distance from any regional military alliance. dta founding member of the
Organization for Democracy and Economic Developr&@diAM, which among
others supports peaceful conflict resolution bametN Security resolutions, in
concurrence with Azerbaijan’s preference for inédional mediation.
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Armenia on the other hand, insists on its rightfuksence in the
disputed territories and enjoys Russian militarpmrt. Armenia has
always been a member of military alliances led lgdta, and currently
is the only Transcaucasus member of the CollecBeeurity Treaty
Organization (CSTO). The threat that a former sp@eer with military

interests in the region may choose sides and haveindirect

involvement in the conflict is not conducive to i@l stability. At the

same time, Armenia continues to provide incentifes Syrian-

Armenian settlement in the disputed area of Nag#ta@bakh so that
they become the ethnic majority in the region. Asesult, Azerbaijan
heightens its demand for international action.

Despite non-engagement in this conflict, the Edtismpting to engage
civil society from Nagorno-Karabakh in dialogue hviolicy-makers in
favour of international peace-building efforts. Thavil society
programme, European Partnership for the Peacefille®ent of the
Conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh (EPNK), is a conswnt of five
European NGOs seeking to work with local partnemsconfidence-
building projects that would eventually facilitatee Nagorno-Karabakh
conflict resolution. The programme is a 3-year @cojunder the
auspices of IfS and has just launched its secondg3h

Gaps in EU programmes

The EU involvement in the region is rapprochementpiogress and
Georgia successfully follows the European lead. &ra and
Azerbaijan also make efforts but the democratirapoocess is slower
due to obstacles from domestic political institn§io

There is always room for development of new prgjdcifilling the
stakeholders’ interests especially when they hdseady successfully
cooperated. Nevertheless, there is room for imprnaré of these
initiatives at the implementation level favouringrisparent procedures.
Transparency is also needed for the proper seteofithe stakeholders

"“The European Union continues to support civilisgcpeace building efforts over
Nagorno-Karabakh,European UnionBrussels, A 490/12, 6 November 2012.
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that will participate in this institutionalized dligue for the success of
these initiatives. For example, the selection @& participating civil
society organizations or NGOs in the Civil Sociéyrum should be
strict and transparent to avoid the hijack of thal society initiative by
government controlled NGGE.

The majority of these programmes are geared momnwarts
development and management of institutional, nhtarad human
resources with economic and political outcomes trat not directly
related to the conflicts. Democratization and depeient do not make
conflict obsolete nor are they sufficient for iesolution. So, there is a
need for soft security measures that require tBeudsion of disputes
and take into consideration the specificities othe@onflict and its
stakeholders. These “soft security” measures faaceeuilding and
conflict resolution require the support of the aaél political apparatus,
the business elites, the civil society and mostortgntly the general
public.

The problem with EU support in the region is thae general public
does not know the European efforts and how thesdribate to
peacebuilding.

Achievements of EU-South Caucasus cooperation

It is obvious that the largest and most importaiitative for the region
is the EaP covering all levels of economic, pdditiand societal
interaction. These programmes are successful itheting economic
integration and political association towards thg. En the 18' EU-
Georgia Cooperation Council, the EU congratulatesbrG@ia for the
consolidation of its democracy and encouraged itcomtinue this

%8 A GONGO is a “fake” NGO as it is government-aéftied and therefore, it extends its
influence and promotes its interests. See GevergGabrielyan, “Eastern
Partnership Civil Society Forum: The View of a Rapiant from Armenia, The
Caucasus Analytical Digedilo. 35-36, 15 February 2012, pp.9-12.
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process with “a constructive cohabitation betwel® Prime-Minister
and the President” Furthermore, the EU set penal reform as a priority

The EU Commissioner for Enlargement and Europeaighdeurhood
Policy Stefan Flle expressed his satisfaction emptiogress made in the
political association and economic integration ime tEU-Georgia
relations and declared the progress made in theTlBGfegotiations as
well as on visa liberalization. As a reward to Gga&r he announced an
additional €22 million of assistance while he reddd that for the
period 2011-2013 Georgia has received €181 mififon.

Commissioner Fle also issued a statement on EUsAlanrelations
and his satisfaction at the progress made regatmgisa Facilitation
Agreement as well as at Armenia’s unilateral ldtiof visa requirements
for EU citizens. He further expressed satisfactidth the progress made
in DCFTA negotiations and reiterated the EU’s iestrfor good
Armenian-Russian relatiors.

Citizen mobility and business travel is facilitatddough gradual visa
liberalization. Despite the political symbolism thfis agreement, there
are economic gains for each state. The fact thatciikkens can travel
without a visa to Georgia and Armenia is benefitaltheir tourist and
business industry, important sectors in both caestr

The invitation of the EaP civil society to partiatp in dialogue with the
EU, through the Civil Society Forum and the CSDititutionalizes its
role and elevates its importance as it opens conuation channels that
extend further than the governmental level.

29413 EU-Georgia Cooperation CouncilCouncil of the European UnigBrussels,
18 December 2012, 17957/12, Presse 548.

% “press Remarks of Commissioner Stefan Fiile aftep€ration Council with
Georgia,”"European Commission MemBrussels, 18 December 2012 at
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release MEMO-12-104Mtm?locale=en

31 “press Statement by Commissioner Stefan Fiilevtig his meeting with Hovik
Abrahamyan, President of the Armenian National Agsg,” European Commission
Memaq Brussels, 9 January 2013 at http://europe.eufagiss-release_ MEMO-13-
8-_en.htm
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The EPLO although significant, is not specific lbe region. It brings to
the table civil society organizations from all thretates as well as from
Abkhazia and South Ossetia. The EU should emphdsigenteraction
as it will highlight ways to achieve sustainableageful conflict
resolution. More specifically, the CSDN provideplatform for conflict
stricken countries. At the moment, there is onerGaa NGO member
of EPLO, the Human Rights Centre. This organizaisoan example for
furthering its activities on the ground while cobtiting to
peacebuilding. It has organized the “South Cauchiiwork of Human
Rights Defenders” which unites 30 human rights NGOm Armenia,
Azerbaijan and Georgia. Furthermore, it runs thertys Campaign”
since 2007, a movement against war aiming at eskatd good
relations between Georgians and Abkhazi&nghis is the kind of work
that would be effective in the long run to peadgfablve the imminent
conflicts in the region. Because human rights gsowgse usually
marginalized from governments due to the sensptiuit their subject
matter, more organizations undertaking a varietgrafillary tasks have
to participate in the process.

Conclusion

The EU enlargement is followed by the Union’s iestrin ensuring the
stability of the regions close to its expandingdass. It is important for
the European Union to have politically stable nbmlrs as well as
states that share the same or similar values; yadmebedded in the
political, economic and social foundation of the.HUe EU prides itself
as the promoter of peaceful co-existence amonghheiging and non-
neighbouring states. The EU, itself, is the by-piddof the economic
cooperation of two enemy states believing that gledhco-existence can
only last when common economic interests bind thBecades later,
these common economic interests were infused eqblitical sphere
favouring the political cooperation that existsapdn Europe.

Regional peacebuilding is a multifaceted and aiatiff endeavour to
turn “conflictual regions into areas of positiveoperation, where the

32 \www.apsni.org and http://www.humanrights.ge
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likelihood of another war is reduced or even eliati.®® The EU uses
diplomacy and economic incentives at multiple leveb nurture
confidence between enemy states with the two-fdtohate goal of
avoiding future eruptions of violence and eventualthieving conflict
resolution. The EU undertaking is beneficial foe tiegion but also for
the credibility of the EU as an international actor

The most efficient way to ensure this common urtdaging with the
neighbouring states is to create programmes thgagm all states
involved in disputes in a beneficial relation ticauld foster a common
understanding and lessen the possibility for a laabkto conflict. This
view is in accordance with the neo-functionalispestation that the
more the states interact in international insiitodl frameworks the
more opportunities they have to peacefully sohartdisputes as they
better understand each other. The bilateral invgat mentioned earlier
in this paper, include some multilateral contabt®agh which the EU
engages organizations at different levels of batvegnment and society
with economic and social initiatives that lead tembcratization,
economic prosperity and the rule of law. Democrgigace theory
prescribes that democratic states do not fight eauther.
Democratization and political rapprochement toEhkis still in process
in the South Caucasus and its impact on conflisbltgion is not
evident. The South Caucasus cannot prove or disgios theory, as the
states involved in the conflicts have not reacheel same levels of
development and democracy. The implication is th&hocratic states
would think twice before engaging in war as theyuldoexperience
pressure from their democratic institutions andrtbiézens.

The EU has to clarify its stance towards the rigghself-determination
and territorial integrity. Although the right to Idetermination has
been used to support the right to secession freeta@gnized state, the
recognition of territorial integrity has been domting in EU foreign and
domestic policy. This can be explained by Europe® to deal with
secessionist movements within its borders. Borddefine the

% peter Wallensteen, “Regional Peacebuilding: A Nzhallenge, New RoutesVol.
17, No.4, 2012, p. 3, at www.eplo.org/members-maions.html

37



sovereignty of the state, determine national sgcamd legitimize the
self-determination of an ethnic community, whictb@und to a historic
territory. Borders do not only define national itdgn but influence

people’s identity so any established border ali@matvill undoubtedly

damage communities and individuals alike. A lengthyresolved

conflict does not cease but continues to exist peovides governments
with the opportunity to implement policies reflegitheir aspirations on
the disputed territories such as population sedt@nmn or expulsion

from the disputed areas (i.e. Jewish settlementyai the West Bank
and East Jerusalem).

Inconclusive peace negotiations create more dermpbgrahallenges for
the future such as the return of refugees. Oncédn qalicies are
implemented, it is not possible to reverse theitcomes in the future
without again causing harm to the people affec@uly this time, there
Is more reaction and harm done in an attempt t@ ginel harm caused in
the past. There are communities affected in canflieas, members of
which still hold the keys to their houses hopingdturn despite the fact
that their houses may have ceased to exist altegetiotable examples
are the Palestinians, the Greek-Cypriots, ethnimnoanities in the
Former Yugoslavia that now belong to different esatAbove all, there
has to be political will at the government levelstarpass domestic and
international obstacles for conflict resolution.€lgovernment’s political
will should be determined and strengthened by thaesy’s will for
change.

Some points for thought

1) Trust and international status

The EU should use its position as a trusted partifethe South
Caucasus states as well as an important politiced aconomic
international actor. Only then can it become a teaker for conflict
resolution.
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2) Neutral mediation

The EU should try to remain neutral to the condlicas this would
enhance the parties’ trust for fair mediation.

3) Conditionality

The EU should set conflict settlement as a precmmdito further
cooperation. So the EU has to enhance trade flairsterdependence
between its market and the markets of Georgia, Aranend Azerbaijan
while attaching to the trade deals efforts for tiohkettlement. If such
conditions are not included, there will be no ineenfor these states to
attempt a peaceful ending to the conflicts. Theehtiat cooperation
between the states in conflict in the fields of rgge trade, transport,
education etc. will provide the ground for peacemmgkand not just
peacekeeping is realistic but only to a certaireetxtThe reality is that
economic cooperation will go as far as to reaclkeagents that serve the
economic interest of the parti&s.Once these states develop their
economies and acquire free access to the Europwhither markets,
they may not be very willing to proceed with thdtlsenent of the
conflict unless this interrupts their economic depenent (see the text
“Cold Cooperation in this volume). These econonaiesstill developing
and need foreign investment and technical assistiom the West as
well as the EU’s partnership that would render thernernational
legitimacy.

4) Multilateral vs. bilateral

The EU should launch more multilateral programmbeat tengage
political actors, the business elites and civilistycat the same time with
the EU.

% Examples of such cooperation are the Georgiambssielites’ attempt to end the
embargo of Georgian products such as wine to ttesiBa market and the Black Sea
Energy Transmission System, a project that wouttheot the power grids of the
three Southern Caucasus states into a regionabrietv’ hydro energy for exports to
Turkey and Europe.
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5) Civil society

Civil society grassroots work along with culturatéraction between the
conflict parties are important, as they eliminatejydice and prepare the
ground for cooperation at higher levels. The EUudthstrengthen the
local civil society by ensuring their existence drebdom of operation
in both Armenia and Azerbaijan. This can be aclhdetlerough the
encouragement of the states to speed up their datimation process
and respect for the rule of law. The EU should m&§alemocratization
by making it a precondition for the economic anditpal deepening of
the EU-South Caucasus relations. This requires Bhis efficient
monitoring of this process.

6) Public awareness

The EU should advertise the positive outcomes finttiatives. It is

important to convey to the public the work that lba@gen done through
the media and by organizing events engaging or astipg conflict

stricken areas sponsored by the EU so that thay gablic support.
Once the public is turned around, civil societynterethnically linked

and businesses support the opening of the enengysstaarket then the
governments will have to rethink their bilateraldaregional relations
and for electoral reasons they will try harder tmnflict resolution

through constructive dialogue.

7) EU-OSCE cooperation

Both the EU and the OSCE work on agreements raggittlie solution
of the regional conflicts. It is important for tHeU to continue its
cooperation with the OSCE in order to avoid dupiaraof institutions
and initiatives. Equally, the EU should utilize thexpertise and
outcomes of the programmes implemented by OSCH fipkrations in
a way that can lead to legally binding solutionse ©DSCE has two field
offices and a mission, while the EU has only or@esentative in the
region.
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8) Interethnic theatre cooperation

The existence of thematic initiatives for crisis magement and
prevention is also very important for introducieghniques and creating
routines that may be useful in natural and man-naéshesters. The work
that OSCE performs on the ground is a good exarugléhe EU to
emulate. The OSCE runs environmental programmeghén South
Caucasus that deal with trans-boundary threats asdiorest wildfires
by creating interethnic teams each taking the nesipdity for specific
aspects of forestry. This action could be extenedsues related to
conflict resolution in the region because learrtimgvork together at the
societal level diffuses animosity between the pafoihs and provides
opportunities for dialogue.
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The South Caucasus and the European Security Strajg

Gayane Novikova

The security system of the South Caucasus has etasignificantly
over the last five years. Several causes are apipare

First, a sharp shift appeared in the period of Atigeptember 2008,
when Russia’s recognition of the independence déhakia and South
Ossetia transformed these two non-recognidedfacto states intode
jure semi-recognized states. In parallel with thisstens in the area of
Nagorno-Karabakh conflict were increasing.

Second, the instability across the perimeter oiMinddle East, provoked
by the “Arab awakening”, is directly influencing \addopments in the
South Caucasus.

Third, Russia is undertaking serious efforts toegmate the South
Caucasus (as well as some other parts of the mesttSarea) into its
global economic projects, above all into the Custolinion and
Eurasian Union. However, Russia is also increaggmilitary presence
in Abkhazia, South Ossetia, and Armenia.

Fourth, Turkey is turning more toward the MiddlesEaAlthough its
involvement in South Caucasus developments is slecgnramong its
foreign policy priorities, Turkey is increasinglypmcerned to maintain
stability in this area.

Fifth, Iran is trying to play a more active role time South Caucasus,
offering also mediation efforts to resolve the NageKarabakh
conflict. However, its influence, owing to seriousomestic

! Dr. Gayane Novikova is funding director of then@e for Strategic Analysis,
Yerevan, Armenia.
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developments (which are aggravated by economictisasy and by
deepening tensions with Azerbaijan, remains cirauiined.

Sixth, there is an apparent trend toward even greailitarization in the
South Caucasus; the unresolved conflicts in thés are substantially
contributing to an arms race. The supply of Russians to Armenia
and Azerbaijan is growing, and the latter has isifead its military

cooperation with Israel. The U.S. military presernneGeorgia and
Azerbaijan is also gradually growing.

Seventh, several internal and external factors halgectively

contributed to the reduction of U.S. attention kis tregion. For the
United States, the South Caucasus is of strataetgeeist in terms of its
proximity to the Middle East and to Iran in parteu In this regard
enhanced stability throughout the South Caucases igra priority. In

addition, internal political developments in thereth internationally
recognized states in the South Caucasus have modlisappointment
in U.S. political circles. Finally, the dynamics thfe regional conflicts
leaves little room for optimism. Thus, realizingetlgrowing conflict

potential of the South Caucasus, including theathoé a resumption of a
military confrontation in the area of the Nagornarbakh conflict, the
United States would cooperate, at least in the terich- perspective, only
on a low intensity level with all the states in tiegion.

Against the above-mentioned developments, the nhairden’ created
by of the South Caucasus tensions has shifted tsi&uwhich is
positioning itself as a regional power, and to Bugopean Union, which
is currently replacing the US as the main non-negji@ctor in this area.

The European Union as the main external actor in tB South
Caucasus

This article is focused upon the EU-South Caucaslasionship, which
is more complicated and multilevel than the NATQ®o Caucasus
relationship. However, it is worth mentioning bhethat NATO has
begun to conduct a more careful and balanced policthe South
Caucasus, above all in regard to Georgia's memiperkh spite of the
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fact that the new Georgian government clearly anned and confirmed
that membership in NATO and the EU remain priositithe US and
other NATO and EU member states are becoming lesisusiastic.
Thus, it is possible to state that the period dénsive lobbying for
Georgia’s NATO membership is over. The North Atlarlliance has
declared that it has no intention to be involveatieziin peace-managing
and peace-keeping processes or in the resolutitimecfouth Caucasus
conflicts. However, the Alliance is ready to deyelpartner relations
with all recognized states and to participate istfmonflict rehabilitation
in the region. The further references to the NATGutS Caucasus
relations will be necessary.

Including the South Caucasus into its geopolitieald geostrategic
borders, Europe is now demonstrating increasingrést in security
issues on its periphery and in Caspian Sea enespurces (these are
seen as alternatives to Russian sources). Moreavdahe context of
developments in the South Caucasus, Europeanutistis are linking
security issues to an array of issues included mtite rubric ofsoft
power — that is, democratization, the rule of law, and #daptation of
the juridical systems of the regional states toogaan standards. All of
these changes imply, for example, the observandauian rights and
fundamental freedoms, the improvement of elect@gtems, and
support for a variety of good governance measures.

In the meantime, a significant shift has occuritgr the August 2008
war, in the approaches of the Euro-Atlantic andogaan institutions
toward the South Caucasus. Their level of involvetrgepends upon
and defines many factors.

Until January 2011, the situation in the south gieery of the European
Union, as concerns the states included in the EBammMNeighbourhood
Program, had been seen as relatively stable. Howdte “Arab
awakening” indicates a revolutionary situation tigbout the Arab
world. Developments in North Africa and the Middast have created a
belt of instability along Europe’s southern fronsiethat requires a
concentration of energy in this direction, occaaloimmediate
reactions, and huge financial investments.
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In September of 2011, during the Eastern Partneisinference, Stefan
Fule, the European Commissioner for Enlargement &wodopean
Neighbourhood Policy, argued that “events in our utSern
neighbourhood illustrate that long-term stabilignoot be assured by
non-democratic regime$.{lt is also worth mentioning that it is difficult
to define the three South Caucasian states involmethe Eastern
Partnership program as democratic). Thus, demaat&in was once
again stressed as a priority for EU activity in risighbourhood. It is
necessary to emphasize that developments in the woad, even in the
worst-case scenario, cannot transform into thernateonal and intra-
state conflicts: rather, they will become manifestcivil wars in the
Arab world's individual states, such as in Syriardpe would then face
a flow of refugees and massive humanitarian aidlpros. After the
period of turmoil, it would then provide limited @@omic support aimed
at the restoration of stability.

The trends are completely different in the Soutluc@aus. European
Union involvement in the South Caucasus is low gwin several
objective reasons;

* The region is located at the periphery of the Raam continent;

* It remains in the sphere of Russia’s strategieregts, and this state
perpetually stresses that any external interferaacenacceptable
(the participation of six former Soviet republicgea in the Eastern
Partnership program was evaluated quite negatively)

e Russia remains a major energy supplier for theopean states, and
the Caspian Sea resources, in particular those zefrbaijan, are
uncompetitive without the inclusion of Turkmen gasl Kazakh oil;

Stefan Fule. Speech at the Eastern Partnershifefemce Towards a European
Community of Democracy, Prosperity and a Strongeil Society”
http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.doznete=SPEECH/11/619&format=
HTM L&aged=0&language=EN&guiLanguage=en. Accesse#pril 25, 2013.

It was relegated to a second level of priorityomty one occasion in the entire
history of this organization. This took place owioghe necessity to deal with the
settlement of a conflict in the Balkans in mid-90s.
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* The European Union has no intention of offering lB&mbership to
the Caucasus states even in the long-term pergpgecti

* NATO is hesitating to offer membership to Georffamenia and
Azerbaijan do not intend to apply for membership);

* And, finally, Europe at large is trying to survigesevere economic
crisis, indeed, it is immersed in developments & s$outhern
neighbourhood; hence, any increase in financiaéstwment in the
South Caucasus region is unlikely.

In sum, the EU will prefer a low level of involvemtein the South

Caucasus area. lIts relationships in the foreseehltlee with the

regional countries will emphasize democratic ared fmarket reforms.
From a financial viewpoint, these areas of activatse much less
expensive and require more efforts by the registaties involved than
by the EU. Moreover, they are designed for a l@rgatperspective that
allows the EU to concentrate on its own more urgeoblems.

On the other hand, the instability belt around Fperas growing
significantly against the background of the Aralakening. Hence, the
European Union is interested in preserving stabilit its far-eastern
neighbourhood, namely, in the South Caucasus. @nef€£U interests
is directly related to European energy securitye Hiversification of
energy pipelines to Europe is closely linked to ltilateral relationships
of the European countries with Russia and to thesRuAzerbaijan
relationship. As a whole, these energy securityassan be resolved at
the level of bilateral negotiations. However, dligbiof the energy
supply from the Caspian area mainly depends upahilisy in the
broader Black Sea-Caspian Sea region. Thus, erstaiplity depends
upon the EU's second-tier interests, that is, ugsolution — or non-
resolution — of the conflicts in the narrow areatltd South Caucasus.
For this reason, the European security system megjai prioritization of
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the final resolutions of the Abkhazian, South Ossetand Nagorno-
Karabakh conflicts.

In particular, in the event of a resumption of mily actions in the area
of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict on unfolding beglothe intrastate
framework — Azerbaijan — would occur and lead tee tHirect
participation of Armenia. It is obvious that theastion of the conflict
would have a devastating impact not only upon thentries involved,
but upon the entire region. To some extent it wdfuire also EU
interference: the war will not be short-term. Moreq Russia and
Turkey would be involved directly.

Surprisingly, to the EU these conflicts have nauased centre stage. At
first glance, the European states would seem te haweason to speed
the resolution of these regional conflictsirst, because the possibility
that they will spread beyond a limited area is kelli; and second,
because the conflicts are localized at the penpbérEurope (each of
them, even in the event of a transition into anrostage, will remain a
local war). Thus, no direct threat to European sgcwill occur.
Moreover, the role of “first violin” is left to Rg$a by default.

Internal developments in the South Caucasus througkhe prism of
European Security

Against the background of the above-mentioned deve@nd competing
interests of the main non-regional actors, very em processes are
occurring in each South Caucasus state and sthtg. dine situation in

* Russia's recognition of the independence of Abichand South Ossetia does not
mean a final resolution of the conflicts; the lattave been moved into a “deeply-
frozen” stage.

In one scenario, Russia’s engagement in theiconfin be expected based on
Article 4 of the Collective Security Treaty (CSTQurkey will support Azerbaijan,
at least on the political, economic, and diplomégiels.

European Parliament resolution of 20 May 201@enneed for an EU strategy for
the South Caucasus, adopted on May 20, 2010.
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?tJpereference=P7-TA-2010-
0193&language=EN. Accessed on August 15, 2012.
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the South Caucasus is characterized by growingoternis a number of
ways:

* The unresolved conflicts retain an explosive pmaéninhibit the
creation of a common economic space, and preclude t
establishment of an effective security system. Mwoeg, in light of
the current circumstances and the extant dynamsida and beyond
the region, broad democratic reforms cannot be @gpe

* The direct parties to the Abkhazian, South Ossetad Nagorno-
Karabakh conflicts are unable to offer anything stauctive for
conflict settlement. In the meantime, Abkhazia &wlth Ossetia
achieved their national objective (to be recognibgdsome states).
The parties to the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict arablm to reach a
compromise solution, although Armenia and the wyseized
Nagorno-Karabakh Republic are to some extent cdatite with the
status quo.

* The South Caucasus is increasingly becoming am @reompeting
economic, political and military interests of natly regional state
entities; in addition, several actors from the mxa& that is, non-
regional circle, are included Russia, Turkey, th&.Uthe EU, and
Iran. Contradictions and hostilities across thetera are growing.

e Perhaps the only common interest of all non-regjiactors involves
the creation of a barrier against penetration ofi-cenventional
threats to Europe. It is interesting to note instlwontext the
implication of these unresolved conflicts for thieedt participants:
by blaming the opposite party to the conflict foeating “gray”
transit zones for terrorist organizations, andsimuggling and drug-
and human trafficking, all appeal to the Europeath &rans-Atlantic
organizations for assistance to combat these entethreats/ The
failure to resolve these conflicts creates wideaspmities for direct

" See in more details: Non-Traditional Security Hiseand Regional Cooperation in
the Southern Caucasus. Ed. by Mustafa Aydin, NAT@r&e for Peace and
Security Series, I0S Press, Amsterdam, 2011.
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interference by states and organizations concemiigld a wide
spectrum of regional processes.

* In the meantime, the same failure to resolve tdlicts plays a role
In respect to specific mechanisms of containmeiat iahibits the
activity of external actors in the economic anditeny areas. Just in
these domains the confrontation of their interesds more
pronounced. For Russia and Iran, a resolutionettnflicts implies
the unwelcome increase of influence in the regigrthe U.S. and
Turkey. In turn, a conflict settlement provides fitre U.S. and
Turkey an opportunity to transform the South Causasto a
platform against Iran and offers a barrier to tle®mplitical and
geostrategic aspirations of Russia in the MiddlstEm parallel,
political, economic, social, and demograghitends are forcing
each actor to make difficult political decisiondated directly to
security issues.

Georgia, after August 2008, and owing to an infession of anti-
democratic — if not authoritarian — trends on the ef the parliamentary
elections in 2012, raises worrying concerns bothMashington and
Brussels. The further concentration of power in bads of Prime
Minister B. Ivanishvili (especially after the fodbming presidential
elections in October 2013), who indicates a clederest on the one
hand in a reduction of anti-Russian hysteria andh@nother hand in
joining the EU and NATG, influences directly the relationship in the
triangle Georgia-Euro-Atlantic institutions-Rusdiareduces the tension
between Russia and NATO and increases tension betRessia and
the EU in regard to the integration projects inééhby each of therf.
In the meantime, both the EU and NATO are viewing period before

8 The demographic trend is critical for Armeniaparticular.

° Georgia considers NATO as an only guarantorso$éicurity. However, a clear
message from the NATO side has been sent: it wilconfront Russia in the event
of aggravation of the Georgian-Russian tension.

1°The EU Free Trade Zone agreements vs. Russiater@lisnion and Eurasian
Union.
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the elections as an opportunity to develop mordi@asi and pragmatic
policies toward Georgi&.

For Azerbaijan, which claims, according to allstsategic parameters, a
role as a regional power, a membership in the EBaopclub is not a
priority. Furthermore, the Azerbaijani leadershged not hide its lack of
interest in the implementation of changes in cert@eas of social life,
especially those related to the rule of law and &umghts. To justify
minimal progress in these arenas Azerbaijan regetise still unresolved
Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. However, it is readyctwoperate with the
European Union on issues related to the energyiress of the Caspian
Sea. It is worth mentioning that, in Azerbaijan U Eelations, the EU
has placed itself into a subordinate status becalifee dependence of
some European states upon Caspian energy sourd¢ke one hand and
the possible proxy role of Azerbaijan after thehdiawal of U.S. forces
from Afghanistan on the other hand. Thus, the EH ha leverage to
influence internal developments in Azerbaijan.

In regard to NATO membership as well there is n@iragon in
Azerbaijan. Azerbaijan is developing its militarapabilities and is
visibly intensifying its military-technical coopeian with Israel*? The
volume of military contracts with Israel is now hay than the volume
of contracts with Azerbaijan's traditional partnesach as Ukraine and
Turkey.

! See: Stefan Fil&€uropean Commissioner for Enlargement and European
Neighbourhood PolicyKey address at thé"8nternational Conference on “Georgia's
European Way".
http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.dotnete=SPEECH/11/535&format=
HTML&aged =0&language=EN &guiLanguage=en. Accessegdune 28, 2012.
Secretary of State Hillary Clinton also touchedmite necessity for Georgia to
restore its image as a “beacon of democracy” dunargofficial trip to the South
Caucasus in July, 2010.

12 At the end of February, 2012, an agreement inngl§ 1.6 billion was signed
between the Israel Aerospace Industries (lAl) dedAzerbaijani government.
http://www.jpost.com/Defense/Israel-officials-camfi-16b-Azeri-defense-deal.
Accesses on April 25, 2013.
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For Armenia, cooperation with the EU offers an apyaity to balance
Russia’s growing presence and to create possasilifior strategic
manoeuvring. The complexity of the situation formfania is determined
by the necessity of making a choice. On the onel htérere is Russia's
open offer (accompanied by a degree of pressure)oto two
organizations dominated by Russia: the Custom Uaimahthe Eurasian
Union. On the other hand, Armenia, however, is im®0 in negotiations
with the European Union on a Free Trade Zone ahdrqtreferences,
including a reduction of visa regulations for certacategories of
Armenian citizens. Nonetheless, all these initediypossess no clear
political and economic content. In these circumstanboth parties —
Russia and the European Union — are implementifsgick and carrot”
policy and placing significant pressure on Armenkurthermore,
Russia, as a factor in Armenian foreign and intepwaitics and the
general expansiveness of Armenian-Russian relatisnsonsidered by
the EU as obstacle to significant intensificatidnrelations with this
South Caucasus state.

In regard to the Armenia-NATO relationship it shebide acknowledged
that, in the current security situation, Armenia v choices: it should
have a relationship of strategic cooperation withis$a as its main
security guarantor; however, Armenia is attemptimghe meantime to
develop a stable partnership with NATO even withentertaining any
visible aspiration for membership. In this regahgre is a complete
mutual understanding between Armenia and NATO.

The following points should be noted by way of suanizing the
interconnectedness of developments in the broanl@hSCaucasus:

* Euro-Atlantic organizations are unable to offemfnia, Azerbaijan,
and Georgia qualitatively new programs; they opealpid direct
involvement in the Abkhazian, South Ossetian, andgdino-
Karabakh issues;

* Russia has consolidated its military presencéénSouth Caucasus
and continues to enlarge its economic presenceattows Moscow
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to increase and strengthen its political posititmowghout the
region;

Despite the fact that Turkey is unable to playrthle of a stabilizing
regional power because of internal and externablpros, it is still
the second — after Russia — key actor in the S@ahcasus. It
continues to strengthen its positions, activelyolaing Georgia and
Azerbaijan in its economic and military projects.the Middle East
Turkey is trying to overcome its contradictions lwisrael and to
reinstate their high-level strategic partnershipzeaijan has
become increasingly involved in this cooperatiorotigh bilateral
relations with Turkey and Israel.

What are the trends in the security dynamic ofS8bath Caucasus in the
medium-term perspective? To answer this questimnécessary to take
into account the fact that the dynamics of intepraicesses in the state
entities cannot lead to qualitative changes inrédggonal security system

for the simple reason that each regional actor ggs&s only a very

limited space for manoeuvring.

The Abkhazian, South Ossetian and Nagorno-Karalaiiflicts
exist at the level of internal and external thrdatsall state entities
and, to varying degrees, serve as pivotal indisabdrtheir security.
The current military and political balance of fosceand the
participation of all regional actors in various mmaity excluding
security alliances, all constitute containment destthat prevent
another war in the South Caucasus. Given this ggraé actors are
generally interested in preserving the status caa hence the
impact of all unexpected developments will be miaed.

Georgia will seek to maximize cooperation not onlth NATO, the
EU, and the U.S., but also with Armenia and Azegdpailt also will
continue low-intensity contacts with Russia. At game time, and
despite Georgian ambitions, all high expectatiohbreakthroughs
on the regional level should be scaled back: onatie hand this
state's substantial economic dependence upon Agerlaad Turkey
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narrows the framework for cooperation with Armer@m the other
hand Georgia's system-defined conflict with Russignificantly
limits possibilities for the establishment of notnralations with
Abkhazia and South Ossetia. On this plane it besoevedent that
colliding Russian and Georgian interests will ntbbva Georgia to
implement projects aimed to restore viable econoamd political
contacts with these semi-recognized state entiigbjective will
instead be to reduce confrontation with Russia.this context
processes in the North Caucasus are quite impor@oaperation
against the activities of terrorist organizationsthis region would
improve bilateral Russian-Georgian relations — #nsl cooperation
will have a positive impact on developments in 3ueith Caucasus.

The main objectives for Abkhazia are to presert® semi-
recognized independence — also from Russia — anactelerate
development of its agrarian and tourism sectore @émographic
situation is a serious challenge for Abkhazian sggculnternal
destabilization cannot be ruled out in the eventaofintensified
struggle for power.

South Ossetia faces the danger of depopulatiortrengdossibility of
a transformation into a territory for a Russianitaiily base.

For Azerbaijani authorities the suppression oflg&@mist opposition
to a maximum extent constitutes the main problenghHates of
corruption combined with readiness to enlarge arjitcooperation
with Israel and the United States, as well as méd militarist
moods, are leading to an intensified wave of soqabtest
undertaken under the banner of religious slogans.

For Nagorno-Karabakh the most critical objectigeto preserve
democratic reforms and to demonstrate a substatisi@hction from
Azerbaijani authoritarian rule. Another task isutge properly recent
advancements in support of self-determination indepr to
demonstrate that the NKR will not join the rankdaifed states.
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* Armenia must find a “middle ground” that allowseation of the
indispensable foreign policy balance on the bakishich domestic
political reforms can be carried out. At the samget Armenia will
be unable to overcome the negative consequencdbeoflobal
economic crisis without significant foreign assmt@. Currently
offered only by Russia, this assistance will be agrded by the
looming expansion of political dependence upon Rus3Ihe
consequent narrowing of the space for economic palitical
manoeuvring, seen in parallel with the full engagetof Armenia
in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, foreshadows atiimg of further
cooperation with the Euro-Atlantic structures amd even tighter
orientation toward Russia. On the other hand, theekian state
will not be able to carry out humanitarian and ggodernance
reforms without strong assistance — and pressurerr the West.
Fortunately, all external actors understand theicaey of this
balance and that Armenia’s leaders, given regicoatitions, must
remain prudent and cautious. Hopefully, Armenid watain a firm
grip upon the levers that enable a balancing betwée global
powers in the mid-term perspective.

Finally, by way of a further summing up, cognizardea few further
issues should be taken:

* The current world economic crisis is a real thiteadll the states and
state entities of the South Caucasus: it can, bgkemng social
constellations, seriously challenge internal sigbiin each state
entity of the region, even up to a critical point;

* An uncontrolled exodus of professionals is in motiand a
favourable environment for the formation of a madlass, as a
stable social base of each society, is absent;

e Various aspects of currently existing nationalusitg strategies are

viewed as sources of direct and/or indirect threaspectively for
relations between Armenia and Azerbaijan, Armemd durkey,
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and for relations between Georgia and Russia. @fsep under
existing conditions it is useless to discuss regliamegration.

Moving toward each other: a cautious approach

Against the background of external developmentsiradothe South
Caucasus region and inside of its each state ehityquestions should
be answered. First, is the EU ready to play a namtéese role in the
resolution of the South Caucasus conflicts? Iftken what role exactly
could — or would — the EU play? Second, are alldia¢e entities of the
South Caucasus — regardless of their status — neictfia consider the
EU as an institution capable of managing the cotsfh

There are no straightforward answers to these igmsstAlso, the EU
has not yet grappled with them. In the meantimejes&ind of closed
circle exists: the level of stability in the nonrdecratic states is
extremely low, yet. However, a certain level ofemmal stability is
required if democratic transformations are to ocdure existence of
unresolved conflicts always challenges internabistg; hence the state
should implement some restrictions in order to prevany internal
instability. Indeed, the states in the South Causaare gradually
becoming less democratic and a clear trend carebe ®ward greater
authoritarianism.

What does the EU offer? In principle, nothing newproposed beyond
"more in exchange for more." This approach impiies initiatives must
come from the EU partner state, which will thenedetine the level of
bilateral cooperation with the European Union. TEd responds to
achievements or failure in certain areas and eitb@ntinues the
cooperation, cancels it, or limits it. Everythinglated to conflict
resolution and EU participation in this processtie medium-term
remains on the declarative level.

In the meantime, despite its stagnation amid am@woac crisis and the
accompanying social unrest in almost every memiage,sthe European
Union is trying to maintain and deepen its relasionith Armenia,
Georgia, and Azerbaijan. The main direction andusoof EU activity
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remain the low-cost spheres initiated within th& power agenda. On
the one hand, these programs allow each statesimetfion to build its

relations with the European Union in the fields masgent for the

particular recipient. However, EU financial assis& depends upon the
fulfilment of preconditions and requirements. Altghh the EU is

looking for spheres of activity where all threetstaof the South

Caucasus can cooperate, the initiation of regigp@ljects in the

foreseeable future offers little chance of succégsove all, clashing

political interests of Armenia, Georgia, and Azédraremain strong.

On the other hand, even two or three years ago ©drams did not
raise strong disapproval inside Russia. Howevegoaserns the South
Caucasus, currently the political and economicre#is of Russia and
the EU are in open confrontation. Moreover, becaheeEU has chosen
a passive form of cooperation — the low-level BEastPartnership
program — Russia is able to put pressure upon Alané&azerbaijan, and
Georgia through a series of effective mechanismises& include
economic and military assistance programs and theipulation of the
Armenian, Azerbaijani, and Georgian diasporas irsdRu It has even
felt emboldened to attempt implementation of chaoigpower
scenarios in these states.

These considerations lead to the conclusion thatexkernal actors
concerned with developments in the South Caucasaosld abandon
their attempts at conflict resolution. The resantper semeans an
elimination of the essence of the conflicts, tHeundational reasons,
and their consequences. These goals can be reawhder in the
foreseeable future nor in the midterm perspective.

Conflict management would be more productive: a dgah
transformation of the conflict into a “rules of thgame” system
acceptable to all parties and implemented by allstmaccur. It is
necessary to chart out the major lines of conilitéraction that will
elaborate the mechanisms in a manner that willlpdecany possibility
of a re-escalation of the regional conflicts. Thaaties to the conflict
must then acknowledge some common ground in thasrtipns, and
develop norms of political behaviour that includsignificant reduction
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of aggressive actions and statements — that isnswdhat effectively
limit and contain the conflict to a certain levAbainst the background
of active public opinion and objective economia;iaband demographic
factors, the political will of the leaders of thevolved societies can then
congeal and merge with the active participationha® parties. Only in
this way can an adequate reaction and responsdl Iparties to the
conflict take place. Such a development will crebtebasis for the legal
framework indispensable for the final resolutiorconflict.

All this can be achieved relatively easily in theugh Ossetian conflict.
However, this legal framework will be more diffitulo erect in the
Abkhazian conflict and extremely difficult to constt in the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict. Currently, the main goal of thmajor internal and
external actors of the South Caucasus is to prevesuimption of
military actions throughout the region, first ofl @& the area of the
Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. The common and coorédaefforts of
Russia, the European Union, and the United Statesptay a positive
role in respect to the management of all of thes#licts. Furthermore,
it is possible, under the aegis of the Europeanokinto consider
different ideas and fields of cooperation for theuth Caucasus states.
The EU can play a significant and positive roleréspect to financial
support and political orientation.

Unfortunately, no visible and tangible shifts instldirection are on the
horizon. The regional cooperation that might setweovercome the
potential crises mentioned above is lacking owmdath objective and
subjective reasons.
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Motives and Incentives for Engagement — the Russian
Perspective of a Eurasian Union

Elkhan NuriyeV

With the current focus on policy interactions betweRussia, the US
and the EU in the post-Soviet space, many wondext \fiiture awaits
the countries of the former USSR after VladimiriR'stre-ascension to
the Russian presidency in the March 2012 electone question is
whether Putin will succeed in shaping a new, disiwe strategic space
with the curious name of “Eurasian Union”.

Can Putin realize this project?

In his 2011 article “A New Integration Project fleurasia: The Future in
the Making,” Vladimir Putin maintains that the Esian Union will
become a focal point for further integration praesssince it will be
formed by the gradual merging of existing instias, the Customs
Union and the Common Economic Spac&he Eurasian Union is
certainly Russia’s most ambitious strategic projeet is most likely to
become one of the top priorities of the Putin mrescy. In other words,
the Kremlin wants to prove Russia’s Great Powetustand to make it
the centre of “one of the poles in the modern wbrld

Clearly, the principal focus for Putin’s foreignlipy will be relations
with the Near Abroad, as the Russians like to ttedl CIS countries.
Although it is difficult to predict whether Putinilvbe capable of

! Dr Elkhan Nuriyev is a Counsellor and InternatibAdvisory Board Member at the
Caucasus Institute for Democratic Integration iili$ih Georgia. A shorter, abridged
version of this article appeared@penDemocragyMarch 19, 2012, London, UK,
under the title “Putin’s Plan for Russia’s Neighboyg A Eurasian Union.”

2 Vladimir Putin, “A New Integration Project for Easia: The Future in the Making,”
Izvestia October 4, 2011, Moscow, Russia.
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completing his reintegration project in the nexw fgears, the troubled
nature of relations between Russia and the CIStaeanand among the
post-Soviet states themselves, will make his task éarder.

Whether the post-Soviet states remain at the ceuitrenternational
strategic affairs will also depend considerably fameign policies
emanating from the US, the EU, Turkey, Iran andn@higiven that
global trends in areas such as energy, trade, atapivestment,
migration and other security issues will play actaurole. Last but not
least, there is a broader concern about how pigdsdin will create a
‘new supra-national union’ of sovereign statesoiing of the CIS leaders
refuse to follow the Kremlin-established rules bétgame. This key
question will have a number of important strategiplications for those
post-Soviet countries whose democratic transfoonatiis still
incomplete, and where fierce competition over eyergsources,
security interests and political futures could latare up again.

What might it mean for the region?

In this scenario, the next years may well see dtianshange in the CIS
countries, whose perceptions of their own secuntpuld be
significantly affected. Given the progressive det@ation of Russia’s
relations with the West, there is good reason fmeekRussia to adopt a
more assertive and confident policy towards itghleours as it seeks to
increase its influence in its immediate neighboocthoThe Kremlin's
strategists realize that Russia needs new instrigmierregain economic
and political control over the post-Soviet spachilst the lack of well
thought-out and workable strategies for dealinchwvtite CIS countries
has meant little American and European presentiginegion.

Evidently, the economies, societies, and populatadrthe CIS countries
suffered serious crises of transformation after dmesolution of the
Soviet Union. Their economies differ in their siaad their Euro-
Atlantic integration perspectives are facing vasgiifferent challenges.
Also, these countries find themselves at diffetemels of development
despite many shared problems and pursuing theirpmitical agendas.
Different security perceptions and varying orieiatas of the post-Soviet

60



republics therefore negatively affect reintegratmocesses at the CIS
level. Whereas the young states seek wider regisealrity, their
national security concerns differ vastly. Russmaturn, is exploiting the
current situation for its gain. Moscow actually sis#ifferent political
and economic levers to persuade the CIS nations jdiaing the
Customs Union and Common Economic Space is beakfomth in
terms of economics and politics.

Some CIS countries are nevertheless still anxiou®rim new security
partnerships with the West as a counterbalanceussi&n influence. In
the South Caucasus, for example, Georgia, Azerbajad Armenia
have all been actively lobbying for Western engagi@mbDespite their
different attitudes toward Russia’s resurgencey ttantinue to oppose
any further encroachment of Russian influence énatea. Over the past
few years Georgia and Azerbaijan have sought tédhbuyp their own
armed forces, with the help of the United Stated Emael. Armenia,
Russia’s most loyal ally in the Caucasus, agreetidld its first-ever
joint military exercises with the US in spring 2¢°ih order to improve
the interoperability of their NATO-led forces depdal in Afghanistan.

However, Russia’s successful foreign policy in post-Soviet territory
in recent years has also resulted from the faibfrether international
players, or at least the systemized weakening eir thtances. The
Obama administration’s ineffective “reset” has @asly weakened US
strategic objectives in the South Caucasus and r&lemsia.

Washington's failure to craft any coherent visiegnt@a how the region
fits into broader US strategy has allowed Americedde to be

increasingly defined through the prism of Russidie Tlack of a
meaningful US response to the challenge presengethéd protracted
conflict in Nagorno-Karabakh not only highlightsettow level of US
engagement in this troubled region but also rendprsstionable
America's ability to be an effective player in tA8CE Minsk Group.

® Eurasia Daily Monitor Volume 9, Issue 42, February 29, 2012, The Jamest
Foundation, Washington, DC, USA.
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Likewise, the EU lacks a visionary and principlggbebach in its policy
toward resolving the conflict. Brussels has pradiycno role in the
conflict settlement and therefore does not havenieessary tools to
intervene in the peace process, offering only clamfce-building
activities. Such a situation strongly limits théluence of the EU in the
region and dramatically hinders Brussels' capady formulate
meaningful policy to deal with simmering secessiorionflicts* The
resulting lack of a common and integrated strategy lead in the near
future to a withdrawal of the West from the Sou#u€asus and the loss
of ground to Russia's more assertive foreign policy

Therefore, Russia is seen as essentially havingomopoly over the
peacemaking process between Armenia and Azerbaijeoie which the
OSCE has effectively forsaken. By orchestrating tlegotiations, the
Kremlin seeks to enhance Russia's “sphere of infle€and to cause
Euro-Atlantic security arrangements in the regiondisintegrate. The
failure of the OSCE not only shows the EU membettest to be
effectively lacking the ability to speak in the éacf the South Caucasus
crisis, but also demonstrates their inability taldinternational support
around interests in competition with Russian ones.

Iran and Russia’s Southern flank

Thinking strategically of imminent dangers arisiingm Iran’s nuclear
ambitions, Russia’s stance is particularly relevaRerhaps the most
difficult and time-consuming question confrontingetUS and Russia
today is how best to proceed on Iran. Moscow anghiigton have a
shared interest in preventing Iran from acquiringlear weapons but
they have divergent views on Iran. For the momkeatyever, Russia is
especially needed as a true partner in overcommargan nuclear crisis.

* Elkhan Nuriyev on Nagorno-Karabakh NegotiatidRadio Free Europe/Radio

Liberty (RFE/RL), July 14, 2011. Also see E. Nuriyev, “Nagp-Karabakh in the
Shadow of Russian Influenceiurriyet Daily News July 12, 2011, Ankara, Turkey.
For a more detailed analysis on Russia’s strategations with Iran and Russia’s
stance on the Iranian nuclear program, see Elkhaiy®V, “Russlands ratselhafte
Iran-Politik,” Internationale Politik (DGAP), May-June 2012, Number 3, Berlin,
Germany, pp. 60-65.
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So far, Russia has been slow to collaborate wighWest in pressuring
Iran. Instead, Russia insists that the US and thaig&e more moderate
language to criticize the Islamic Republic.

On the other hand, Russia and Iran have found camground in
sharing an ambition to undermine Western hegemortiiair backyard
and to restrict the westward orientation of thengindependent states
of the post-Soviet Southern Tier. Russia and Ilan ahare a common
perception that the US wants to keep them outrefyeon of which they
both are a part. For this reason, Moscow and TeWiem each other as
closest allies and regard the US and other Westenmocracies as big
competitors.

Being a significant player in the geopolitical manerings in the

Southern Tier, the Islamic Republic maintains tiiadal historical,

economic, cultural, and ideological interests tigloaut the Caucasus
and Central Asia. Iran’s ability to influence theighbouring Muslim

entities via Islam is of higher importance. Theirrglclerics in Tehran
continue to serve as an active promoter of Islagnitural influence in

the post-Soviet Muslim societies where the rise af Islamic

consciousness has progressed since independence.

Notwithstanding the current little public suppakligious extremism is
constantly fed by a series of factors, includingqamity to the volatile

situation in both the North and South Caucasus, thetre is a serious
risk that Islamist movements will gradually gainpptarity in the

respective states. Recent military actions in Afgéian and Iraq, and
the counter-terrorist operations in Russia’s sautlank have added
impetus to the further radicalization of Islamindencies in the entire
region. Therefore, it appears that Russia does hawet¢ to be worried
about Iran’s rising profile and the reality of thele of the Islamic

Republic in the Southern Tier means that Moscogréatly concerned
about the spread of weapons and ideas from Iratiencs and their
regional extremist groups to the Muslim parts o€ tpost-Soviet
territory.
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Noticeably, Iran’s relations with the post-Sovietuslim neighbours in
recent years have strongly been influenced by atepticated energy
situation, its unique geography, and most notably,its continuing
conflict with the United States. Despite Tehran'&llvknown anti-
American policy, the Islamic Republic is tryingdéfect the political and
economic shape of the Southern Tier. For now, hewetiow the
triangular relationship between Iran, Russia anel WIS evolves will
likely be the most important strategic factor ieihcing the future
direction of stability and security of both the €asus and Central Asia.

Future security challenges

Paradoxically, the Iranian nuclear conundrum appdar become a
source of regional insecurity for Russia. Iran’ssession of a nuclear
weapon would change the strategic balance in thieeeregion and

could fundamentally challenge Russia's securitycpah the southern

tier of the post-Soviet territory. A nuclear-reablgn could embolden
regional extremists and terrorist networks and mwadly destabilize

many countries in Eurasia. Such a scenario contng serious risks
for the Kremlin's security policy in Russia's sarthborders and would
have a number of potentially important strategiossmuences for the
Caucasus, Central Asia and the wider Black Seai@ag@sin.

Clearly, the rise of a nuclear Iran will likely afit future regional
situation in several important ways.

First, Iran’s nationalist impulses at the marginfs tke post-Soviet
Muslim world remain very high. Just imagine whatghti happen if
Tehran would play a larger role in support for aest and insurgent
groups in the Caucasus and Central Asia under &eamucambrella.
Ethnic nationalism and separatism is still alivethie Muslim-majority
regions of Russia. For instance, the ruling cleirecsTehran might
expand their military support to translocal religgo and political
movements. In a scenario of this kind, such devekag would touch on
the internal affairs of Russia’s Muslim North Casies, and particularly
Dagestan, Chechnya, Ingushetia and Tatarstan. dbtisunlikely that
these extremist groups and religious militants wilay a role in
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insurgency in the North Caucasus and the propeifsityerrorism in
predominantly Muslim-populated regions of Russia.

Another grave concern is the deployment of Irargharics to support
radical religious movements in the South Caucasuserev the
destabilizing influence of the Islamic Republic less well known.
Azerbaijan has already been significantly affedtsdthe ideology of
Iranian-trained clerics since Tehran has consistanaintained strong
interest in exploiting any unrest to strengthenntkience in this secular
Muslim petroleum-rich country. It is no wonder thegtnian policies are
making Azerbaijan’s leadership feel threateRdkyond extremist and
religious movements, the strategic environmentha entire region
could be also influenced by the rise of new pditideologies in the
coming decades.

Second, a nuclear-armed Iran and new proliferatignamics will

inevitably affect security perceptions of neighbogr countries,

including Turkey, Georgia, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstdjzbekistan and
Turkmenistan. All of these states might feel corggklto modernize
their own military doctrines and revise their regpa national security
concepts. As a result, a heavily militarized regamd highly unstable
situation would strongly worsen the prospects feagefully resolving
the so-called frozen conflicts in the Caucasus ai s undermine
Russian security interests and pose new diffiauligiterm challenges
for the Kremlin.

Third, the South Caucasus, Central Asia and thei@adasin may re-
emerge as a focus for a heated competition overggneolitical and
security futures. Due to the supply crises in thedié East, the steady
proliferation of new oil and gas pipeline routesward the Caspian
basin, and across the Black Sea, linking the regimnenergy trade
around the Mediterranean is central to thinking uabine future of
relations with a nuclear-armed Iran. Applying theéro-sum approach,
Iranian leaders believe that it is in their inténeslimit the Caspian oll

® For more details on this issue, see Elkhan Nuriygzerbaijan: the Geopolitical
Conundrum,"OpenDemocracyJune 14, 2012, London, UK.
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and gas supply to European and Western marketsaifatould exert
more direct or indirect influence on foreign an@mamic policies of oil-
and gas-producing countries to force their rulitite® to conclude new
energy, transport and investment agreements. Utidesie conditions,
small nations are likely to see a greater Iranigsg@nce and the relative
weight of Iran in regional affairs will increasepesially in the sectors of
energy trade, economic cooperation and capitalsinvent. Azerbaijan,
Turkmenistan and Kazakhstan have already been tadfeby this
competitive atmosphere and also confronted withidmrainterference in
their internal affairs, especially when local leesdeave been pressed for
closer cooperation with Iran. From a regional pecsipe, such a trend
could transform Iran into a powerful geopoliticat@ in the post-Soviet
Southern Tier and might create the most formidabiallenges for the
Kremlin leaders in terms of the long-term implica$s of a strategic
shift toward new containment of Russian influencéhie entire region.

Russian policy rethink

Interestingly, a group of US experts recently statet Iran could reach
nuclear weapons capability by 2014. They lookedram’s “critical
capability” defined as the point at which Tehratl Wwe able to produce
enough weapons-grade uranium or separated plutotmumild at least
one nuclear bomb before foreign detectidPerhaps a key question for
future developments hinges on whether competitelationship with
Russia will eventually spur the Islamic Republic nevise regional
security arrangements and play much greater rolthengeopolitical
affairs. Needless to say, Russia considers theppobsof a nuclear-
armed Iran a threatening to her national secutitytegy. Given the
perceived importance of durable stability in thé-ahfolding Southern
Tier, the necessity for Russia to rethink its Ipaticy and work together

" American scholars particularly emphasized thas#ul on the current trajectory of
Iran’s nuclear program, we estimate that Iran coeltth this critical capability in
mid-2014.” For more information on this issue, Bevid Albright, Mark Dubowitz,
Orde Kittrie, Leonard Spector and Michael Yaffe,.SJUNonproliferation Strategy
for the Changing Middle East,” ISIS Repadrhe Project on U.S. Middle East
Nonproliferation Strategyinstitute for Science and International Securnuary
14, 2013, Washington DC, USA, pp. 3-6.
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with the US and the EU is greater than ever toléattie Iranian nuclear
issue. After all, securing long-term strategic 8iigbin the post-Soviet
Eurasian theatre is crucial to Russia’s regionalisgy building efforts.

Whether the US, the EU and Russia will succeedardinating their

policies on Iran will depend considerably on theibility to solve

the complexities of the Iranian nuclear crf§i®ne thing, however, is
clear already now: if Moscow wishes to be betteacet to respond
effectively to future challenges in the rapidly ngang post-Soviet
Eurasia, Russian leaders should be ripe for a eategic vision based
on an understanding of the necessity of cooperateaurity sharing.
Any effort to direct Russia’s collaborative actienth the West in a
more effective mode requires a substantial reviobrihe Kremlin’'s

policy that could make Russian behaviour more ptatlle and more
supportive. Only through concerted efforts Russid #he West will be
able to come up with a coordinated agenda, aimereslving the
I[ranian nuclear conundrum.

Even so, great power ambitions are increasinglyifested in the desire
of the Russian leadership to run the geopolitidadws in the CIS
territory. This might even become a reality if thditary option against
Iran is put into operation.

What does the Putin doctrine mean for the West?

If the US and the EU do not develop a more condesteategy towards
Russia, this could lead to the emergence of newarpies and
alignments in post-Soviet Eurasia, where the Cigorewould be not
only a privileged but, primarily, a defining spherfeaction for Russia.

In the coming years Russia is most unlikely to iegmgle the US and the
EU at a global level. What is more likely is thaisdRia will present a
growing direct challenge to American and Europedarests in its own
immediate neighbourhood. Future engagement in thé world and the

8 Elkhan Nuriyev, “How Iran Can Help Give a BoostReset, The Moscow Times
Issue 4810, January 26, 2012, Moscow, Russia.
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Middle East could easily push the CIS region torttaggins of European
and American strategy, leaving Russia to act as isegurity arbiter.

The Kremlin may be successful in helping some QGiSntries resolve
local conflicts, thus increasing the stability detentire region. Some
states may decide that Russia is not necessasly thmain threat, and
instead view Moscow as a natural ally against domesd external
threats. This could result in a new cycle of tensiawith Western
democracies, and a renewal of strained relatiohsdsn the West and
Russia could easily contribute to the future isotatand insecurity of
the CIS region.

If the US and the EU disengage from the regionf &/ashington and
Brussels want to go their separate ways in ternfsrefgn and security
policies — admittedly, a big ‘if’ — this will sigficantly increase Russia’s
relative weight in post-Soviet affairs. In the etite ruling elites in the
CIS states may even actively pursue greater ecan@md political
integration with Russia under Putin’s Eurasian Wniorhe most
important question here is whether the wider puliicpost-Soviet
countries where opposition to Russian dominatiom] @ sense of
grievance and injustice, remain strong, will paskivaccept such a
scenario. Memories of the seven-decade experinmenbtalitarianism
that was imposed on them are bound to resurfaca| tieese states seek
to establish themselves as viable independent antbcdratic nations.
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Confidence-building Initiatives: An Academic Approach

Karen S. Rubinson

The American Research Institute of the South Caiscg8RISC), an
independent tax-exempt not-for-profit organizatiaras founded to, as
the mission statement says, encourage and supgdolarly study of
the South Caucasus states (Armenia, AzerbaijanGamdgia) across all
disciplines of the Humanities, Sciences, and Sds@énces. ARISC’s
mission is to promote and encourage American rekear the region
and to foster intellectual inquiry across boundanethin the South
Caucasus as well as between the South Caucasiis aetghbours. The
exchange of scholars and scholarly information Wwél encouraged by
ARISC’s support for conferences, fellowships, pcdiions, teaching
resources, and other forms of cooperation for ust@ I the United
States and in the host countries where the Instisuibcated *

When ARISC was founded, we chose to explicitly eagite cross-
border research since many of us already workedbsacrthe
contemporary boundaries of the South Caucasusstateknew that for
many academic fields a regional approach was th& productive. To
illustrate two cases widely separated in tifomking at a map of the
Achaemenid Empire (see Fig. 1), centred in Iratha8" — 4" centuries
BCE, you can see that at least parts of all thoegernporary states were
part of that empire, so if one wishes to invesgagae roles of this region
in the workings of the empire, one needs to lookobd contemporary
borders.

And then, in the 19 century CE, the Tiflis Governorate, part of the
Russian Empire, included parts of contemporary AvmeAzerbaijan
and Georgid.If one needs to access official records from preatod, as

! The full mission statement can be found on ARES@&bsite: www.arisc.org .
2 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Gubernias_dela@aso_- Gubernia_de_Tiflis_-
_Imperio_Ruso.png
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one of our recent fellowship recipients did, it teeg not that, for
example, the question is of education of Azeri Musl during that
period — the records are in Thilisi.
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Fig. 1: Map of the Achaemenid Empire (553-330 BC)

ARISC, like other American Overseas Research Cgnse consortium
of educational institutions, together with indivadlumembers. Since
2006, we have developed programs to fulfil our @jginal mission
statement. We have had a travel-grant fellowshggiam for doctoral
students for the past four years. As you can swa the list of grants in
Appendix B, the research fields are very divergemf paleolithic
technology, to linguistics, to contemporary postic

A new fellowship program, initiated this year wahgrant from the U.S.
Department of Education, is to support researchgfaduate students,
post-doctoral students, and faculty early in thegreers that includes
funds for a graduate assistant-participant from a¢bentry where the
project is being carried out. The structure of thiant creates the

% See appendix A.
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opportunity to establish long-term scholarly tissweell as share cutting-
edge research approaches with young in-countrylash@Appendix C).

ARISC has funded workshops in the South Caucasuspime cases
introducing recent technical methods to our collesy such as a
workshop on animal-bone analysis in Thilisi in 20@&d in others
helping provide our colleagues with tools to accessholarly
opportunities outside of their home countries, sasha research grant
writing workshop in Baku in 2010. We helped suppant exhibition
“Holiday Moments: Photographic essays on the cityToilisi” in
January 2010 in Thilisi organized by an ARISC stidmember. 4
ARISC is running reading groups that bring Amergaand local
scholars together on a regular basis to read boblgeneral interest
about South Caucasus topics or by South Caucashesraun order to
build community.

ARISC has a grant program to support the presemvatif cultural
heritage in Armenia that requires active particgratof both American
and Armenian P.l.s, as well as a capacity buildiommponent. Because
of the terms of the grant that funds this prograns, limited to Armenia,
but we are actively seeking funds to expand it tperhaijan and
Georgia.

Among the activities enumerated in our missionestent, we have so
far supported conferences only in a small way. @me this support
takes is to sponsor sessions at professional ngsetsnch as one at the
Society for American Archaeology last year; it umbdd archaeologists
from the U.S. and the South Caucasus reportingeoant work in all
three countries. In April 2014, ARISC will hold arderence at Indiana
University that explores the state of research ahyrfields in the South
Caucasus, with an emphasis on the interconnectmmeng the
contemporary countries and the surrounding region.

That conference, supported by a grant from the D&partment of
Education, will also yield ARISC's first curriculummaterials for study

* http://kafdagi2009.blogspot.com/2010/01/postersisow. html
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of the South Caucasus, bringing the region intaugofor schools and
departments that might otherwise not have regierpkrtise. After all,

Jason’s Golden Fleece was in the South Caucastdisharearliest states
to adopt Christianity as state religions were hesewnell. Shaping this
information and the outcomes of the conference ridevance and
approachability, bringing the South Caucasus frowm horderlands to
broader relevance, is our goal.

At present, we have local representatives in afldltountries who work
for ARISC part-time. We do not yet have our own offices, but work
together with universities, institutions, and atee Caucasus Resource
Research Centre to present local lecture progr@us.representatives
provide assistance to American (and often Europmach Canadian)
scholars who are planning or investigating researthe area.

Growth of interest in doing research in the Soutlu€asus is reflected in
the increased numbers of M.A. and Ph.D. degreestdhe area in the
U.S. during the last ten years (Table 1).

Country/Region 2001-2005 2006-2010 Increase in
Percent

Armenia 34 42 24

Azerbaijan 28 30 7

Georgia 5 15 200

South Caucasus 7 73 943

Table 1: Increase in South Caucasus as MA or PpIg o the United States

This reflects what | call the “post-Soviet oppoityh for American
scholars. | remember standing in Iran in the 19#D'the Araxes River
looking longingly north to this region. | was fonate to be able to cross
the border and do my research, but it was generdilifjcult for
Americans to do so at that time. The rich scholpdiential of the many

® They can be reached at Armenia@ARISC.org, AzEb@ARISC.org, and
Georgia@ARISC.org.
The administrative office is admin@arisc.org.
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relict languages in the South Caucasus excite istguthe role that
ancient cultures of the South Caucasus played anbiyecountries is of
interest to archaeologists, the rich histories led tegion and their
interconnections to Iran, for example, are all oeasthat American
scholars are now coming to this region to carryregearch. ARISC was
established in part to aid those unfamiliar wita thgion to navigate the
possibilities of working in these countries.

Before summing up, | want to share a personal stor003, | ran a
workshop at Barnard College in New York about threre and Iron
Age ceramics of the South Caucasus and Easterreytutk order to
build for the future, | invited at least one stutexs part of each
country’s participants. The funders | applied t&ems how | expected
people from the various countries to agree to cdoeeause of
contemporary politics. | told them that those wherevinvited were
interested in archaeology, not politics, and thst pid not conform to
contemporary boundaries. Although it turned outt thth who were
invited could not come, there were groups from AmragGeorgia and
Turkey, as well as Americans and Europeans. Thekigurand
Armenian male students were roommates for the &3 they were in
New York.

The Turkish student, now a professor at Atatirkvidrsity in Erzurum,

was invited by the Armenian student, now also fiew with his Ph.D.

and part of the staff of the Institute of Archaeplcand Ethnology in

Yerevan, to an archaeological meeting in Armenradhyears ago. He
was the first Turkish archaeologist to visit Yeneva generations. And
last fall, he organized an archaeological symposiurgrzurum which

our Armenian, Azeri, Georgian and Iranian colleagaé attended, as
well as some of some of us from Europe and theddrfitates.

So to the question of building confidence in theitBdCaucasus, | would
say, one answer is “slowly” and “personally.” Eveow, although
ARISC invites colleagues from other countries taerad local
workshops, because we don’t have funds to suppaesel only
immediately local scholars have attended. But whénere are
opportunities to share with others a common interd®e common
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interest will foster personal bonds across difticbbrders. ARISC
strives to build these personal bonds, not only ramscholars in the
South Caucasus, but also between Americans andepiofhis region.
Fortunately, with electronic communication, once tabkshed,
cooperation and information-sharing can be moréyeas-going than in
the days of carrying books back and forth acrossigents in a suitcase.

Appendix A:

ARISC Institutional Members 2012-2013

Brown University University of California, Los
Cornell University Angeles

Dartmouth College University of Connecticut
Indiana University University of lllinois
Institute for Aegean Prehistory University of Massachusetts
(INSTAP) Amherst

Mount Holyoke College University of Michigan, Ann
New York University Arbor

Purdue University University of Pennsylvania
Stanford University University of Texas, Austin
University of California, University of Washington
Berkeley

Appendix B:

Graduate Student Travel Grant Fellowships

2009-2010

Neither Empire nor Nation: Networks of Trade in @&ucasus, 1750-
1925 (Megan Dean, Stanford University).

Negotiating Public Schools for Muslims among Russdraperial

Bureaucrats, Local Administrators, and Azerbaifalites, 1862-
1890(Aimee Dobbs, Indiana University- Bloomington).
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Courting the Nation Abroad: Diaspora Policies irsftommunist
Armenia, Croatia, Serbia, and Ukraine (Sarah Ggtdimiversity of
California, Berkeley).

2010-2011
Cohesion, Coercion, and Compromise: Parties of Powtae South
Caucasus, 1988-Present (Eli Feiman, Brown Uniwgrsit

The Forgotten Revolt: The 1956 Pro-Stalinist Piistes Soviet Georgia
and its Cold-War Implications (Melissa Gayan, Emnjversity).

Documentation of Khinalug (Tamrika Khvtisiashvlliniversity of
Utah).

2011-12

Archaeological Landscapes of Highland and SteppeZan
Northwestern Naxcivan, Azerbaijan (Emily Hammerp\éeid
University).

State Formation and Property Relations in Geofyl@ase Study of IDP
Housing (Caitlin Ryan, University of Colorado Boalil

Middle Paleolithic Lithic Technology and Behaviaarthe Hrazdan
River Gorge, Armenia (Beverly Schmidt, UniversifyGonnecticut).

2012-2013
The Politics of Pasture: The Political Economy @iréing in the Last
Bronze Age (Hannah Chazin, University of Chicago).

Feasting and Emergent Political Complexity in e INeolithic Ancient
Near East: Evidence from Kamiltepe (Hannah Lau, BCL

Forests, State and Territory in the Republic of @eo(Jesse Quinn,
University of Arizona).
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Appendix C:
Graduate Student, Postdoctoral, and Junior FacultyResearch
Fellowships(funded by the U.S. Department of Education)

2012-2013

Mapping Urbanism in the South Caucasus: The Naxrgiva
Archaeological Project (Dr. Emily Hammer, Visitidgsistant
Professor, Institute for the Study of the Ancieridl, NYU)

Ambiguous Legacies: Persian Literary Influence meA Intellectual
History (Kelsey Rice, Ph.D student, University @nRsylvania)

Spaces of Diaspora Investment: Urban Transforms: ol
Transnational Linkages in the Landscape of YerdizanDiana Ter-
Ghazaryan, Director of Geospatial Technology Gedié Program and
Lecturer, Department of Geography, University o).
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Breaking Isolation Bilaterally: Contrasting NATO and
EU Initiatives

Rauf Rajabov

Azerbaijan, Georgia and Armenia cooperate with NATO the

framework of the “Partnership for Peace”, “IndivaduPartnership
Action Plan” (IPAP) and the “Planning and Revievoé&ss” (PARP). If
Georgia's IPAP is a springboard for entry into NATke authorities of
Azerbaijan and Armenia see their cooperation witAT® in the

perspective of diversification of relations with jorageopolitical actors
— the USA and the EU and the Russian Federation.

Russia, on the one hand, recognizes the righteoU®A, EU and NATO
in active cooperation with the countries of the thoGaucasus, in all
matters, including military cooperation and regiosecurity, and on the
other, the Kremlin warily accepts independent molbgsGeorgia and
Azerbaijan, aimed at building the political, econonand military

partnerships with the USA, EU and NATO.

In the medium term, the Kremlin is not going to dersirate new
approaches in the Caucasus. After all, the offislascow by President
Vladimir Putin's already decided on their stratdgy the post-Soviet
space — the formation of the Eurasian Economic knwith all the

ensuing consequences.

Consequently, Russia's tactics in the Caucasus fisaintain the status
guo in the balance of geopolitical power in theiseagAnd the basis of
Russia's geopolitical influence in the South Causas Armenia. Thus,
the Kremlin is de-facto supporting the Armenianipos on Karabakh
conflict settlement, which allows official Moscow $trengthen the close
military cooperation with Armenia, both bilateralland in the
framework of the CSTO.
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The Kremlin believes that the USA, EU and NATO bgit Armenia

policy, aim at weakening the Armenian-Russian sgiat partnership of
rapprochement with Azerbaijan, Turkey and Georgihich will settle

the Karabakh conflict and Turkish-Armenian relasonTherefore,
Russia does not need appearance in the South Qsuaas “Baku-
Thilisi-Yerevan and Ankara.” For Russia this configtion is equivalent
to a geopolitical defeat. Consequently, Russia woltinue to support
Armenia and simultaneously maintain economic refeti with

Azerbaijan, as well as continue the recovery ofneaaic relations with
Georgia.

NATO-Azerbaijan

Currently, the relationship between Azerbaijan BIAdrO has improved
markedly. For NATO, the transit significance of Azaijan grows amid
upcoming ISAF withdrawal from the Islamic RepulbicAfghanistan to
the end of 2014. Therefore, NATO has secured aagteed support of
Azerbaijan in the transit of military-technical gteofrom Azerbaijan in
Afghanistan, and in the opposite direction.

The convergence of Azerbaijan with NATO is a pdrtttee military-
political and military-technical cooperation withet USA and Turkey.
However, Brussels and Baku should examine the nsatwr denying
Azerbaijan some conditions of the 1st and 2nd phasfelPAP in
reforms in the Ministry of Defence, the Interiorobps of the Ministry
of Internal Affairs, the State Border Service anchiStry of National
Security.

In addition, NATO and Azerbaijan combine their eféo for the
organization of defence budget transparency antdgwmocratic control
over the Armed Forces. After all the requiremerftiNATO standards
also include the introduction of Azerbaijan meckars of parliamentary
control over the Armed Forces, bringing documeatmilitary law into
line with NATO standards and strengthen the legiséa
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In this context, there have been important strattehanges in the
Defence Department and in this regard, certain gbsito the legislation
of Azerbaijan.

So far, not one of the above areas of NATO and Beaign failed to
produce tangible results, including the issue fdrreing the Ministry of
Defence. However, these reforms have not realiredrain objectives
as reflected in the IPAP; the Ministry of DefendeAaerbaijan will not
be separated from the General Staff, the persooingie Ministry of
Defence, the strategic planning department will bet staffed by
civilians.

It should also be noted that, first, the reformgha Armed Forces of
Azerbaijan have no legal force, as the reformsratereflected in the
legislation of Azerbaijan, and secondly, most oé tlegislative acts
regulating the activities of the Armed Forces todaynain from the
Soviet era and contrary to the whole process oféempntation of IPAP
in Azerbaijan.

In my view, the main purpose of official relatiohstween NATO and
the Azerbaijan is to initiate a real integration Aferbaijan into the
Euro-Atlantic space. The “National Security ConceptAzerbaijan”
states that Baku should integrate into the Euraiftit space despite the
joining the “Non-Aligned Movement”, claiming neulityt against both
NATO and the CSTO.

Because the integration process requires the NAEAddrship
Azerbaijan to make correct and informed decisidas;ing the above
processes prematurely can cause damage to thenalaiind regional
interests of NATO and Azerbaijan.

NATO-Armenia
The basis of cooperation between Yerevan and Baussalso the IPAP
for 2011-2013. But, Armenia’s main priority is theegration within the

CSTO. Therefore according to the Armenian visitie, $outh Caucasus
is important in the question of responsibilities thie CSTO, and
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Armenia serves as the main partner of that orgtinizan the South
Caucasus.

But how does Yerevan intend to combine CSTO menrhiggend reform
of the Armed Forces to NATO standards? After afi, the South
Caucasus region, the CSTO cannot claim to be amabfactor, because
it works only with Armenia, in contrast to NATO, wh works with all
the South Caucasus states. Moreover, the CSTOt iaken seriously,
not only by NATO but also by such post-Soviet costas Azerbaijan,
Georgia, Ukraine, Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan and woéd

Yerevan views NATO as opponent to the CSTO, sindé&ker NATO,
the CSTO has global organizational and materiaduees, a common
and binding all members of the military-politicdlbb. NATO sees no
problem in the fact that Armenia, as a CSTO mensbates, is also a
partner of the Alliance.

The fact that NATO wants to strengthen its relagianth Armenia is not
in doubt. In this regard, there is a reasonabletip®e how long can the
Armenian leadership to manoeuvre between the CSiA® NMATO?
Perhaps until a political settlement of the Armerfeerbaijani and
Armenian-Turkish conflict comes about.

It should be noted that the normalization of ArnagATurkish foreign
relations concept has serious potential. Now Turkegnts drastic
progress in the negotiations on the Karabakh anflithin the OSCE
Minsk Group. Such dynamics in Turkey's position distated by the
logic of the Armenian-Turkish relations (establigdirelations without
preconditions), new accents in Turkish foreign ppbf the recent years,
and to create realities in the South Caucasus #feerAugust war in
Georgia.

In addition, for the EU and NATO, Armenian-Turkis&conciliation is
an important task that will ensure the realizatafoil and gas and
transportation projects through Armenian territangd allow Armenia to
freely choose between the West and Russia.
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It is symbolic that the EU and Azerbaijan firmlycotered the “South
Corridor” project which will help the convergencé Baku with the
Euro-Atlantic geopolitical space, with all the cegsences for the
region of South Caucasus. Thus, Azerbaijan has sh@adiness to
provide its territory for the transit of Turkmensgavhich is important in
the context of Transcaspian pipeline.

However, the Armenian-Turkish dialogue has theofwihg important

aspect: the opening of the Armenian-Turkish bordend the

normalization of Armenian-Turkish relations in theedium term will

lead to a reorientation of Armenia to the West, dne creation of
conditions for trilateral regional cooperation.idtin the context of a
simultaneous European and Euro-Atlantic IntegratcdnAzerbaijan,

Armenia and Georgia sees the resolution of regi@oalflicts in the

South Caucasus, where the role of the state bovdinse significantly

weakened, and it will be possible to compromiseregional conflicts.
Therefore, in the Armenian-Turkish rapprochemees lihe interest of
NATO, the EU and Georgia, as well as the prioribéshe pro-Western
elites, Azerbaijan and Armenia.

EU-South Caucasus

The “Eastern Partnership” is not the key to resalweflicts in the South
Caucasus. However, in my view, the stalled negotiaton the political
settlement of the Karabakh conflict under the awespiof the OSCE
Minsk Group, means that the “Eastern Partnerstaghe only platform
in which the parties to the conflict of Azerbaijamd Armenia can
engage in dialogue to find a peaceful resolutiothefKarabakh conflict.
In other words, the above dialogue in the framewofk“Eastern
Partnership” is a kind of opportunity to increale tonfidence-building
measures, conflict transformation, and creation n&fgotiators or
mediators from the independent civil society repneéatives of the two
nations.

Therefore, political and economic elites of the twountries must

recognize their responsibility to the productivedtioning of the three
baskets of the “Eastern Partnership” (security, neatc and
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humanitarian baskets). Otherwise, the participatibthe two countries
in the "Eastern Partnership" is limited only byitHermal presence.

In view of the above factors, the importance of'tBastern Partnership”
is doubled, as it can and should become the vessibpitity that
minimizes the loss of life in the area of the ce@®e and most
importantly, increase pragmatism. My opponents cay that the
dialogue is today within the Minsk process. Butfasas the so-called
dialogue, can we call the procafialogue? Rather, there is no dialogue
between the parties involved in the conflict, aheé tsearch by the
mediators’ of areas of agreement, in which theigsudan communicate,
do not in fact exist. The cultivation of this metlodogy is not justified.

Recommendations

1. | believe that the dialogue should be conductedhensides of a
viable platform, which can be a playground of thEastern
Partnership”. The “Eastern Partnership” is balanoefiat it consists
of the three baskets above, through which the debatthe most
painful points can lead to finding the solutiortiie conflict.

2. The relationship between civil society represaevest of the two
nations should be no opportunistic in nature ineortb achieve
immediate success. Pragmatism should prevail, whidhbuild a
long-term relationship between the two countriesddy it is time
for the two people to delegate to independent sivdiety the search
for mutually acceptable solutions that would brthg two countries
to sign an interim agreement on the peaceful résoluof the
Karabakh conflict.

3. Considering the prospects for European integratibizerbaijan,
Armenia and Georgia should be based not only oncéipacity of
countries of the South Caucasus energy and transyamacity
prevailing in today's geopolitical environment, lalgo from the real
vision of the problems that will face the Europeammunity in the
coming decades. And most importantly to take intgoant the
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degree of preparedness of the countries of thehSGaucasus to
participate in their resolution.

. The process of participation of Azerbaijan, Arneeand Georgia in
the “Eastern partnership” does not imply membershithe EU. It
provides for the development of fundamental soarad economic
cooperation between the EU and countries of thgrBrome. But, it
would be useful if the citizens of the participgtioountries of the
“Eastern Partnership” to visit the EU. However, iegsthe visa
regime is difficult not only for the EU. Azerbaija\rmenia and
Georgia, in turn, need to strengthen their bord&rsprevent
unwanted migrants, who can benefit from such araathge in the
region of South Caucasus.

. NATO is advised to provide the necessary assistémdzerbaijan
and Georgia to strengthen their military and techihcapabilities,
which will allow Azerbaijan and Georgia to fully ol their air
and naval space, and increase their ability to omand borders
with Russia and Iran.

85



86



Breaking Isolation by Breaking Linkage Politics

Stepan Grigoryan

The situation in South Caucasus is currently ratbemplicated.

The negotiations aimed at the solution of the Nagdfarabakh conflict

within the framework of the OSCE are frozen. Thesmtents of

Armenia and Azerbaijan have not met for a year winteans that the
level of meetings between Armenia and Azerbaijalowsered to that of

ministers of foreign affairs. The situation is temst only at the contact
line of Karabakh self-defence forces and Azerbaifamy but also on

the Armenian-Azerbaijan border.

Armenia held presidential elections on Februarywli8greas Azerbaijan
is going to hold its presidential elections at #mal of 2013, thus it is
clear that it would be very naive of us to expettr@akthrough in the
resolution of the Karabakh conflict. It is obviotist the presidents of
both sides will not take unacceptable steps andeoeslly make
concessions in the resolution of the conflict ie tdontext of elections.

The high level of distrust between the conflictipgrties is a great
problem. As to the trust of the parties toward eatifer, the situation
got even more hopeless after Ramil Safarov’s ddsee | would like to
note that the Azerbaijani president not only paréamil Safarov but
also proclaimed him a hero of Azerbaijan, gave thimmrank of a Major,
gave him salary as well as vacation for the 8 yspesit in jait*

The interpretation of the history connected witk hojalu events in
1992 makes a heavy impression. Of course all shosild worry for the

! Ramil Safarov is the Azerbaijani officer convittey a Hungarian court of the
murder of an Armenian officer after a dispute dgrinPfP exercise in Hungary, in
2004. Safarov was serving a life sentence and bad keleased on the condition that
he would continue to serve his time in Azerbaijgdifors’ note).
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peaceful citizens who died, but in that very Azgdwmathere is no
consensus on that point. But despite this Azerbdgads a big scale
campaign for promoting the recognition of “genoide Khojalu. Of
course it does not create any excitement/enthusagtbrer in Armenia or
in Nagorno-Karabakh. Unfortunately, representativeils both the
Armenian and Azerbaijani diasporas have also stadeiake an active
part in these quarrels between Armenia and Azerbail his has even
brought to a number of cases when they have usddnge on each
other in various European capitals.

The process of Armenian-Turkish rapprochementse &lozen. Turkey
has not ratified Armenian-Turkish protocols, signed2009, tying the
question to the process of the Karabakh problenmkélyukeeps closed
its border with Armenia and has a rather peculiateustanding of the
process of the Karabakh question: it demands bieedtion of territories
around Nagorno-Karabakh. Meanwhile, the questionne of the six
important steps fixed by the Madrid principles tive¢re developed
within the framework of the OSCE. Of course thiackiof one-sided,
pro-Azerbaijani position of Turkey does not encgershe development
of cooperation in the region and in the involvemeh®rmenia in the

regional projects. Moreover, this position redudaskey's role in

regional matters.

As it is known, because the Karabakh conflict i8l sinresolved,
Azerbaijan is against Armenia’s involvement in gl energy
transport projects. As a matter of fact Armenis@ated from the South
Caucasus ‘horizontal’ projects being implementethregion, such as
the Baku-Ceyhan oil pipeline, the Baku-Thilisi-Eraon gas pipeline as
well as the Baku-Thilisi-Kars railroad.

What was mentioned above was a part of my speeahréffiers to the
problem. Now | want to say some words on the netiatives.

In November 2012 Turkey appeared with the initatiof involving
Armenia in its regional transport projects that mect Europe and Asia
(here Turkey means railway and automobile tranggiort corridors in
the first place). That project, proposed by theKilr side, must be
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realized in peaceful times, particularly after Ame liberates the
regions that border with Nagorno-Karabakh. Theraggng thing is that
the proposals of establishing transport corridoesenaddressed to the
Minsk group of the OSCE, not directly to Armeniaf Curse, this
initiative deserves attention by itself. But quess arise considering the
fact that the level of trust in the region is na@hh

» This kind of initiatives and cooperation are alaml in Armenian-
Turkish protocols. Why does not Turkey ratify thewkhich will
automatically bring to the involvement of Armenmda transport and
energy projects?

e In case Turkey ratifies the Armenian-Turkish poatig, Armenia
and its interests will be protected from the legaint of view and
then it can take its own steps not being afraidbé& cheated.
Otherwise, it may turn out as if they demand sericancessions
from us (liberation of the territories that actdilguarantors of
security for Nagorno-Karabakh Armenians) but whatethey give
in return can easily be withdrawn. After opening thorder with
Armenia, Turkey can close it any time, under vasipretexts.

« Why does Turkey tie the Turkish-Armenian relationsth the
Armenian-Azerbaijani relations so tightly? It iswidus that this
makes the situation in the region even more dilficCthese difficult
problems should be separated from each other. Perivathat case
an opportunity will appear in the solution of thegional conflicts as
well as in the involvement of Armenia in the regabprojects.

e It should also be noted that there is an opinimmArmenia that
Turkish initiatives just serve to delay the recadigm of the
Armenian Genocide in 1915, before its TGhniversary.

Some hopes for the change of situation in the regmmes from the
new government of Georgia, which has initiativesnbprove relations
with Russia. Here Armenia also has certain expectsit For instance,
the new Georgian government has offered an irnigatif opening the
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Abkhaz railroad that will make the transfer of geduktween Armenia
and Russia easier, to Armenia in regional transpetiorks. However,
this problem can be solved only after the normébraof the Georgian-
Russian relations and after the solution of thehakconflict. That may
take a long time.

There can also be some positive decisions on tlo&gbaund of a
number of problems. So, it is really good thattstgrfrom April 2013,
the flight Yerevan-Van (Turkey) will be opened.

Besides, | would like to also remind that Iran-Anteegas pipeline came
into force in 2009 which is very important for Yeas.

As a conclusion | would also like to say that itls@ situation when the
level of distrust in the region is exclusively higts we think, we need to
take measures of building trust.

Active measures should be taken addressed to bgiltiust. For
example, we should withdraw snipers from the cdnthice of
Azerbaijani army and defence forces of Karabakhrk@y could open
the Armenian-Turkey border without any precondisiorwhich will
greatly change the situation in the region of Sddlicasus. The EU, on
its side, could start the process of involving zetis from Nagorno-
Karabakh in various humanitarian, scientific andtwsal projects that
are intended within the framework of the EU East&artnership
project.

Experts from the South Caucasian countries as agellepresentatives
from civil sector (NGOs on the first place) canypla great role in

raising confidence measures. Their contacts andezation in different

fields (such as culture, education, science, etcaujd greatly help the
mitigation of the climate of mistrust and hatredttexist now. This task
is currently being carried out, however, we needxjand it and make it
more active.
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Cooperation Perspectives and Challenges across deto
Borders

Bakur Kvashilava

There are many dimensions and ways one can anahd@&xamine the
state of affairs in Georgia’s conflicting regiorisbelieve the simplest
way is the better. We can safely start examinirggdituation since the
2003 Rose Revolution when the new reformist govemnof Georgia
replaced the old Soviet style bureaucrats led bySEevardnadze. |
believe it will be useful if we divide the periotcbin 2003 to today into
three segments for analysis. The first period stadm 2003 until the
outbreak of the 2008 war with Russia, the secombmpasses the post-
war period up to October 2012 when Saakashvili’stedin National
Movement (UNM) lost the parliamentary elections atite first
democratic transfer of power occurred in Georgieemhthe Georgian
Dream Coalition (GD) assumed power. The third mekii® unfolding
from this event onwards to today.

Each of the periods has its own logic. | will blyeflescribe each one of
them. The new government lead by Mikheil Saakaskeil out to make

sweeping reforms from the very time it took power2003. The state
was made more efficient and powerful, its budgetdased, the size of
the shadow economy dwindled, corruption decreasedl economy

started to grow at high rates reflecting dramalfycaicreased foreign

investments flowing into the country. In the begngnof the 2004 the

central government regained effective control ef Adjara Autonomous
Republic whose authoritarian leader Aslan Abashizbeked by Russian
troops stationed there long defied the control biigi. He fled and the

UNM proclaimed the beginning of the unificationtbé country.

Later the government made active steps to scorsaime type of victory

in the Tskhinvali Region, but unsuccessfully. Beftihe advent of the
new government the situation in the Tskhinvali Regiemained static.
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The main political issues were left unresolved amduneasy peace
settled since the mid-90s. The tripartite peacekeeforces comprised
of Russians, Georgians and Ossetians were chargbdkeeping the

status quo. Tskhinvali was controlled by the ded&assetian authorities
and was surrounded by Georgian villages effectivelgtrolled by the

Georgian Government. The OSCE Mission in Georgia \®amajor

political intermediary between the parties enjoyiag presence in
Tskhinvali and administering numerous small to rapdiscale projects
through civil society organizations in the regioastles the official

negotiation framework.

Quite a significant number of projects were joimdeavours of the
Georgian and Ossetian communities. The level ofpleem-people

contact was high and both communities regularlyaged in business
and trade transactions. The Ergneti Bazaar loaagéd in the middle of

the Georgian and Ossetian military posts grew tmime the locus of
these relations. At the same time, the bazaar &es the major source
of smuggling and drug trafficking. The cars stalethe East of Georgia
easily found their way to Russia through Tskhinvadlhese were the
reasons why the Government of Georgia decided dsecdown the

Ergneti and crack down on illegal traffic.

This move later on has been looked on as somewbatptive of the

growing relations between the communities, butsitimportant to

appreciate the quite compelling reasons for domgAs$ the same time,
the dialogue between the parties intensified witbo@ia’'s Prime-

Minister Zurab Zhvania taking the most active pakere were signs by
the end of the year 2004 that a long-term agreememtd be reached
between the parties. Unfortunately, the untimelgtdef Zurab Zhvania
in February, 2005 — in circumstances which arel stébated —
effectively closed this window of opportunity. Laten, the central
government developed alternative ideas for reistigyy the region into
Georgia’s effective control.

An alternative local government was establishedhe Provisional

Administration of South Ossetia — comprised of fernallies of the
separatist regime. This government was placed envillage of Kurta
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just outside Tskhinvali and was headed by Dimitmh&koev a former de
facto Prime Minister of South Ossetia. Quite a siggnt amount of

government finances as well as investments weeztdid to the region
controlled by the Georgian central government sat tthe local

population might see the difference between therupbrde facto

Ossetian regime and the efficient, modern, Westang democratic
central government in Thilisi. That they probablg dee. It did not turn
out to be much help when Russia started to interveore forcefully.

At the same time, the situation remained tense lkh&zia. Despite
numerous UN resolutions no peaceful return of th@d took place
while the Georgian population continued to livethe border district of
Gali (almost 95% ethnically Georgian district a¢ thutset of the conflict
in 1992) at their own risk; marauding, theft, bugni of homes,
kidnappings, and occasional deaths were the orderthe day.
Meanwhile, Russian military planes regularly vielhiGeorgian airspace
and later denied it. The central government impatieett control over
the Kodori Gorge held by Georgian militias and rnéhihe region just
like in Tskhinvali region as described above. TBisttlement was
bombed byunidentified, presumably, Russian helicopters, and planes
shortly thereafter. In 2006 the Russian Governnesited a decree that
effectively opened Abkhazia and the Tskhinvali Regifor Russian
businesses, and started the rehabilitation of #ileoad connection to
Abkhazia using a Russian engineering troop regini@nthe purpose.
Meanwhile, the residents of Abkhazia and the Tskdiinregion were
offered Russian passports making most of them Russiizens.

Georgia’'s NATO aspirations and her prospects tao jiie Alliance
seemed too real to Moscow, especially after 200fenithe President of
the US George W. Bush called the country Beacon of Libertyat a
rally in Thilisi. The denial of a Membership Actidtan to Georgian at
the 2008 Bucharest Summit, however, made Moscowebphnd there
was widespread fear in Georgia and among her Westhlies that
Russia might be planning an escalation in Abkhazia.

The escalation did happen, but not in Abkhazia.eAftontinuous
shelling of Georgian villages in the beginning ofighst 2008 and
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Russian Peacekeeping Forces commander’s statetm&nhis forces

were no longer able to contain Ossetian militid® Georgian Army

stepped in. This resulted in full-fledged war beswékussia and Georgia
where the Georgian Army was defeated in a few dags, Russians
stopped just short of occupying Thilisi, under poél pressure applied
by Georgian allies in the West, especially, Amarga

The end of the war brought about a very differeantext for the
relations between the societies across the zonesoofiict. First,
Russian troops found permanent military bases an téiritory of
breakaway republics where approximately 7-10 thodidaussian troops
are currently stationed. Second, Russia officiaflgognized Abkhazia
and South Ossetias sovereign states and called on the world tovoll
her lead. Very few heeded the call, but the vergt fehanged the
situation on the ground dramatically. Third, Geargiforces were
defeated and it became apparent that Georgia hadhaoces of
regaining control over these territories througlhitary means. In these
circumstances, the Abkhaz ar@buth Ossetiarieaders became less
willing to negotiate and their position rigidified.

As a result, people-to-people contacts suffered aewv traumas
following the war further limited the chances faconciliation. The
Georgian Government responded by devising a nete stimategy —
Engagement through Cooperation, which emphasizedturaly
economic, humanitarian and societal cooperatiomsacborders. This
effort was later translated into Action Plan forgagement, while the
Law on Occupied Territories and Modalities for Coating Activities
in the Occupied Territories of Georgia provided thecessary legal
framework. The strategy was developed after a seoke meetings
organized by the Office of the State Minister of o@pa for
Reintegration where the representatives of vargmwernment agencies
and of the civil society participated. | had thenbor to be one of them.
The strategy itself received positive appraisatsmfrthe international
community and much was hoped to be accomplisheaigjhr it.

The Law on Occupied Territories in its turn was fied according to
the Venice Commission recommendations. Thus, ingd€ea new era of
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community rapprochement was at hand. It was nbetso, however, as
de-facto authorities, no doubt advised by their dfars partners,
downplayed the importance of these initiativesaaslittle and too late.
Instead they demanded that Georgia sign bilategakyt with them on
the non-use of force. That was not going to hapgeiGeorgia denied
their status as independent states. The stateegyrat certainly a
document that can be used for promoting communitlyeach across
borders possible as it envisions various areasiof gooperation among
the civil society groups, but so far the prospemt &chieving such
cooperation remain limited.

The new government of Georgia led by the billioeditrned politician

Bidzina Ivanishvili who came to power in Octoberl20seems to be
optimistic and several ideas were proposed thatldvanamatically

change the Georgian position. First, the Governnigntonsidering

renaming the main body responsible for conflictoheon taking into

account complaints from the de-facto authoritiesud, Reintegration

will be replaced by a more neutral term. Second,Glovernment is also
actively discussing the possibility of recogniziihg de-facto authorities
as parties in the conflict resolution process. dhithe opening of
railroads from Russia to Armenia that would croks territory of

Abkhazia has also been considered. Along with @song anti-Russian
rhetoric the Ivanishvili Government believes that time it will be

possible to make ways for rapprochement.

These three different contexts are very distinad esal for me as an
observer and sometimes as a participant in theepsoof rebuilding the
trust among the communities. As a local staff & @SCE Mission to
Georgia | have visited the Tskhinvali region sel/éraes between 2004
and 2006. Despite the irreconcilable political poss | found that the
animosity between Georgians and Ossetians was piadgpg at an
extraordinary rate. | was able to freely walk ie #treets accompanied
by local hosts, and converse in Georgian (a fedt passible in
Abkhazia). On one occasion | even bought a Rudswark in the local
bookstore in Georgian currency. Some of the pedplere even
exchanged some words in Georgian. The locals tal&kdut the
Georgian peasants leaving nearby selling their egites in the
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Tskhinvali Bazaar as an everyday matter. | persphe¢l that we were

very close to finding common ground. The 2008 weit hbout 20

thousand Georgians internally displaced, their torbarned to the
ground in the first few weeks after the active pdrivar ended. These
wrongs will be difficult to mend and will requireany years.

Now it is more difficult to get in touch witBouth Ossetianommunities
than with Abkhaz civil society. It gives me hopewever, that despite
adverse political context the relations betweendb@munities do not
stop. | am proud that my student is one of the goeaders who try to
make difference. Although | cannot divulge eithee hame of the NGO
she is working with or specific activities they aegaged in, | can tell
you that they are able to bring several dozen ydAinighaz residents to
Georgia every few months where they experience wima¢ans to leave
in a freer country where people to their surprisécame them. She told
me the story of a fourteen year-old boy who refusedispose of a bag
with Georgian script on it. Other participants deorgian hosts begged
him to leave the bag as the de-facto authoritiesnat very tolerant of
anything that comes from Georgia, but he refusedngahe was not
afraid. 1 would like to end on this note as it gvme hope. It gives me
hope that the young generation who has not seenwdhe and
intercommunity strife might be the building block renewed relations
and cooperation.

96



PART Il
GOING FORWARD: GENERATING

INCENTIVES AND MOTIVES FOR
COOPERATION

97



98



The Impact of International Mediation on the Armenian-
Azerbaijani Conflict: Azerbaijan’s Standpoint

Fidan Karimli

The post-Cold War era has been marked by ethnittictsn the legacy

of years of benign neglect by communist regimed, anresolved ethnic
tensions. The longing of contending parties to Ikestheir conflicts on

the battlefield led to many fatalities, thus cregtihurting stalemates.
The Armenian-Azerbaijani conflict has been “thestfiand arguably the
most violent conflict” (Mooradian & Druckman, 1999, 709) since the
collapse of the Soviet Union. Six attempts of medmaby the leaders of
Iran, Kazakhstan, Russia, and an intervention &y @onference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) failedp@ysuade the
disputant parties to seek a solution around neagigables (Mooradian
& Druckman, 1999). Hence, this research will expldhe conflict

between Armenia and Azerbaijan, focusing upon tmgaict of the

OSCE Minsk Group in the resolution of the conflithe paper will also
argue that the Minsk Group has not produced anfycgrit results that
would change the status of the conflict yet.

The Armenian-Azerbaijani conflict has started evéefore the
dissolution of the Soviet Union. In order not tdagonize relations with
Mustafa Kemal Ataturk — the leader of the Natiostafrmy of Turkey,
Vladimir Lenin and Joseph Stalin promised to assiga disputed
territory of Nagorno-Karabakh under the jurisdiatiof Azerbaijan.
Angered by this act, the Republic of Armenia showsedesistance to
become a member of the USSR. After negotiations, abnflict was
frozen but not thoroughly vanished from the mindi$ath Armenians
and Azerbaijanis. Subsequently, with Gorbachelasnostpolicy, the
conflict over the unforgotten disputed territorgecagain. The atrocities
and massacres of February 1988 that took plackercapitals of both
conflicting states, made it even more challengimgthe conflict to be
solved via peaceful means. After the collapse ef tH 5SR and the
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emergence of the two independent states, the isitudéteriorated even
more. Starting from 1991, with different interests/olved in the

dispute, leaders of neighbouring and post-Sovaesttook initiatives to
mediate the conflict. Later, the OSCE establistmedMinsk Group with

three co-chairs to further continue with the madraprocess.

However, before evaluating the effectiveness ok¢hmediations, one
has to analyze the term of international mediatiath its different
approaches, used in the academic literature. Tnsept has developed
over time in order to settle the disputes and xesobnflicts. Scholars’
explanations of mediators’ behaviours, technigaesl, approaches vary
to a great extent. Particularly in the field ofemtational relations, the
concept has been employed and examined by Jacaoeh (Wall,
Stark, & Standifer, 2001). In Bercovitch and Houmsto theory,
mediation is defined as a process of conflict manat, related to but
distinct from the parties’ own efforts, whereby ttieputing parties or
their representative seek the assistance, or aecepffer of help from
an individual, group, state or organization to dgmaffect or influence
their perceptions or behaviour, without resortiogphysical force, or
invoking the authority of the law (Bercovitch andu$ton, 2001, p.
171).

While some scholars seek to identify the choicenefliation strategies
and approaches, others seek to determine the gaittat influence the
mediation outcome and mediator behaviour. In tbeitingency model,

Bercovitch and Houston argue that pre-existing ¢@rd such as the
intensity of conflict and the nature of the issdetermine mediator
behaviour and the choice of a strategy. They cldiat mediation is a
“context-driven process” (Bercovitch & Houston, B0Qp. 197) and

therefore mediators’ activities cannot be seen wly findependent

decisions. In the Armenian-Azerbaijani conflict,ethcontext has

hindered previous mediation attempts because ddliteechange in both
governments, which led to certain policy changesl also because of
the internal military divisions that motivated tegtreme compatriots to
fight on battlefields again (Mooradian & Druckmd®99).
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Recent literature on mediation lacks empirical ifigg on the conditions
favouring mediation success. Mediation is considléce be successful
and effective when there is full or partial resmotor a ceasefire is
agreed on (Kleiboer, 1996). Bercovitch gains emplrsupport for his
hypothesis in that, if the number of fatalitieswgsoduring a conflict, the
mediation success decreases. The three main featti@ dispute that
influence the mediation outcome are conflict rimethe level of
conflict intensity, and the nature of issue(s) e tconflict (Kleiboer,

1996). Analysts argue that the balance of power daonsiderable
impact on mediation outcome. The majority of sclolgroung, 1967;

Zartman, 1981; Kriesberg, 1982; Touval, 1982) finat power disparity
will result in the reluctance of the stronger cowti@g party to accept the
role of mediator or make any compromises during tiegotiation

process. According to Bercovitch, Anagnoson, andlé/Nihe more

powerful party may use the mediator as a tool teeesubmission.
Organski and Wright, however, argue that the dispaf power may

hinder the mediation overall, since it incites hiyaand leads to
aggression and hostility (Kleiboer, 1996).

While applying the expectancy theory, Wall, Staakd Standifer posit
that the contending parties seek for a third pentigrvention when they
know that the probability of higher payoffs is moli&ely with
mediation. This assumption explains that the deputparties view
mediation as a zero-sum game. Identifying the datants of
mediation approaches, the scholars argue that toeslitend to evade
costly and non-feasible techniques (Wall, Stark,S&ndifer, 2001).
Their force-field theory emphasizes the importarefea conflict's
intensity, and therefore claims that the higher téesion between the
disputant parties, the less effective the mediatipproaches are. In the
Armenian-Azerbaijani case, five out of six mediatiatempts occurred
before major losses and military deteriorationsmfrdoth sides.
Therefore, mediators failed to bring the two codteg parties to the
negotiating table (Mooradian & Druckman, 1999). Hoer, in 1992-
1993 when the conflict reached its peak and batesssuffered fatalities
and damages, the disputants sought for the thirtly patervention
(Mooradian & Druckman, 1999).
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The Armenian-Azerbaijani conflict gave the OSCE apportunity to

establish itself as an important actor in the niegioh process. As a
consequence, at the Budapest summit of Decembet, 1868 OSCE

appointed co-chairs from France, Russia, and theet)iStates to lead
the Minsk Group. Nevertheless, barring crucial iparfrom negotiations
and the deficiency of advanced mediation technicgtés hinder the

resolution of conflict (Mooradian & Druckman, 1999jhe mediation

process led by the Minsk Group began with the sigmif ceasefire that
is in force up to date. Unfortunately, the achieeats of the Minsk
Group did not go further than that. Both contendpagties are still

doomed by the unsuccessful negotiations that leheoe but to the loss
of lives on the border.

The Karabakh Armenians and the Republic of Armeanestill striving

for “a complete package” (Mooradian & Druckman, 99%. 711),

which would change the political status of NagoKarabakh.

Azerbaijan, on the other side, is still attemptiogmaintain peace by
trying to resolve the conflict incrementally. Indiably, Azerbaijan

refuses to accept any changes in Nagorno-Karabaidlical status.

The President of Azerbaijan llham Aliyev, followirigs predecessor’'s
(Haydar Aliyev) policies rejects contact with thendbakh Armenians,
which in turn complicates the conflict even furthéAzerbaijan

International News Agency — Assa-IRADA).

Analyzing the impact of the Minsk Group mediatidinis important to
be able to differentiate between the Minsk Growgfgcial purpose and
what it has actually done so far to improve theatiegion process
substantively. According to the objectives set atitthe Budapest
summit, Minsk Process is only considered succestfiile following
points are completely fulfilled:

* An appropriate framework for conflict resolution the way of
assuring the negotiation process supported by tnekMsroup;

* Conclusion by the Parties of an agreement on #ssation of the

armed conflict in order to permit the convening tbke Minsk
Conference;
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* Eventual deployment of OSCE multinational peacpkee forces
(OSCE, 2012).

However, according to the Director of the Caucdsastute in Yerevan,
Alexander Iskandaryan, the Minsk Group’s interediffer from the
aforementioned set of objectives. Currently, theaxdli Group is more
concerned in keeping the negotiation process glikeserving the status
quo, and internationalizing the conflict (A. Iskangan, personal
communication, November 8, 2012). Press releasatensents of the
three co-chairs after each meeting with the autiesrin Baku, Yerevan,
and Stepanakert confirm Iskandaryan's view. Fortamse, the
statements of the co-chairs for the 2012 meetingsndt include
anything more than the simple desire of the disgytarties to continue
the negotiations in a peaceful way (OSCE, 2012krd&tore, it hardly
alters the process of the decision-making. That nisither of the
contending parties has changed its stance onghe snce the ceasefire
has been signed in 1994. The conflict is still ¢hemd the negotiations
do continue at the same pace. One can observetibamediation
process by the Minsk Group remains closer towasl®wn interests,
rather than the objectives set out at the Summit.

The conflict also brings into question the medtidechniques
employed by the Minsk Group, and to what extenséhtechniques are
being successful in resolving the dispute. Scholamgings maintain
that dispute severity influences the choice of ratoin techniques
employed by peacemakers (Wall & Druckman, 2003eyTalso argue
that, in theatre, the intensity of conflict leadsapekeepers to choose
several techniques with high costs. Wall and Druakrolaim that rank
also influences the practice of mediation, coneigdihat officers used
mediation more frequently than non-commissionedcer in Bosnia
(Wall & Druckman, 2003). Their contribution to theediation literature
examines the effect of three factors (conflict seyetime pressure,
rank) on the choice of mediation techniques.

In the Armenian-Azerbaijani conflict timing had bhopositive and

negative implications. In six attempts of mediatistom 1990 until
1995, when mediators intervened before the confcamatically
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escalated, they failed to achieve success. Howevieen third-party
intervention occurred in the aftermath of an impaske ceasefire was
signed in 1994 (Mooradian & Druckman, 1999). Timeetipressure had a
notable impact on the achievement of a ceasefirthenconflict over
Nagorno-Karabakh. However, since the Minsk Grouppterarily froze
the conflict, the mediation process, taking plafterahe ceasefire, still
has not produced successful results.

Another complicating factor of the Minsk Group’siliiae is the
uncertain fate of refugees and internally displgeexsons (IDP), as well
as their deprivation of basic human rights. Acaogdio the Internal
Displacement Monitoring Centre, there are about,@ID internally
displaced people within the borders of Azerbai@ome of them were
able to integrate within the community. Othersjstasg integration, are
still hoping to return back to their homes, whileetrest are still
struggling to find shelter to survive. The situationdoubtedly creates
numerous problems within the country, both angerihg local
population in the capital Baku, and challenging &élu¢horities to come
up with a solution benefitting all the layers ofppdation.

When analyzing the international response to theeot situation of
IDPs and refugees in Azerbaijan, | have concludhad the OSCE as an
international organization does not play a cructdé in assisting the
conflicting parties to resolve the problem. Aftér pears, IDPs are still
struggling to exercise their basic rights of shekelucation, and simply
life. Some argue that since the OSCE is a secarggnization, its main
objective is to maintain peace in the conflictiegion. Hence, it has not
addressed the status of the internally displacesbpe and the violation
of their human rights. Nevertheless, the Armeniaerhaijani conflict is
such a complex issue that it involves many differaspects, such as
ethnic tensions, self-determination, refugees, humghts violations,
and they are all interdependent between each oflireefore, equal
attention needs to be paid to each of those aspeotsier to achieve a
substantial result.

Last but not least, research in international mexidacks consensus on
whether mediation assists to provide and maintaace. Beardsley
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argues that mediation has different short- and -tengp effects on
conflict. His findings show that mediation tends have a positive
influence on conflict when focused on short-ternicomes. Mediation,
however, can hinder the long-term peace (Beard2e8). Beardsley
argues that mediation secures peace, enhancesl fagreements, and
allows identifying alternatives mutually preferalite both contending
parties. Although mediation’s impact and role ampartant, he claims
that it might create artificial incentives that vidwot be helpful for
disputants (Beardsley, 2008). In the case of thmekian-Azerbaijani
conflict, the Minsk Group had more short-term résuather than long-
term. It did achieve to convince the disputant ipartto agree on
ceasefire and freeze the conflict. However, as stated above, for more
than 15 years the Minsk Group mediation process rditl shift its
direction towards resolving the dispute.

Given all the arguments above, the impact of thendli Group
mediation on the Armenian-Azerbaijani conflict oagorno-Karabakh
still remains to be ineffective. The ceasefire ta$ been signed in 1994
only froze the conflict. Both contending partiedl sbse lives on the
borders, and almost 600,000 internally displacedsqes are still
fighting for their basic needs. Despite more thanyé&ars of mediation,
the conflicting parties do not want to alter th&ti@nce on the issue. The
OSCE Minsk Group mediation process has not prodaogdesults that
would help the conflict change its status.
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The Impact of International Mediation of the Armenia-
Azerbaijan Conflict: Armenia’s Standpoint

Diana Asatryan

The collapse of the Soviet Union resulted in a nendf disputes over
“national identities, state borders and then pmitiand economic
stability within almost all independent states @fnfier Soviet territories
(Baser, 2013).” The reason for this “messy dissofit was the
suppressive regime established by the Soviet Uainahits negligence to
overcome the grievances and disputes of its caestitrepublics. The
longest post-Soviet era dispute, the conflict betweArmenia and
Azerbaijan over Nagorno-Karabakh, has enduredyer 80 years now.
Started in 1988, the war reached a ceasefire in ®ldp94, through the
mediation of the Organization for Security and @emtion’s (OSCE)
Minsk Group (Ali, 2011). The signing of the Bishkgkotocol “paved
the way for the OSCE to technically start the [raédn] mission.”
Nonetheless, today one observes the conflict tatlibe same phase as
in 1994: an unresolved “frozen” dispute, with 0d€r annual casualties
on the Line of Contact (Dietzen, 2012). This pap#l examine the
Minsk Group’s failure in accomplishing its missiohconflict resolution
in the dispute over the de facto region of Nagdfaoabakh.
Furthermore, it will present Armenia’s approach &oels the efforts
conducted by the mediating party.

The roots of the dispute lay far before the cobapsthe Union. After
the end of WWI, Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijancfaimned their

independence (Baser, 2013). In 1920, the threesstaent under Soviet
control, together with all the border disputes.tid¢ time, the Nagorno-
Karabakh Autonomous Oblast (NKAO) had authority roite internal

affairs, but still was under Azerbaijani rule. R@ars, complaints from
Karabakh-Armenians, the majority of NKAO populatiomere ignored,

resulting in escalation of internal hostilities.
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In 1985, when Gorbachev came to power and implesdehis famous
“glasnost”, the Soviet nations acquired limited eftem for self-
determination. Karabakh and ArSSR (Armenian Sovicialist
Republic) Armenians used this opportunity and ir88,9signed a
petition, demanding transfer of Nagorno-Karabakhh® ArSSR. The
complaints they presented to Moscow through th&i@etwere “that
their region [Karabakh] was starved of resource®3aku and that they
[Karabakh Armenians] were denied proper culturghts”. In February,
the Parliament of Karabakh voted on uniting NKAGhVAISSR, but
the Soviet Union never agreed to it. Nevertheldss tensions escalated
and bloodshed seemed inevitable. Azerbaijanisestatnigrating from
Nagorno-Karabakh, due to internal disputes withalo&rmenians. In
February 1992, right after the collapse of the 8plnion, hostilities
turned into a full-scale war, marked by the seiafr&hojaly region by
the Armenian forces. The following military attaclexd to excessive
refugee flows to Azerbaijan. In the same year Nagdfarabakh
appealed to the United Nations for recognitiontsfindependent state,
but no country to this day has recognized it.

Prior to the Minsk Group mediation of 1994, six ethmediation
attempts were made to resolve the conflict (Alil20 The first attempt
was in September 1991. It was initiated by Russm®&sident Boris
Yeltsin and Kazakhstan’'s President Nursultan Namgetb.
Unfortunately, “this duo never got on their feet filb the leadership
vacuum”. In February 1992, Iran, hoping to “bolstdés status of a
regional power, initiated the second mediation nafte However,
international organizations did not support Iramisolvement in the
dispute.

The third attempt of peace settlement was alsditbeinstance of the
Minsk Group’s involvement (through Conference onci8i&y and
Cooperation in Europe later reformed as OSCE). t€deia March 1994,
the CSCE’s efforts resulted mainly in “talks-of-result”, thus failed to
produce any notable results. President Nazarbayepped in to
negotiate again in August 1992. This time the amnbygof the warring
parties disappointed the president, leading tofdleth collapse of the
mediation attempts. The fifth mediation initiaticame from Turkey.
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The latter emphasized the importance of RussiakiSlrcollaboration
in resolving the conflict. However, the Armenianvgmment resisted
Turkey’s inclusion in the conflict. Lastly, the #iixnegotiation attempt
was initiated by Russia through the OSCE, andsieldh from November
to December of 1994. This negotiation did not redilne actors’ mutual
enmity.

The mediation efforts carried out in the periodwsstn 1991 and 1994
failed, but the warring parties eventually achiewvedceasefire. The
question here is, whether signing of Bishkek protogas due to the
third party mediation. In other words, did the MirSroup play a crucial
role in establishing peace in 19947 The theorypeness, developed by
William Zartman, suggests otherwise. The theory liesp that
conflicting parties tend to seek alternatives tcstiiies, when they
realize their military exhaustion or “when alteiimat usually unilateral
means of achieving a satisfactory result are blocked the parties feel
that they are in an uncomfortable and costly paadent” (Zartman,
2001). At “the ripe moment” the parties tend to egtcoffers and
negotiations, even if those were “in the air” forlang time. The
perception of Mutual Hurting Stalemate (MHS) by thenflicting
parties is imperative for achieving the ripe momés soon as the two
sides feel deadlocked in a conflict, which does |eatl to a victory in
the near future and hurts both actors, they sdeknaltive solutions and
exits.

When applied to the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, tiveory of ripeness
illustrates that the ceasefire was reached dueetparties’ realization of
the Mutual Hurting Stalemate (Ali, 2011). The hins#is that started in
1988 gradually escalated into large-scale opersiteomd reached their
peak from during the period of 1993 to 1994. Frequeounter
offensives started with the capture of Kelabajagdd@m, Fizuli and other
regions by Armenians, which resulted in emigrati@i local
Azerbaijanis. In contrast, Azerbaijani forces dttat and forced the
Armenian army to retreat soon after.

Although disputed, the number of casualties reabidethe period was
6000 to 7000 men from both sides. At this poing stipply of military
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resources to both parties was scarce and highlgbiesand the rate of
casualties was rising. Thus, the actors reachegbaie of deadlock in

the conflict and recognized the Mutual Hurting Staate. The main
reason of failure of the six mediation attempts was the lack of a

strong mediator; it was the timing and the unwghess of the sides to
realize MHS. Similarly, the ceasefire signed in 49@as not the Minsk
Group’s success, but rather the military exhaustioime both actors.

Shortly after the signing of Bishkek protocol, thensk Group set out
specific objectives for the settlement of the ArmaerAzerbaijani
conflict (see Karimli’s text in this volume). Oné the reasons that the
Nagorno-Karabakh conflict is not resolved after yars is that the
above mentioned framework for the Minsk Processlieapnegative
peace, rather than a positive one (Nuriyev, 2013).

Negative peace suggests “preventing, stopping, air permitting a
renewal of hostilities in the conflict zone”, bubes not involve a
complete settlement of the dispute. Whereas, pesiieace implies
“eliminating the internal and structural reasond aonditions arousing a
violent conflict, toward the curtailment of whichegative peace
processes are aimed”. As Dr. Elkhan Nuriyev memiiom his article
The OSCE Minsk Group in Crisis: A New Look at the Nagoer
Karabakh Impasse€isince its foundation, the Minsk Group became a
platform on which political games are performed abhtdlo not have any
direct relation to Nagorno-Karabakh”. Despite iteique status in
international mediation, the Minsk Group appeargoethelent on
principal powers, thus unable to satisfy the dersasfdwarring parties,
but rather fulfil the interests of the involved te Analysis of the
history of the conflict illustrates that the pripal powers, including
Russia, the US and France, were successful in ipgrgheir geopolitical
interests and national priorities, while appearasy mediators in the
Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. Nuriyev states that laytigipating in the
negotiations, the US hoped to spread its polital economic influence
in the region, while Russia’s aim was to maintésndominance.
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Furthermore, France, with supported of the Europgaion, wanted to
prove that European intervention was required deoto solve internal
disputes of the region.

When one looks back at the history of the dispthe, only progress
made towards the settlement of the conflict wakdmed by a group of
principal powers. Years of peace talks, led by @®CE, failed to

produce any results until it came to the interestsither of those

powers. For instance, the signing of the Bishkedqwol in 1994 was
initiated by Russia and can be considered the satgcess throughout
the conflict. The Moscow declaration, signed in 0Q4 years later,
was again brokered by Russia. According to Nuriy@\ne managed

instability conception is the key element to thEXSCE'’s] strategies:
strengthening their political and economic posgiorather than stability
is their main goal.” In other words, the princiggdwers are the ones
deciding the future of the peace process. Hence, itlsompatible

interests of those powers creates an environmeetevtesolving the
conflict seems impossible.

A more recent proposal by the Minsk Group, formedain 2009, is the
Madrid Principles. The OSCE had been trying to corer the heads of
both states to agree and sign on to the Principlesver 4 years now
(Dietzen (MP), 2012). According to the co-chairstbé Group, the
signing of this document will lead to peace in thgion. However, the
warring parties disagree. The six Madrid Princiaes

1. Return of the territories surrounding Nagorno-Kakh to
Azerbaijani control,

2. An interim status for Nagorno-Karabakh providingagantees for
security and self- governance;

3. A corridor linking Armenia to Nagorno-Karabakh;

4. Future determination of the final legal statusNafgorno-Karabakh
through a legally binding expression of will;
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5. The right of all internally displaced persons aefiligees to return to
their former places of residence,;

6. International security guarantees that would idela peacekeeping
operation.

The Madrid Principles failed to represent the ies¢s of the warring
parties: the Armenian side argues that the Priasigre unfair, as
Armenia will be “giving up land but only receivirggpromise in return”
concerning the legal status of Karabakh. Also, éhesnciples do not
account for the emotional attachment that bothonatihave for the
disputed lands. Moreover, the Madrid Principlesiavbe key issue of
the dispute: the actual future status of NagorncaKakh, which, in the
Madrid Principles is mentioned vaguely as a subjgext “future
determination”.

Given the weak performance of the OSCE in medidtiegconflict, why

do the representatives of the Group and the dispyttarties maintain
the original format of the conflict resolution? recent years Azerbaijan
has strongly advocated the Group’s dissolution her thange of its
members/format. For instance, in June of 2010 Adgbi Member of

Parliament Musa Guliyev commented on an article #@peared in

Armenian media that “...since its inception, the OS@iBsk Group has

not made any decisive step for Armenia’s recogniéie an occupier. So,
| have no faith in this organization. | think thhis format should be
either redesigned or it should dissolve itself.isidry of Truth, 2010)

Similarly, Azerbaijani president Ilham Aliyev annmed in 2012 that
Azerbaijan is purchasing weaponry in order to nesdhe dispute in a
timely manner and “with few casualties”, in case peace talks do not
reach to a conclusion soon (Dietzen, 2012). EarieNovember 2009,
Aliyev said that the government would be spendiifjohs on new
military equipment to strengthen the Army. He addeat Azerbaijani
people have “the full right to liberate [their] by military means”.

On the other hand, Armenia supports OSCE effortsesblving the
conflict (Orer, 2013). Armenia’s Foreign Affairs Mster, Edward
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Nalbandyan, mentioned during an informal meetingthet level of
Eastern Partnership Ministers that Armenia “welceraé) full support
regarding efforts of OSCE Minsk Group co-chairs”.

The bilateral relationship of Armenia and Russiacayns Azerbaijan.
The latter believes that Russia, the most activenbse of the Minsk
Group, strongly supports Armenia in the conflictof@a, 2010). Thus,
the conflict does not reach a full settlement beseaRussia’s interests
lay mainly in maintaining its dominant status ire ttegion, rather than
resolving the internal issues. According to anchetiin Journal of
Turkish Weekly Third Party Mediation in Nagorno-Karabakh: Part of
the Cure or Part of the Disegsé€'Russia is a paradoxical actor within
this conflict. In some situations it seemed to asta secondary party
backing Armenia, but in others it became an adtve party willing to
solve the conflict peacefully.” Additionally, Arm&nis more reluctant
to taking up drastic measures, including resoluimg conflict through
military means. One of the reasons for this stmatsgthe fact that
Azerbaijan’s defence spending rose to $3.47 billior2012, which is
greater than Armenia’s entire state budget (DietZ&0il2). Hence,
Armenia cannot rely on its military as much as wpponent.
Nevertheless, the threats from the Azerbaijani sed@rding a possible
attack do not stay unanswered: Armenia showcasedadditions to its
military during the Independence Day parade in 2012

Even though the attitudes towards the Minsk Growerde, one thing
remains clear: the Minsk Process cannot be coresideuccessful.
Unless the warring parties are ready for the fettlement of the conflict
and the mediators come about with a more effeqbeace proposal,
there will be no settlement. That is, unless Arraeand Azerbaijan
reach “ripeness”, and the OSCE changes its stradtegy maintaining
negative peace to establishing a positive onectimdlict will endure.
The shortcomings of the Minsk group in creating theeded
environment for peace play a crucial role in thufa of the peace talks.
As Nuriyev put it: “...Nagorno-Karabakh ... sheds hligon the
convulsions of the world order at the turn of thidennium. The OSCE
has not yet become and is very far from becomingoige of the
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international democratic public of the most indiadly developed
part of the world.”
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Russo-Georgian Rapprochement: A Light at the End of
the Tunnel

Boris Kuznetsov

The August 2008 war that opposed Russia to Geaongiked the end of
the post-Soviet era in Russia’s foreign policy, idgirwhich Moscow
was focused on restoring its status and provingith@mained a great
power. After August 2008, it began working on a ragproach in which
the collapse of the former superpower is not atpafimeparture. This is
a very difficult process because it requires buatdia new identity
projected into the future and not inspired by tlastpThe undertaking
affects all aspects of the Russian polity, buteirmis of foreign policy it
means awareness of the country’s capabilities iamthtions, a focus on
more practical goals, and the concrete balancetefasts.

The Eurasian Union, for example, is, contrary tonynaiews, not the
realization of imperial ambitions or an attemptrastore the Soviet
Union, but a calculated economic project inspiremtarby the European
integration model than older Russian or Sovietrasipns. The ultimate
goal is not to re-unify all former Soviet statesit bo attract some of
them who are commercially interested. Georgia @emindnally
contributed to this transformation of Russia; hoarei did not benefit
much itself.

Russian—Georgian relations had always been fragite almost ground
to a halt after the five-day war. True, there héveen some signs of
improvement: the two countries have restored regilights and are
discussing reopening the Russian market to Georg@aods. Most
importantly, they struck a compromise that allowRaissia to join the
World Trade Organization (WTO). However, these sigrof

improvement do not change the overall situationsda and Georgia
remain at odds over Moscow’s recognition of Abkhazind South
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Ossetia as independent states and that will notgehan the foreseeable
future.

Georgian and Russian foreign policy visions conttadach other and
leave no chance for developing a partnership. Gaoeghieved
consolidation of international support around tle@-necognition of the
independence of Abkhazia and South Ossetia. Asdhee time, Georgia
needs to reach a certain level of normalizatiorhviRussia, including
reopening cross-border trade, liberalizing the muset of people and
re-establishing people-to-people contacts. Pubpmion in Georgia
supports normalization with Russia. Approximatelyneo million
Georgian citizens live in Russia, putting additionaressure on
Georgia’s authorities to establish better relations

The first and most obvious choice is to find a waylimit the hostile

rhetoric in the media of both countries — and tisathe course that
Russia has chosen. Since 2010, Moscow placed baotgitive and

negative stories on Georgia in the media. The Gawordeadership
received an opportunity to express its views vimedrussia’s liberal
mass-media\{last magazineKommersantDozhd’ TV and RenTV but

official mass-media keep silent on Georgia, a behavhat should be
considered as a positive indicator that relatioesmproving.

The changing political situation in Georgia in Guo 2012 brought the
Georgian Dream coalition to power. The new govemine Bidzina

Ivanishvili has announced that one of its priogtis revising policy
towards Russia. Despite understandable difficultteat the new
Georgian government has faced, a window of oppaytuow exists for

normalizing relations with Russia. To make this gess irreversible,
both sides must painstakingly analyze and takekstdahe conflict's

consequences.

Undoubtedly, some resources for improving bilateeddtions are still
available. Contacts between the societies of thé bountries remain
and the political enmity has not affected the rete between their
peoples. The view from both sides is that this amgonutual alienation
is abnormal.
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An important resource of the new Georgian goverrinreits relations
with Russia is that the both states should noteshar negative prior
history. Mikhail Saakashvili as a personality was @bstacle to the
normalization of Russo-Georgian relations in thatlas earned himself
a reputation in Moscow as someone who does not keepword.
Moreover, any positive changes relative to Rus®eevwwof no benefit to
him. He is good at quarrelling with Moscow and thas poor
peacemaker. Rapprochement with Russia would higihtigose political
actors on the domestic political scene in Geordi whould be more
capable at reconciling with Moscow than Saakashwbr its part,
Russia is in no rush to make any friendly step&éwrgia prior to the
elections, as Russia understood that in reality gestures would only
strengthen Saakashvili.

The growth of trade and economic relations with dfusvould be a
triple win for Georgian Dream. First, it would aNoGeorgian products
to return to Russia’s market. Those trends woufipstt agriculture and
a number of sectors in the food processing indusbgnsequently,
renewed trade with Russia would lead to an ovargdrovement in the
country’s economic situation and foster domestionecnic growth.
Second, Russia could be a source of funding fosethgectors of the
Georgian economy that traditionally have sufferednf lack of
investments. Russian investments could be accomgdy guarantees
that transformed goods could be brought to Russiarkets. Moreover,
following such investments, it would accelerate tiwe of interest
groups wanting to maintain and increase trade aatipe with Georgia.
Third, the position of groups within the Georgiamsimess environment,
which is interested in cooperation with Russia, lddoe strengthened.
In the past, the weakness of such groups was ontheoffactors
contributing to unstable Russo-Georgian relatioris. addition,
facilitating Russia’s visa regime with Georgia wileate access to
Russia’s labour market. In the short term, accestoRussia’s labour
market will partly soften Georgia’'s unemploymentuation. The
growing interest of Russian travellers to Georgiaadourist destination
would also contribute to developing bilateral relas. Thus, trade and
tourist diplomacy could become an additional charoe political
dialogue between the two countries, alongside tfieiad Geneva talks.
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We need also to enhance academic and cultural atsntéhe lack of
research and knowledge in Russia about Georgiaraftorgia about
Russia is also a significant problem. The visamegand insufficiency
of funding for research activities creates a resue barrier for
production of high quality analysis of the neightisupolicies and
facilitates the dissemination of misinformation abthe other country.
Certainly, academic and research exchange programwiieincrease
and enrich the practical knowledge about the ecomand political
situation in Georgia and Russia.

We still have a long thorny way to re-build brokewmtual confidence
and trust as well as to expand open-minded dialoghe changing
world presents many challenges that make the comimiemests of
Russia and Georgia more significant than what sgpsathem.
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Cold Cooperation: Opening the Way to Negotiation

Pierre Jolicoeut

“Cold cooperation” is a concept whose meaning @se&lto the widely
studied concepts of “second-track diplomacy”, “cexgpion in conflict”
as well as *“forced co-operation”. In this case, tbencept aims
specifically at identifying ways the parties canuadeyond a stalemate.
The concept is designed to explain the processtabkshing a peace
process. The basic idea of this concept implies pbssibility of an
unstated, unacknowledged willingness to cooperétetive adversary in
order to go beyond a Mutually Hurting Stalematee(¢be text by
Asatryan in this volume).

Such a willingness to cooperate may well existams leaders’ minds,
but for various reasons it may be kept silent. Bp®j such as pressure
groups of displaced persons or refugees, sponstesStDiasporas, and
radicals and extremists of all sorts may strongppase such an
approach. To these actors, the opposing side &léabas hostile. Any
forms of collaboration are categorically excludBevertheless a leader
may come to the conclusion that conflicts that sitek in a stalemate
for decades can be extremely costly to a countgcenomy and
development. In this perspective, “Waiting for Gtds no longer an
option. “Cold cooperation” is a broader concept chhiincludes
unmediated and spontaneous initiatives as welf@aséd cooperation”,
which assumes that the protagonists are forcedapearate together by
a third party intervention or by pressure from theernational
community.

Cold cooperation’s particularity is that it invok/ethe interests of
adversaries that come under threat from objectastofs — not from
each other. This does not always mean that theagwoists have

! The author would like to thank Alan Whitehorn alahn Young for their useful
comments on a first draft of this paper.
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identified a common interest, or a common threat gupersedes their
mutual animosity. Rather it requires identifyingatieres of bilateral

relations that need to be loosened so that eatheofwo protagonists
can be free to pursue their own interests indepghdef one another. It

does not involve resolving a stalemate immediatdédyt it does

contribute to making it less “hurting”.

Cold cooperation can be a tool allowing tired Ilgelients to cooperate
with their adversaries in secondary areas that maveirect link with
what is at stake in the primary conflict. In the diuen term, these
opponents may feel obliged to develop formal limkih the opponent,
but still in a context perceived as cool rathemtlaaarm. This is where
the international community can be involved. In ttese we present
here, organizations such &ATO’s Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response
Coordination Centre(EADRCQ, or other organizations that have a
capacity to enforce a form of cooperation betwdenlelligerents can
develop a substantial conflict appeasement role, efample, when
objective factors compel opponents to develop waykelationships in
the organization of emergency services in casenataral disaster or in
the development of early warning systems for desgstevention. In the
case of an oil spill, the protagonists would neaglsbe obliged to
develop some degree of cooperation, information risgpa and
coordination if only to address the consequences dafisaster that
crosses international boundaries. Even if thesatsffemain on a small
scale, they might still contribute to establishingst between groups or
countries that are not natural partners. If thst faxperience is positive,
cooperation eventually spills over to other fiebdsctivity.

Cooperation: a key factor of conflict resolution

Why did the Middle East conflict of October 1973 #e stage for the
Camp David accords whereas the Middle East cosflaft 1948 and
1967 did not? Why did the Cyprus conflict of 19@4,well as the many
diplomatic initiatives that followed, fail to bringbout a successful
negotiated outcome? Why was diplomacy able to sebrae Southern
Africa conflicts (in Rhodesia/Zimbabwe or in Soulrica), but not

Somalia’s internal division? Why do India and P&disappear unable to
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settle the differences that are prompting eachhefsé¢ countries to
develop a capacity to build nuclear weapons? Watirtues to feed the
violence between different ethnic and religious oamities in Iraq?

The answer to these and similar questions liessingle word: incentive
for cooperation — or lack thereof. Cooperationastcal to international
affairs even in conflicting relationships. Whammeant by cooperation is
the existence of the prerequisites for diplomatiogpess, that is,
circumstances conducive for negotiated progressewen conflict

resolution. Such prerequisites can be classifiethiae categories: (1)
the nature of the dispute; (2) the nature of theigsmand their ongoing
relationship; and (3) conflict management chargsties, or process
factors. Some studies indicate that from the fingi categories, dispute
intensity, dispute complexity, the underlying issuthe relative power
of the parties, the alignment of the parties, amel parties' previous
relations all impact on negotiation outconds. the third category, the
timing, site, initiator, and rank of the negotigonll emerge as
significant factors.

Cooperation: a concept neglected in conflict analys

The importance of cooperation is obvious. As arlyaical tool it helps
to explain why agreements can be reached in cecases but not in
others. As a prescriptive tool it might be even enonportant, for it can
help policymakers to identify conflicts amenablengotiation, or, in
the case of long-lasting stalemates, reveal fagtxysiring change and
attention before diplomacy can become effective. sdite its
significance, cooperation is often ignored by asi@yand policymakers
alike. It has received some useful atterftidsut a good deal of what

Richard Jackson, “Successful Negotiation in mional Violent Conflict” Journal
of Peace Researchol. 37, No. 3 (2000), pp. 323-343.

See William I. ZartmarRipe for Resolution: Conflict and Intervention ifriéa,

New York: Oxford University Press, 1985; Louis Kaieerg,Timing the De-
Escalation of International ConflictiNew York: Syracuse University Press, 1991,
p.256.

4 Joseph S. Nye Jr., and David A. Weldmderstanding Global Conflict and
Cooperation: An Introduction to Theory and HistoBearson, 2012 (9th Edition).
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now constitutes mainstream writing on negotiatiorald almost
exclusively with technical considerationsthe role of mediators and
other third parties and the various approacheslablaito them are a
common subject of stuflyas well as the risks of bluffing or lyidgrhe
same applies to the notions of non-distributive t(rally profitable)
outcomes, where all parties to a dispute derivalklpenefit, as opposed
to a distributive outcome, where benefits are uadgudistributed. In
the classic zero-sum case, one party benefiteattpense of the other.

There is also some valuable writing about particutyles of
negotiations linked to specific cultural backgroshd Generating
cooperative solutions in protracted conflicts regsithat the parties
differentiate distributive from non-distributive momes. Often, a party
may reject a mutually-beneficial solution merelydeny the opponent a
corresponding advantage. The effects of culturdferdinces on
international negotiation are widely acknowledg€dhen, for instance,
notes that cultural factors can complicate, projomaad frustrate
negotiations. There is substantial empirical evidence that riating
tendencies differ by cultur®.

David Churchmariegotiation: Process, Tactics, ThepWashington: University
Press of America, 2004, p.102; Rogers D. Fishet Vditlliam Ury, Getting to Yes,
Negotiating Agreement Without Giving Mew York: Penguin Books, 1991 (1981).
Jacob Bercovitctocial Conflicts and Third Parties: Strategies afnlict
Resolution Boulder: Westview Press, 1984.

Peter Reilly, “Was Machiavelli Right? Lying in Betiation and the Art of Defensive
Self-Help”, Ohio State Journal on Dispute Resolutidol. 24, No. 3, 2009, pp. 481-
533; Roger J. Volkema, Denise Fleck, and Agnes teddtar-Toth, “Ethicality in
Negotiation: An Analysis of Attitudes, Intentioramd Outcomes’international
Negotiation Vol. 9, No. 2, 2004 , pp. 315-339.

Cheryl Rivers, and Anne Louise Lytle, “Lying, Gliemg Foreigners! Negotiation
Ethics across Culturesihternational NegotiationVol. 12, No. 1, 2007, pp. 1-28.

R. Cohen,Negotiating across Culture§Vashington, DC: United States Institute of
Peace, 1997.

19 See Adair, W.L., Brett, J.M., and T. Okumura, “Négtion Behavior When Cultures
Collide: The United States and Japaidurnal of Applied Psychologyol. 80, No.

3, 2001, pp. 371-85; J.L. Graham, A. T. Mintu, &dRodgers, “Explorations of
Negotiation Behaviors in Ten Foreign Cultures Usingodel Developed in the
United States"Management Scienc¥ol. 40, No. 1, 1994, pp. 72-95.
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A second focus of literature on international disguis that of conflict
resolution. There is a vast literature on plans tbald solve — at least in
part — the problems of the Middle East, CyprusSouth Caucasus and
other conflict zones. What tends to be common i libdy of literature
is its emphasis on suggesting formulas that if &etboy the relevant
parties would go a long way toward eliminating tgeound for
disagreement.

Despite these valuable intellectual contributioas)arge number of

disputes continue to resist all mediation and rgswi efforts. This is

not because of the incapacity of the parties’ regmeatives or because
experts involved are unable to produce fair outcthat would benefit

all parties and improve the current state of adfaifo the contrary,

advice on how to solve the problems of the Caucaslaqg or any other

conflicting areas is available and worthy of atiemt there are simply

other factors at work that must be taken into antou

In summary, contemporary writing on peace processgfers from
focussing too much on the negotiations themseloestheir form and
content, while neglecting the larger conditions npéing these
negotiations to take place. In practice therefdinglomacy has tended to
focus on the method of interaction rather than @ating incentives for
cooperation. That is, negotiations focus too muctow to divide the
existing pie — the material benefits such as tawijt population or
resources — as opposed to making the pie biggeeveryone. This
requires subject matter expertise that complemdigtmatic ability.
Except for those situations where one party isigefitly strong to
impose its preferences on others, it is cooperatione than anything
else that determines whether or not negotiationsingi at resolving
regional or local conflicts will have a positivetoome.
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Cooperation without trust

Because it is assumed that cooperation is imp&ssibinapplicable to
protracted conflicts (like in the South Caucasuk® complexity and
intensity of conflicts tend to increase with timeecause the issues
remain unresolved, and tensions fester. As a restulhe elite and grass
roots level, as well as at the mediator level (sashwith the Minsk
Group), there is a habit of mind that forms thagvents parties from
considering cooperative initiatives. What bring® tadversaries to start
cooperating? The usual answer is trust, but sorestint is need
Typically, where there’s trust, one can easily ayape with another. In
modern conflict situations, trust is nonexistenbwever, this absence of
trust does not necessarily mean an absence of mpe There are
plenty of examples of conflicting parties condemredcooperate in
order to move beyond a stalemate or to reach goatther matters. This
cooperation is not necessarily warm and enthusiastit it still is
cooperation. That is what | call “cold cooperation”

Scholars have widely acknowledged that trust cad ® cooperative
behaviour among individuals, groups, organizatiars] State$' It is
also recognized that cooperation can also exigtowitany pre-existing
trust. In the words of Axelrod, cooperation canseXwithout friendship

or foresight.*? Referring to that seminal work, Cook, Hardin, drevi
further discuss such theories in their bd@&operation without Trust?
published in 2007° In that book, the authors give multiple examples
illustrating how parties use mechanisms other tharst to make
cooperation work. Concerns about one’s reputafiongxample, could
keep a person in a small community from breachmigements. State

1 Gareth R. Jones and Jennifer M. George, “The Hepes and Evolution of Trust:
Implications for Cooperation and Teamworkhe Academy of Management Reyiew
Vol. 23, No. 3 (1998), pp. 531-546; Aaron M. Hoffmaames N. Rosenau, Russell
Stone (Eds)Building Trust: Overcoming Suspicion in InternatConflict, State
University of New York Press, 2005, p.213.

12 Robert AxelrodThe Evolution of Cooperation: Revised Editibtew York: Basic
Book, 2006 (1984), 264 p.

3 Karen S. Cook, Russell Hardin, and Margaret L&gipperation Without Trust?
Russell Sage Foundation Publications, 2007, p.253.
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enforcement of contracts ensures that businessgrarneed not trust
one another in order to establish successful tratitions. Similarly,

monitoring worker behaviour permits an employevést an employee
with a wide range of responsibilities without neszedy trusting that

person. In fact, the authors argue that a lackustt or even outright
distrust — may in many circumstances be more baakfor the purpose
of creating cooperation. Lack of trust motivategge to reduce risks
and establish institutions that promote cooperation

How cold cooperation can help overcome a stalemate

Some conflicts may cause heavy casualties, flowgetigees, and
important losses in resources. The so-called “fmozenflicts” of the

South Caucasus fit that type of intractable cotdli€ven though the
crucial phase of these conflicts is over, the stajuo prohibits the
affected areas and populations from recovering dekloping their

prosperity. It is obvious that some actors areatelut to find a way out
of the conflict, this is the typical “spoiler” prigan™, but it is fair to say
that the majority of the population is sufferingrr the persistence of
the status quo. According to a study by researcludrsStanford

University there are three categories of barrieesvgnting a conflict
resolution:

+ Tactical and strategic barriers; these come froeptirties’ efforts to
maximize short or long term gains.

« Psychological barriers; which come from differences social
identity, needs, fears, interpretation, values, parteptions of one
another.

* Some spoilers might be external to the conflictgee Others are internal. These
might be actors who benefit from the conflict eitfisancially or by gaining
political power or influence. See Stephen J. Stegripoiler Problems in Peace
Processes’International SecurityVol. 22, No. 2 (1997), pp. 5-53. Available at
<http://iis-db.stanford.edu/pubs/20634/Spoiler_Rrots_in_Peace_Processes.pdf>.
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« Organizational, institutional and structural bajeghese can disrupt
the transfer of information, and prevent leadersmfrreaching
decisions that are in the interests of the paitieispute®®

Cold cooperation acts directly on barriers of teeosid and third type.
By making opponents work together, it contributes dvercome
psychological barriers; by implementing informaticsharing and
confidence building measures, it helps to break rdasganizational
barriers.

Of course, every dispute has the potential to degeéa into a major
conflict, but at the same time it also contains pla¢ential to develop
imaginative solutions, provided the parties involeeek what is called a
“win—win solution” and are prepared to learn to oigfe in a non-
competitive and less adversarial manner, by invpkihe conflict’'s
latent potential for cooperation. By working togatlas “joint problem
solvers” seeking joint solutions and not workingiagt one another, the
participants can “enlarge the pie” to be dividethisTcan be achieved
either by direct negotiation between the partigswibh the help of an
impartial third party acting as a mediator.

One technique that stimulates such cooperatidmuis to engage in joint
projects with people from the other side, providédourse that central
authorities do not discourage such exchanges. ffolognts can be
brought together in some cooperative efforts, tteeyl to dissipate their
negative stereotypes of the other, begin to demene@ach other, and
start building normal, positive relationships whichight later be

extended to issues more closely related to thelicolf Examples of

such projects include rebuilding war-damaged hquséwstructure, or

roads, or developing joint educational effdftsThe advantage of such
projects is that people can interact without nesrélyshaving to address

!5 Kenneth Arrow, Robert H. Mnookin, Lee Ross, ando&riiverskyBarriers to
Conflict Resolutionl.ondon: W. W. Norton, 1995, p. 368.

'¢ Stephen RyarEthnic Conflict and International Relation®artmouth: Dartmouth
Publishing, 1995, pp. 129-152.

" Dylan Matthews, War Prevention Works: 50 StorieBeople Resolving Conflict,
Oxford: Oxford Research Group, 2001.
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the most difficult aspects of their conflict — wiihey still may not feel
comfortable doing. Yet they can begin the procddsudding trust and
understanding through personal interaction withpeedrom the other
side, while they focus on external problems shasedoth groups. Once
they successfully work and solve problems togethidey find
themselves in a better position to begin to wodetber in a cooperative
way to solve conflict related issues related todbeflict too®

Operationalizing cold cooperation: Armenia and Azebaijan

Cold cooperation requires focusing on incentivesctwoperation. These
can be material or psychological. Sometimes, theyret evident to
either of the parties, and so the involvement dfdthparties and
mediators in making these interests manifest igired. What follows is
a typical operationalization of cold cooperatiorsdxh on the interests of
Armenia and Azerbaijan defined by the analysts (wdwuld also be
done by the mediators in the Minsk Group). For oase study, the
starting point is at the confluence of interestsage and image as
interest.

1. Interests

Take for example Azerbaijan’s economy; almost esigkly based on
the extraction and transit of natural resource$ é&oid gas), those
resources are finite, and expected to start dwigdby 2014. If the
country wishes to maintain growth (which has alyeathrted to slow
down, according to IMF and World Bank data), aral/stoff domestic
unrest, there will need to be economic diversiiarator more likely,

further exploration and the deployment of new méghto extract more
yield from oil and gas fields.

'8 For examples of this approach applied in Bosmia,"Rebuilding Communities
Devastated by WarReace Watchvol. 11, No. 6, pp. 1, 8-9; Bruce Hemmer, Paula
Garb, Marlett Phillips, and John L. Graham, “Pgtthe ‘Up’ in Bottom-up
Peacebuilding: Broadening the Concept of Peace tgigms”, International
Negotiation Vol. 11, No. 1, 2006 , pp. 129-162.
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In the latter solution, the method of “fracking”using water to access
richer mineral and hydrocarbon deposits — may b@leyead. It is
officially acknowledged that this method causesldearthquakes. To
mitigate against unwanted effects, the EU and icerathorities are
currently working on legislation to determine howgah “fracking” is
tolerable. Otherwise, how much is permissible isrof debate, and this
is a debate that the Azerbaijani government has imterest in
entertaining. It all boils down to this; economicogth depends on
access to cheap and plentiful energy resources entypfor Azerbaijan,
but for its client countries as well. So we haveclear connection
between interest and need, between a single natidra wider region;
Azerbaijan, in this scenario, “needs” fracking.

Armenia, for its part, is extremely vulnerable sndl tremors as was
demonstrated in 1988. This contingency also extdad$eyond the
South Caucasus, and affects Turkey as well, wiscso vulnerable, if
one recalls the 1999 earthquake there. The costsciated with a
catastrophe like the one that Armenia had to endnrel988 are
prohibitive. While in 1988, she could count on support of the Soviet
Union, of which she was a federated republic; ihiso longer the case,
as she is now fully independent. Again, evidenoenfthe IMF and the
World Bank points to ever increasing economic hamQuite literally,
Armenia cannot afford the consequences of an ezai®y Her need is
to mitigate and develop the means to respond acmvee from them.
The burden that an earthquake would represent en Atmenian
government would likely trigger massive unrest ipagpulation that is
already under stress from poverty and lack of egoooutlet.

2. Image

Without establishing too direct a link betweenanild gas exploration in
Azerbaijan and earthquakes in Armenia and Turkeys evident that

Armenia cannot demand that Azerbaijan modify i&ctices, and no one
can expect Azerbaijan to comply if Armenia did makeh a request —
even if relationsverepeaceful between the two countries.

128



But what would Azerbaijan’s policy be if there wasnajor earthquake
in Armenia? Would it offer help or sit back? Coresidg the level of
catastrophe of 1988 in the region, the level ofstasce required would
almost certainly involve the use of the armed ferge support of the
civil powers. Here, NATO’s EADRCC can help shapelactrine of
cooperative intervention and bring the partieshi table to discuss this
issue of mutual interest. Because it is not onlerbaijan’s extractive
privileges that are at stake, or the political Biigof Armenia, butboth
countries’ image relative to the international coomty, and towards
one anotherThe same logic operates between Turkey and Arneaerda
to greater extent still, between Russia and thelevhegion. Opening
discussions on the use of force for peaceful pwpesathin a context of
conflict provides for the creation of bilateral exgpency management
solutions that are of crucial importance to thernest of both countries.
Emergency management here is a field of activitictvthe constituents
of both countries can relate to as in their owrt b@srest. Therefore, it
evacuates the potential for the “hawks” in the eesipe communities to
manifest any outrage at their respective governiméovertures” to the
other side.

3. Image as interest

If such a scenario were to take place under EADRIZTO or EU
auspices, exercises could then take place witheav b create an
operational capability in the region. The use afhsa capability could
then be publicised positively, and the image of ‘thiaer” would then
begin to change. More importantly, the image ofhbé&rmenia and
Azerbaijan would find itself significantly improvethternationally if
they were to jointly come to the aid of a third oty (say, Turkey or
Russia in the case of an earthquake, or Ukraintleertase of a maritime
oil spill, for example).

Before characterizing this example as unrealiits not forget that the
original motivation — the incentive — for coopeoatihad to do with
economic growth and political stability. We havet ramldressed the
underlying issues. This means that while the twontwes remain in
actual frozen conflict, cooperation could still ege while a
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“moratorium” on discussing the divisive issues i#l #n force. Even
without trust, there is a cooperative conduit enmgyg

Conclusion

Of course the idea of “cold cooperation” is notimhy new. It is

connected to a series of related concepts, alldbasethe idea of a
cooperation without any pre-existing trust. Nevelglss, it offers a
promising approach to revive the paralysed peaceesses of long
lasting conflicts. This concept seems particulagigvant in the context
of the “frozen conflicts” in the Caucasus region.

The biggest challenge is convincing parties thaateter one “gives” is

not “lost” to them, that is, that non-distributieeitcomes, such as the
one we have alluded to above, is recognized as. iitlat harm can

there be to Armenia if, in “exchange” for her (tactconsent to

Azerbaijan’s fracking, she benefits from greatesadier recovery
capabilities — especially since such capabilitiesuld be generated
through NATO?

The governments of Armenia and Azerbaijan will beeao meet public
demand for growth only if the region of the Soutau€asus becomes
integrated economically — either with the EU, andiith Russia. For
both, this will be the key to economic diversificat, and ultimate
prosperity. Getting there requires solving the éssof Nagorno-
Karabakh. But this being impossible in the curreimate of relations,
the opportunity for cooperation could start witheegency management
and disaster recovery. This would be all the mostc@me since neither
the EU, NATO, Russia nor are the countries theneselwilling to
accommodate any more “seasons” like the Arab “$gfimn the South
Caucasus.
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A Pragmatic Review of Nagorno-Karabakh Conflict
Resolution: Could Economic Incentives Help Break ta
Current Stalemate?

George Niculescu

Following up to a seminar on “The Unresolved Catdliin the South
Caucasus: Implications for European and Eurasidegtation”, the
European Geopolitical Forum-EGF researched, dutegfirst half of
2012, the utility of economic incentives for Nagotidarabakh conflict
resolution. A research paper on this topic was iphbl, in October
2012, by Dr. Marat Terterov, Director of the EGRddy myself on the
EGF websité.

This research started from the assumption thabhbtigal settlement”, in
its own right, will be hardly sufficient to resol¥kis conflict. Economic,
social and psychological elements will have to betdred into the
equation of the final “Grand Bargain”. Of thesepmomic incentives
may be the most appealing given the region’s siatéevelopment and
the mutual desire of both the political and civicieties in all of the
South Caucasus to see the region move forward.

There seems to be little immediate “light at thel ef the tunnel” in
relation to a peaceful settlement of the conflieeroNagorno-Karabakh.
To the contrary, experts spoke of the risk of metiar all out hostilities,
citing factors such as failure of peace talks betwthe two countries
hosted by the Russian Federation to achieve a threalgh, Armenia’s
continued reluctance to surrender land gains madézarbaijan’s
expense during the war, and concerns that Azerbanay have little
choice but to turn to force in order to regainitery lost to Armenia.
Further, both the bilateral Azerbaijani-Armeniamgogation process and
the wider relationship between the two countriesreow governed by a

! The original EGF research paper may be foundtpt/fgpf-
europe.com/upload/iblock/99c/egf _nk_paper_octod@r2012 formatted.pdf
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severe lack of trust. In such an environment anyually acceptable
confidence building measures and steps towarddiciordsolution are
extremely difficult to develop.

Two key questions have been underlying the reseaodcept on this
topic:

First and foremost, one Caucasus scholar spoke afetp history of
pragmatism in the Caucasus which is there, jusivbéhe surface, if you
care to look for it.2 Could such pragmatism be brought to the forefront
if, for example, both the political elites and nstheam populations of
both Armenia and Azerbaijan could be persuadeddtftat a further 20
years they would achieve wide-scale economic devedmt, experience
significant wealth and prosperity at the expensswfendering mutual
plans of belligerence? The answer to this questamore likely to be
yes, since all parties to the Karabakh conflicenftalk of peace as the
precursor to a wealthy, economically integrated aydamic South
Caucasus region. However, today, the Karabakh icoigl essentially a
political conflict, where Armenians argue the rigtitself-determination
and call for recognition of status, while Azerbaigawould not accept
anything less than the return of their territory.

Second; would there be added value for Armeniari#gmn and the
international community to start talking about “jpimg over the fire"?
That is about the vision of a prosperous, integré&&®uth Caucasus
region governed by free trade and open bordersodeyrafter all, has
passed through a similar transformation in recemiades. Why should
Armenia and Azerbaijan, as two states embracing rofaan-style
modernization and nation building, not share theeglence and benefits
of the European transformation in this day and age®eover, talking
about “jumping over the fire” is consistent with Bl Council decision
adopted in early 2012, which expressed readinesprtvide enhanced
support for confidence building measures, in suppdrand in full
complementarity with the Minsk Group” and which ited the High

2 Thomas de Waal, “The Lightness of History in @&ucasus”, 2010, extracted from
www.opendemocracy.net.
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Representative and the (European) Commission “te@ldp, in close
consultation with the OSCE, post-conflict scenarims Nagorno-
Karabakh as a basis for future EU engagement.”

The EGF research tested the idea of whether ecenioentives could
help break the current deadlock between Armenia/sretbaijan over
Nagorno-Karabakh. More specifically, we submittedueestionnaire to
local and international experts basically askingethbr an approach
towards conflict resolution where Armenia woulduret some land to
Azerbaijan in return for the latter providing acsdse regional energy
and infrastructure projects could contribute towsadndeaking the current
stalemate. We didn't mean the Nagorno-Karabaklf,iiset rather the
seven districts of Azerbaijan which Armenian fordesk during the
Karabakh war in the 1990s, and over which Yerevas maintained
control since that time, referring them as a buyfbersecurity zone.

The findings of the research highlighted that ecoicoincentives,
particularly those which may facilitate access egional (energy and
infrastructure) projects cannot, on their own, $itlte a political
settlement to the conflict, including its terri@ridimensions. However,
economic incentives have the potential to contabistwards conflict
resolution as an element of a broader deal betweerparties. They
could play a key role in confidence building byatreg an atmosphere
of tolerance and enabling mutual trust which caudntually move the
sides towards political compromise.

Evidence supporting this position included commeaftgarticipating
experts suggesting that economic incentives couéhko the current
economic isolation of Nagorno-Karabakh and Armeriaey would
create openings for shared economic benefits stegfinom trilateral
cooperation (Georgia-Armenia-Azerbaijan) which nifgrge trust and
strengthen regional identity throughout the Soudln€asus.

% Conclusions of the Council of the European Urdarthe South Caucasus, 27
February 2012, from
http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/12/st@83932.en12.pdf
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Economic incentives could help open a more direck therefore more
economically efficient set of transport routes Aaerbaijani oil and gas
bound for European markets, while further diveisiy Azerbaijan's

energy export routes. This would offer the Nagok@vabakh enclave a
broader range of economic options and opportunitiggch could help
diminish the current siege mentality of the Nagekarabakh

authorities and population.

The resulting energy and infrastructure interdepend would resonate
among conflicting parties and local stakeholderbjctv would make

economic interests, and would soften their intrgesce. In principle,

economic incentives may help create common economéests in

joint infrastructure projects, which could serve ‘@sutual security

guarantees” within the framework of the peace Bsce

Finally, economic incentives would create a strongasis for the
economic and humanitarian rehabilitation of the ese\Armenian-
controlled districts around Nagorno-Karabakh;

On the other hand, the research also demonstrhttdtitere are also
more cautious views about the role of economicritiges in Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict resolution to be considered.

Economic incentives would not lessen Armenia’s fp@siin calling on

the international community to recognize the inagwj@nce of Nagorno-
Karabakh, since economic gains would offer todelithgainst major
security losses.

Furthermore, Armenian “hard liners” would never gquica territorial
compromise as they would see any attempt at dangssnothing less
than “national treason”, or as selling out the Anme@ national
interest/security to “business interests” cultidateithin (Caucasus)
regional and international circles. Also, one mustnember that
“Nether-Karabakh” (which is the term reportedly diseithin Armenia
to describe the seven districts around Nagornoixadda), is the only
place where the 400,000 Armenian refugees fromtehgtory of the
former Soviet Azerbaijan could settle safely;
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Notwithstanding Russia’s tacit opposition to ecommimcentives, there
is the feeling that it is too late to integrate mmmically based on cross-
border oil and gas pipeline projects which may haue across
Armenian (and Karabakh) territory, transporting @as oil and gas to
European markets. They would simply not be judiléarom a financial
perspective in the current supply-demand environrfeerhydrocarbons.
Moscow would perceive economic interests as begajnat its regional
economic and political interests, particularly islation to its gas
deliveries to Armenia, which could be supplanted léss expensive
Azeri gas in the event of improved relations betw¥erevan and Baku.

The EGF research showed an interest from the Am@neside to engage
in regional energy and infrastructure projects he South Caucasus,
including those with the participation of Azerbaijalt also showed,
however, that Armenia remains nevertheless strorejlyctant to factor
in any sense of participation in such project$is twvere to be based on
the conditionality of either returning land (to Abaijan) or any other
form of compromise which would endanger Armeniamnl &agorno-
Karabakh security. Further, Azerbaijani and seveirgkrnational
participants in the research also made it clear without having a
strong agreement on peaceful resolution to theliconfh place, it is
highly unlikely that Baku would ever consent to theclusion of
Armenia into any regional projects in which Azefbaaiparticipated.

However, a number of experts supported the ideasofg economic
incentives in the shape of Armenian participatianrégional (energy
and infrastructure) pilot projects as a confidermelding measure,
which should be well synchronized with — and thugunally reinforcing
— the current negotiations ongoing within the Min&coup. For
example, it was suggested the establishment ofgjoR& Development
Agency (RDA), which should be in charge of preparimand
implementing such regional projects, including tieeonstruction and
development of energy and transport infrastructuas, well as
telecommunications networks. The RDA could focissadirst priority,
on developing integrated regional transport corrigimjects, including
railways and highways covering Turkey, Azerbaijsgdrmenia and
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Russia. The RDA could also involve, as appropriantries from
beyond the region, as well as international orgstrons.

A number of energy and communications infrastrietyprojects
originating in, or transiting through Azerbaijanputd potentially
become open to Armenian participation. The mainng{as of such
projects below as they were identified by our researe:

 The Baku-Nakhitchevan-Yerevan-Gyumry-Kars and TBaku-
ljevan-Yerevan-Nakhichevan railways;

e The former-Soviet railway route: Baku-Armenia-Nakievan-
Turkey;

e The Moscow-Baku-Yerevan railway;

e The Aghdam-Karabakh-Sisian (Armenia)-Nakhichevank&y
highway;

* The transport ring around the Black Sea;
* Trans-Caspian transport infrastructure;
* North-South and East-West South Caucasus transpoitiors;

* The regional electricity grid covering Armenia-Nago-Karabakh-
Azerbaijan-Turkey;

* The Aghdam - Khankendi(Stepanakert) — Shusha hihae Goris —
Sisian — Nakhichevan - Turkey gas pipeline.

The research has also identified a number of olestabindering

possible Armenianparticipation in regional infrastructure projects,
which included:
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* The existence of minefields and unexploded amrmnstalong the
line of contact separating the parties;

* The unknown technical state of rail and road sthactures, which
have not been in service for many years;

e The absence of common technical standards andppfopriate
frameworks for dialogue between technical experts;

» Domestic politics in Yerevan;

« The influence which oligarchs-cum-politicians @amly exercise
over the Armenian economy;

e The influence of the Armenian diaspora which, be bne hand,
might be interested to invest in such projects,Istfon the other,
might view them as a negative factor and one capatif
undermining “the Armenian cause”;

* Russia’s geopolitical interests in the region. b8 may have a
vested interest in preserving the present-day stajuo over
Nagorno-Karabakh as a means of maintaining itsréeyeeover both
Armenia and Azerbaijan;

e Baku’s perception of Armenia as little more thancontinuation of
the Russian political and economic sphere (of arilze) in the South
Caucasus”.

In conclusion, the research acknowledged that (disions around
economic issues” should nevertheless take placehdtoend, starting a
comprehensive dialogue among interested businessk&xperts from
the conflicting parties (together with internatibrectors) on post-
conflict scenarios involving joint regional energnd infrastructure
projects would be a step in the right directionss$tiole topics for the
agenda of such a dialogue could include:

137



« Joint Armenian and Azerbaijani rehabilitation ofamweary
infrastructure in both Nagorno-Karabakh and theupgad districts.
A technical basis for such discussions alreadytexis terms of a
private study produced by Azerbaijani and intewral experté.
Armenian participation by way of commentary on thiady could
be invited in possible working group format and Wbcoonstitute a
substantial confidence building measure helpinddbuust between
the parties.

e Joint priority-setting, joint management, source$ funding,
interoperability of technical standards and othballenges (not
directly related to the Nagorno-Karabakh confliw) planning and
implementing regional infrastructure projects.

 Making best use of regional infrastructure prgetd help the
process of resettlement of IDPs and refugee contieanof both
Armenian and Azerbaijani ethnicity.

Many of the interviewed experts believed that tleenmencement of
such dialogue should not, necessarily, be deperateridoption of the
Minsk Group Madrid Principles. Indeed, such initias could form a
useful, additional instrument capable of complenmgnMinsk Group
endeavours. Developing additional tools where posflict scenarios
could effectively be modelled would itself provideframework within
which conflict transformation approaches could tpkee.

Clearly, there is much influence which internatiostakeholders could
bring to this process — providing new frameworks fiialogue,
guaranteeing security and political aspects of esva pilot projects
and associated confidence building measures, amgelbng both sides
to take a more flexible and constructive approawtatds the conflict.
The EU, in particular, can bring the powerful megsaf “focusing
creative energies on fostering regional economapeaation, rather than

* Nazim Muzaffarli, and Eldar Ismailov, “Basic Peiples for the Rehabilitation of
Azerbaijan's Post-Conflict Territories”, Instituté Strategic Studies of the Caucasus,
CA&CC Press AB, Stockholm, 2010.
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striving to maintain an unacceptable status quihi@atening the use of
force”. Bringing in experience of “conflict dissuas” and fostering
economic cooperation from the previously war-toadkans, where the
EU continues to play a quintessential role, wousd ot go astray.

Threat perceptions could begin to change on batbssif joint working
groups, Armenian and Azerbaijani, would begin tockla such studies
together, albeit it would be most likely that theywuld have to meet
under wider international sponsorship.

One interviewed expert described the economic imneesnapproach as a
key element of a new vision for peace in the S@ahcasus reinforced
by comprehensive, integrated and sustainable catpey which would
ultimately enable free movement of people, goodsyises and capital
at the regional level, lead to economic integratod the opening of all
closed borders. Could Armenia and Azerbaijan woogether in
rehabilitating the seven districts of Azerbaijanoward Nagorno-
Karabakh and oversee their integration into theewrggional economy
of the South Caucasus? Who should take charge pieimenting the
work and under which auspices should it be devel@pBerhaps, a
Regional Development Agency working to create rafgvinstitutions
for a “South Caucasus Confederation of States anttids” — an
economically integrated region governed by freeddraand open
borders? Finding answers to those questions mayh&esubject of
further independent research.
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Arab Lessons for Azerbaijan: Breaking the Vicious Qrcle
of Impossibility?

Rashad Shirinov

Since 2003 Azerbaijan has experienced a slow teint@a dictatorial
rule with government having increasingly deterimmgt records of
fundamental rights and freedoms. Freedom of asgerhbs been
practically banned. Politicians, journalists, blegg youth activists face
trial, intimidation and repression. This is expkdnby the particular
character of the political economy based largelyibnOil has produced
large revenues to the ruling elite simultaneousiating vulnerabilities.
The regime in Azerbaijan is now interested in usv&zal and protection
more than before, since there are many actors ke khare in the oil
wealth, be it directly or indirectly.

Azerbaijan has been the only country so far infémmer Soviet Union
area, where Arab revolutions have had a signifigampact on the
willingness of pro-democracy forces to mobilizeiagathe government.
It can probably be explained by the particular sesfscompassion with
Arab nations who share similar characteristicsooietal dimension and
political economy.

Revolutions in the Arab world and following action$ Azerbaijani
opposition forces have paved the way to violentckdawn in the
country. The government also used “fight againstuggion” campaigns
as a preventive tool in order to alleviate potdregpression of public
discontent.

Many observers commented on the events in Azerbaijahe
widespread view is that “it is not time yet, butvtl definitely come one
day”. Of course, if the government doesn’t chartgemind regarding
political reforms, which is believed to be highigprobably.
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A little bit of background

When the Soviet Union collapsed all Soviet repubktepped on the
path of nation building and democracy. After fevaggeonly a handful
of them, Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia, (certaimgt without strong
support from Europe and USA) truly managed to makweakthrough
and shed authoritarianism. Almost everywhere elsikraine, Moldova,
Caucasus and Central Asia — to a greater or lessent, the initial pro-
independence, pro-democracy governments were egplay (semi)
authoritarian governments consolidated around glesieader (usually a
former Sovietapparatchil. These leaders established Communist Party-
type political parties and claimed they had totapport from the
population. Sometimes this was true since the ainifiailure of
democratic reforms in those countries made peopéptEal about
change and made them to think about a leader witim ‘hand”, who
would restore stability and peace.

In Azerbaijan, the second government after indepeod (1992-1993),
which was formed by the Azerbaijani Popular Frailed to manage the
political and security crisis — the challenge, @dlély supported also
from outside. Former Communist leader Heydar Aljyewo ruled the
Azerbaijani Soviet Socialist Republic during 196382 returned to
“rescue the country from chaos and instability” adicial media has
portrayed the comeback. Heydar Aliyev has estadtish system which
has been continuing unchangingly since 1993.

Throughout this period of almost two decades thee ups and downs
in the system, but it stood all the pressures atidmgts to be
overthrown or replaced peacefully by any other dorElection times
were normally more critical times when the systeh threatened but
consolidated itself and suppressed any attempastdnl against it. Years
of 1995, 1998, 2000, 2003, 2005 were more criticathat sense. But
especially before and after colour revolutions @Q0fhd 2005) the
political situation experienced an escalation. bthbcases the ruling
elite re-consolidated its power with bigger stréngnd the forces of
opposition were marginalized and demoralized.
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Generally, Azerbaijani political situation (more ftwe than now) is
susceptible to impacts from whatever happens iméghbourhood.
Peaceful revolutions in Georgia and Ukraine have aatremendous
impact on the consciousness of people and polifiicaés in Azerbaijan.
The Azerbaijani opposition’s colour during the 20@%rliamentary
elections was orange, like that of Ukrainian oppoisi Also there is an
embedded belief among Azerbaijani people aboutirtipossibility of
any sort of political change without outside suppdihe success of
peaceful revolutions in Georgia and Ukraine andailsire in Azerbaijan
is recognized mostly as function of strong and italegexternal support
(first of all from US and Europe). Another reaserthat Azerbaijan is a
Muslim nation and democracy and Islam are not caiblga In that
regard, Arab uprising has created in Azerbaijamif@ant hesitations
and hopes. Many would question now the traditia@roaches to the
“Muslim mentality” and its incongruity with demoaw and human
rights. Many now also agree that change is to Ipeeed — it is just the
matter of time.

Who is playing?

Before moving to the reactions of the various actowould be useful to
look at relative weight of those actors and theisipon within political
structure of Azerbaijan. It seems like we can ctimrize the
Azerbaijani political environment as highly poladz On one side there
is a strong, consolidated government with a hugeducratic apparatus
and mobilized security forces; on the other sidposgion forces, civil
society groups, and youth organizations that arstijméragmented and
marginalized.

The ruling elite §overnmenseems to be an inadequate term as there are
influential actors outside the government that ipgndéte in decision-
making) of Azerbaijan has been consolidating it$p gon power
especially after llham Aliyev's coming to power 2003 and the influx

of oil money. The ruling elite seem quite monobtl@nd homogenous.
The system can be called oligarchic with the pegsighlaying a little bit

a role of an arbiter and little of the “first amoaguals”. The authorities
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have exclusive monopoly on natural resources agy dalso dominate in
the other areas of the economy.

As for the opposition, it has been fragmented &odbnsiderable extent.
However, recently there is some movement towardty among major
opposition parties. On 28 December 2010 the Ciszéfovement for
Democracy-Public Chambeltc{imai Palatgd was established. It is a
union of major parties: Musavat, Azerbaijani Popiteont (APFP) and
the Azerbaijani National Independence Party (AMIB)d some other
civil society organizations. Public Chamber is atocwation of the idea
of Popular Front- Musavat unity, something that bhasn problematic
for many years allegedly due to irreconcilable efi¢éinces of the leaders
of these two major opposition parties. Unity wakieeed first in the run
up to Parliamentary elections in November 2010.imguthese elections
the authorities did not “allow” real opposition chsiates to win any seat
in the parliament. Immediately after the electidieth parties started
consultations to set up a new body.

Youth groups started to get mobilized in mid 2002 became
particularly articulate after the advancement oflina social networks
(Yahoogroups, Facebook). Most of the youth dididentify themselves
with either government or opposition. Later on, fnetest potential of
youth has dragged it into the space of oppositiospirit, again without
party affiliation.

Perceptions and reactions to Arab uprisings
Government

It seems that the government of Azerbaijan has ameandirect threat to
its regime although it would not admit it. The fitangible reaction was
the so called “fight against corruptiorRarrupsiya ib mibariz) that the
government declared. However, government spokesperdeny any
sort of linkage between the Arab revolutions anel ifrenergized fight
against corruption. Mubariz Gurbanli, MP from thding party, said
that anti-corruption activities were not linked tfze situation in Arab
countries. “When at the meeting with the CabinetMihisters the
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president touched upon the issue of corruption,Amab countries
everything was calm”, he said. However, Russianguage daily
Zerkalo reports that protests in Tunisia, Egypt, Jordad &tdgeria
started already in December 2010-early January ,20dtereas the
president of Azerbaijan met the Cabinet on Janli&r2011*

One of the very first reactions came from the Manisof Interior, who
instructed traffic police to treat people nicelydadon’t pull cars without
any reason. The minister strongly criticized therkvof State Traffic
Police and instructed the chief of this servicefight irregularities?
Nevertheless, the authorities tried to portrayoit @ something new but
the continuation of initially launched anticorrugti policies. In order to
“feed the beast” several low and mid-level civihnamts faced criminal
charges. Preventive anti-corruption measures wgrpased to mitigate
the impact of Tunisian and Egyptian uprisings oa tlonsciousness of
Azerbaijani people. However, these actions haven baéicized for
lacking genuine political intent behind them andngn@eople see them
as just “cosmetic’ and superficial. The idea ofgHhiing against
corruption” was never accepted seriously by thepfgeas many would
question the transparency of the very people whd tais “fight”. For
instance, the Anti-corruption Committee is a bodyick is composed
largely of high level government officials, whos&ro integrity has
come under question.

One thing is certain; the authorities have startethink about softening
the potential tension within society. It seems like government is well
aware of the latent dissent among population, @adily due to the
widespread corruption. A prominent op-ed writer amthlyst Rauf
Mirkadyrov claims that if asked earlier governmagificials would

declare that corruption exists everywhere, inclgdmost advanced

! E. Velyev, “Listen to the lessons of Tunisia &wgypt”, Zerkalo,23 February
2011(in Russian)
http://www.zerkalo.az/2011-02-23/politics/1722 fAyia-Kaddafi-bunt

2 Ramil Usubov fired nine police officergnikal, 25.02.11
http://unikal.org/index.php?mod=news&act=view&nid£R 2
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countries with strong traditions of democracy aal of law, whereas
now the authorities announced they launched awaabn corruptior.

When it comes to rhetoric, almost all governmeriicals who have
spoken on the issue ruled out any slightest pdagithat similar things
might happen in Azerbaijan. Ruling elite represtws argue that
Azerbaijan and Arab countries differ greatly — froeeonomic and
psycho-social perspectives. “Voices that claim ¢hesrt of protests
might happen in Azerbaijan are not based neitheaois nor on logic”,
said Mubariz Gurbanli, MP from ruling YAP party.

Opposition

The Arab revolutions have rejuvenated Azerbaijappasition from

more than five years of passivity that has beeragxgd mostly by the
impossibility of exercising freedom of assembly abding under

constant pressure and persecution from authoritlemediately after

President Ben Ali left office in Tunisia, oppositideaders started to
make preparations for the street protests. Chairmiamzerbaijani

Popular Front Party, Ali Kerimli, said that eventsthe Arab world

proved again that there is no alternative to deawcrand that
dictatorships will not end up well;

Many people were thinking that Arab world wouldthe last safe haven
for authoritarianism. Our head of state had goddtioms with them

because president was thinking about Arab counaige® model for
Azerbaijan. Now all of the people who thought obsk countries as a
model should be disappointed.

? Rauf Myrkadirov, “When content doesn’t match tbem”, Zerkalo22 February
2011 (in Russian)
http://www.zerkalo.az/2011-02-22/politics/17190gakanov-baxtiyaraliyev-
korrupsiya

4 E. Velyev, “Listen to the lessons of Tunisia d&gypt”, Zerkalo,23 February
2011(in Russian)
http://www.zerkalo.az/2011-02-23/politics/1722 fAya-Kaddafi-bunt
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Another prominent Azerbaijani opposition leaderaf@man of Musavat
Party Isa Gambar said the myths that dictatorstedeabout themselves
started to fall apart: “This process will not beaiied to Middle East and
Arab countries. It will stretch to post-Soviet spaSouth Caucasus and
Belarus...and nothing will be able to stop democrauy freedom >

Pro-opposition political analyst, Zardusht Alizagdo has always been
very critical of Aliyev’s government mentions thdictatorial regimes
fall in the same trap of disregarding problems d®&ihg arrogant:
“When government was ousted in Tunisia, in Egymytlsaid that it
could never happen there, since Egyptian governnf@idws right
policies and provides social justice in the counBut the following
events proved the opposite.”

Alizade also believes that the wave of revolutiovid expand to CIS
area and if the government of Azerbaijan doesrsess the situation
properly and fails to conduct necessary reformsaapse would be
inevitable.”®

For the first time opposition has started to usevely and widely virtual
social networks to attract people to demonstratidiere is a growing
tendency to use online networks to build up theégqsts, something that
was inspired by the Egyptian revolution.

On March 12, April 2 and April 17 of 2011 Public &hber has staged
an unprecedented protest — the first in almost &syeThe authorities
heavily cracked down on protesters and more theh [#bple were
detained. Several criminal charges of violating lipubrder were laid

against high profile public figures such as ArifjiHaTural Abbasli, and

Mahammad Majidli. It was for the first time sinc®03 that a high

ranking political party member (Arif Hajili is Depy Chairman of

Musavat Party) was indicted.

® llkar Resul, “How the events happening in Arabiminies are perceived in
Azerbaijan”Radio Free Europe28 January 2011,
http://www.azadlig.org/content/article/2290420.1s#1in Azeri language
6 .
Ibid.
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Youth

Youth groups and various individual young peoplevehastarted
discussions in social networks right after Tunisigents. Some active
young people saw it as opportunity to instil revian in Azerbaijan. A
group of young people set up a web page on Facetaitdd “March 11
— Great People’s Day”, calling on people to dematstthroughout the
entire country. This initiative faced strong disggare and resistance on
the side of the authorities. Some youth activisterew detained
preventively. Official and government controlledetasion started a
campaign to discredit pro-revolution youth.

It seems that during these events the positions Apérbaijani
independent youth groups and of opposition coirttideome young
people joined protests and supported leaders dfigadl parties. An
interesting tendency is that increasingly, youtbugis have started to see
opposition as partners in the common struggle feedom. Although
there has always been a lot of scepticism amonggpeople regarding
political parties and the quality of their compasit now situation is
changing. This is not to say that youth groups imauosly and
wholeheartedly support the opposition. Rather, gopeople develop
sympathy for politicians and political activists have spent years in
struggle.

The level of the apprehension of the government rbgher. The
prosecution started more criminal investigationsuth activists Jabbar
Savalan and Bakhtiyar Hajiyev have been arrestet ssamtenced to
several years in jail. Elnur Majidli, the creatof the “11 March”

Facebook event, who resides in France, was accoksqdanning a
forceful overthrow of the government. Already seleother youth
leaders were invited to prosecutor's office and ewvejuestioned
concerning Elnur Majidli's case. Another party youhctivist, Tural

Abbasli from Musavat Party has been accused oftig public order
and sentenced to two months of pre-trial detention.
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EU reaction

It is important to highlight the prompt EU reaction the ground and in
Brussels, also because what EU member states didum@recedented.
On April 8, 2011 a delegation of about 20 Europediplomats,
including chiefs of missions of the EU, the OSCEe tCouncil of
Europe, as well as the ambassadors of Europeantresurand the
deputy US ambassador met leaders of Public Chafbé&tarimli, I1sa
Gambar and Yusif Bagirzade. The meeting was cltse¢de media and
signalled Western concern over the political sitratin Azerbaijan.
Moreover, European Parliament issued two statememtd one
resolution regarding the human rights and fundaailefittedoms
situation in Azerbaijah. The government of Azerbaijan criticized those
documents as being biased, ungrounded and supéftfici

The EU’s increased attention to the situation inerdaijan can be
explained by the heightened level of insecuritynglats borders with
Middle East and North Africa, including the casésmass immigration
into EU zone as a result of violence in Libya, Hgynd Syria.
Evidently, European interests in oil and gas ttaaisp played a role.

Election year 2013

2013 could be a year of change. Two spontaneousgtractions at the
Bina Trade Centre and in the city of Ismayilli (1@ to the northwest
of Baku) have shown that social unrest can be speoatus. Another
large protest action in Baku on January 12, togstoagainst soldier
deaths in non-combatant conditions (accidentsjdesc diseases, army
hazing etc.) has brought together people from diffeage groups and
social backgrounds. On January 26, two days dfierctvil unrest in

Ismayilli, young people staged a protest in Bakmaeding to stop the

" Two statements were adopted on March 17 and Apfiihe European Parliament
Resolution was adopted on May 13, 2011.

8 Official Baku protests: EU diplomat is invited MFA. Deyerleronline newspaper,
12 April 2011
http://deyerler.org/86005-resmi-baki-avropa-birs-etiraz-etdi-avropali-diplomat-
xin-e-cagirildi.html
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alleged ill-treatment and persecution of rioters Ismayilli. All
organized and unorganized protest actions in Jgrhare proved one
new tendency: it seems that citizens’ tolerancebu$iness-as-usual
practices is nearing its limits. Moreover, muctelik Tunisia and Egypt,
the risk that apparently small-scale events miglggér large-scale
action seems to be replicated in Azerbaijan.

12 January — Death of Jeyhun Qubadov

The media presentation of the death of soldier Jeypubatov was very
visible and visually effective. There were clearrksaof ill-treatment on

dead soldier’s face and it was circulated in th@adanedia. Ministry of

Defence officials said he slipped and had thoserieg came from
falling down a hill. It was not convincing, to s#ye least. Mobilization
of people requires a clear motivator, and this gmegided one.

Some observers say one of the reasons January dbdwme a

successful event is the fact that the number ofabocedia (Facebook

and Twitter) users in Azerbaijan has reached lionilbersons, which is

a two-fold increase from 2011. Now it is not ontyuyg people who join

Facebook and socialize, but also middle-aged peapte pensioners

who use social media to socialize politically. vt respect social media
has become an indispensable tool for people iruatopwhere media is

controlled heavily by authorities, public assemigslybanned and public
association faces huge administrative obstacles.

Another important question is why authorities akwivfor the 12
January protest to happen? January 12 was an edam@ed action as
since 2005 protesters were never really permitbeidke to the heart of
the city, the Fountain Square. It appears that tine there was a
realization of the problem on the side of the arities. Political parties
did not organize that protest, which is probablyeason why the
government was more tolerant towards demonstrassrshey saw the
protest “apolitical’. Protesters did not call fdmet resignation of the
government in general but targeted the Ministripefence.
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The Bina Trade Centre

The protest in Bina Trade Centre was electrifiedH®yincrease of fees
for shop-keepers and later the protest turnedvimient clashes between
shop-keepers and riot police. The uniqueness ofttieaprotest was that
it was held by a particular social group of peoplshop-owners, who
spend most of their time dealing with their bussesvay from political

and civil society. When it comes to the reactiontloé authorities,

although they were tolerant towards the 12 Janpestest participants,
the situation with Bina was different. Several desteators were

criminally prosecuted.

Ismayilli

A car accident and the following beating of a lozadi driver allegedly

by a relative of a local governor resulted in wileivil unrest in the

city. People set fire to one hotel and another &dhat belonged to the
governor. The people of Ismayilli were saying ttity were fed up with

local governor’s illegalities and that the goversbould be replaced.

This is an important moment here, since protesdeisnot ask about
changing the system, but changing the person. fikegr really asked,
for instance, to have governors elected by peoptereot appointed by
the president. Some protesters were nevertheleantich that the

government in Azerbaijan must change. The governisent in internal

troops and special teams to Ismayilli to restorgenr Police used tear
gas, arrested and beat up protesters.

When we look into potential sources of popular digent in Ismayilli it
seems that they are social and economic rather #mgthing else.
Ismayilli is one of the least economically-develdpeegions of
Azerbaijan, the unemployment rate is high, and tehpnvestment is
low, whereas neighbouring Gabala is developingdtgpas a tourism
centre with recently built five-star hotels andaarport.

The political problem is that governors in Azerhaijare appointed by
the president and not selected by people. In atopwhere tribalism is
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still the case, local people normally dislike odésrule (this tendency is
lower than in 90-s and early 2000s, but still inisensitive issue, when
local governors do not represent people). Anotladitipal problem is
that, in fact, the country is being administered By particular
arrangement, where a region (or group of regiossatiached to a
particular minister (or another influential buresaity. According to this
informal division, Ismayilli, for instance, is undéhe management of the
Minister of Social Welfare Fizuli Alekperov. Henbés brother Nizami
Alekperov is the governor (Head of Executive Povedrjsmayilli. This
division has created differences between regionserms of socio-
economic development, as some ministers “take @ gawe” of their
regions, and others do not.

However, perhaps the most surprising developmestth@arrest of two
prominent opposition politicians in connection wikie Ismayilli events.
Tofig Yagublu, Deputy Chairman of Musavat Party atidar
Mammadov, Chairman of REAL Movement were chargeith wiciting
public disorder in Ismayilli, where they the dajter unrest started.
When people expected that president would be pungsiuthorities in
Ismayilli for lawless behaviour, the governmentided to punish the
opposition for nebulous reasons.

Domestic politics in the run-up to elections

The prosecution began a criminal investigation iotoruption at the
Azerbaijani Cinema Union, which is led by prominédscar-winning
Azerbaijani movie director Rustam Ibrahimbeyovalimbeyov, who is
becoming a well-respected leader of the civil ofpws has been very
critical of the government and he is the main famdf Intellectuals
Forum, which aims to achieve big political changesAzerbaijan.
Ibrahimbeyov is also the member of the Union of agani
Organizations in Russia, also known as “Billiongitgnion”. This is the
union joining together the most powerful Russiangarchs of
Azerbaijani origin. It is not excluded that the Omimight also nominate
someone or support an already nominated candidatéh& October
elections in Azerbaijan. The Musavat Party and REARItizens
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Movement have already nominated their candidatesPi@sidential
Elections in October.

This is so called overt struggle for power, becaheee is another layer
of the power struggle, which is not very observadotel public opinion
around it is formed largely on rumours. This is theernal struggle of
various power groups within the regime. The tensian be summarized
as Pashayevs (family of Mehriban Aliyeve, first yadrersus Ramiz
Mehdiyev, a powerful “éminence grise” of late pdesit Heydar
Aliyev’'s. There is some sort of political crisisside the regime as Ilham
Aliyev (even if the amended constitution removedntdimits) is not
legally entitled for a third term, as the law doe#t have retroactive
effect. Therefore, the regime might need to produoew candidate and
this is quite a challenge.

Overall, 2013 promises to be an exciting year, manyAzerbaijan
already look forward to the end of year and theamgpestion is: “Will
the regime finally change this year or not?”

Conclusion

Is it possible that Arab wave comes to Azerbaijdh®s has been the
question in the back of everyone’s minds startirognf late 2010. The
government believes not, while opposition assuntes iinevitable.
Young people are active but also cautious.

Demonstrations in downtown Baku held in March anailA2011 and

generally throughout the country in 2013 have shdhat there is a
potential for protests but the forces that wouigger that protest are not
big enough to galvanize widespread unrest. Moreowgerior forces

have had effective control of the situation in dtown and security
forces were quick enough to arrest people as sedhey arrive to the
protest scene.

One thing is certain: in contrast to any other ferrS8oviet republic, the

Arab revolts have had an impact on Azerbaijansisiill to be seen
whether this will grow into something substantiat the mere fact that
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Azerbaijan is the only former Soviet country affsttby the Arab
uprising should be analyzed deeper. This might Hee function of
religious and psycho-social similarities betweeralArand Azerbaijani
polities. At the same time Central Asia in its ety is populated by
Muslim people but this did not affect them.

Another explanation might be the relevant traditmihdemocracy in
Azerbaijan and the identification of the situatith Arab countries.
Arab revolutions have made the positions of Azgapaipro-democracy
forces stronger and weakened the arguments of ulwegrelite that
democracy takes hundreds of years to get establlisheeferring to the
notion of incompatibility of Azerbaijani consciowesss and norms of
global democracy. The authorities definitely hadaker hand in the
ideological competition in this case.

Finally, Arab revolutions have had tremendous effean the
consciousness of ordinary people and restored thmesh into the
possibility of bigger political change in Azerbanjalhe biggest question
again would be: when might this happen? With thgasion as it is now,
one can think, this is the issue of time, sincerBagani ruling elite goes
similar path of restraint and controls of the stci@s many other Arab
countries where revolutions have taken place récent

Another factor that could aggravate the situatioghtnbe the absence of
genuine institutions that would have popular legicy (like the Army
in Egypt) and that could act to prevent bloodshedase crisis. With no
such institution at hand it would be extremely &vaying to address the
iIssue of polarization and inter-group violence.
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PART IV

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
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Epilogue

Frederic Labarre

One of the crucial objectives of the Study Grougdg®nal Stability in
the South Caucasus” is taking a holistic view & South Caucasus to
enable the three countries to perceive and prakeirt interests as an
integrated strategic partner. There remain critiobktacles to the
emergence of this vision, but several participamése shown that
concepts were already being put forward. There ragsons to be
hopeful.

The RSSC SG prides itself in being forward lookiagheit with the
highly interesting exception presented by Dr. Rebm from ARISC. It
reminds us that the region, when it was united, wagower to be
reckoned with. That day is long gone, but the etreeamage remains
of an empire embracing part of what is now Rusaia extending
westward to touch the confines of what we call \WesEurope today.

With unity comes capability. This message is nat lan today’s major
powers either; Russia is much maligned for its rolethe South
Caucasus, and how it shapes the security situatidhe region. For
many commentators, Russia’s role and presence tigadly and
militarily) is not only far from constructive, biit is also damaging for
the unity of the wider region. There is an impotteawveat to underscore
with the proposition, by Russia, of a Eurasian Wn&nd of the way that
Russia hopes to bring this union about. For nowhaxee to wait and see
how this project develops. Any union will need ttemsent of the South
Caucasus countries, which will require Russia te persuasion by
charm more than by force. We can perhaps anticipatigia’s reaction
to the idea, but such a project may require a napplroach at resolving
the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, if Azerbaijan is egfed to provide a
bridge from Central Asia.
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For the moment, the project of a Eurasian Unionlifigs how Russia
seeks stability on its Southern flank; the evenfs tlee Boston
international marathon remind us of the far-reaghtonsequences of
Islamic radicalism, and of neglect of the Caucasianble spots. In fact,
this and the endless Arab revolutions threaten ¢aken Moscow as
much as its regional allies in the South CaucaBls.desire for stability
(cum unity?) may be sought on Moscow’s terms, bigt &an agenda item
that can no longer be neglected.

The seventh RSSC SG workshop has informed us of rehy weighs
on the mind of the civil society actors; prospetityough commercial
and cultural access. This has been made plain lmygéeNiculescu’s
text. However, the examination of the principakmiational actors’ soft
security measures reveals the limitation of mub#alism. The
participants, as in the™6workshop, were somewhat critical of the
OSCE’s Minsk Group role and the ineffectivenessmadiation over
Nagorno-Karabakh.

Yet, the Study Group views favourably how the pgrants were keen
and enthusiastic in discussing this most intraetaldf issues.

Participant’s opinions of the OSCE did not varyaghg but they were
unanimous in saying that the Minsk Group’s termsedérences should
be reviewed to include monitoring and mediating wbilhve spate of
shiping activity at the Nagorno-Karabakh contaceliThis could be an
initial step of mutual confidence-building whichqreres courage to
take, but would be seen favourably by the inteamati community.

Failing that, international mediation through then@va talks and the
Minsk Group remains a necessary — if ineffectivéhie peace-monger’s
view — mechanism for the time being.

But there is another way to look at this lack ofdméng efficiency; it
seems, judging by the participants’ exchanges ogoh®-Karabakh,
that the international actors are somehow not corduo new ideas on
the issue. That is, mediators and protagonistd@xges seem framed in
process and language that does not encourageveréadught.
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If, as we have hinted in the foreword of this volynthe RSSC SG is a
microcosm of the South Caucasus (albeit an acadenay, can we say
that discussions entertained in Thilisi could berendirectly addressed
in the eighth workshop of the RSSC SG?

The Austrian Ministry of Defence and Sports and tlechair to the
RSSC SG have come to the conclusion that the progea of
exploration of difficult issues in the South Caueasould afford to be
accelerated. This is possible thanks to the primfieabsm of the Study
Group participants, and their own enthusiasm t&l¢adifficult issues.
In addition, the constructive and creative attitdtglayed in Reichenau
and Thilisi by the workshop participants has beepressive.

The combination of topics and solutions discussedhe sixth and
seventh workshops, as well as the quality of thHeolscship that the
RSSC SG has been able to assemble has inspiredexw in dealing
with the thorny issues surrounding breakaway regjinrGeorgia and the
Nagorno-Karabakh conflict directly, and involvingrpicipants from
Abkhazia, South Ossetia, and Nagorno-Karabakh, diditian to are
habitual roster of experts.

So far, our policy recommendations have been witl@gsmitted and
well-received. This would be the medium and metbbdhoice to bring
forward new views about regional conflict resolatioe hope to
explore alternative governance models. The seetlitliscussion had
been planted already during the sixth workshoph walks of “joint
sovereignty”. They have been nurtured during theesth workshop,
when the concept of Eurasian Union was raised, padly, when the
concept of “cold cooperation” was presented. Tjisas we have argued,
a novel governance modelr the region and only one solution of many.

We need to seek the advice of the entities andsactincerned to elicit
more solutions and shape better policy recommenuatiAlternative
governance models will be the topic of the eigh85R SG workshop.

The aim of this workshop will be the following:
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a) Present ideas of alternative governance to stieulanking from
the region’s participants, and provide a way outtloé many
impasses in which the protagonists find themsalves

b) Seek the views of the regional participants orhsueas through
interactive discussions.

c) Allow regional participants to present and expamgon their
grievances in a non-political atmosphere.

Ultimately, the RSSC SG will be able to transmiplégable and relevant
policy recommendations not only to the PfP Conaorti Euro-Atlantic
and partner capitals, but also to the principabc{recognised or not)
of the South Caucasus directly.

Until now, our workshops have exceeded expectationserms of
quality of process and output. Perhaps that witb@an and constructive
discussion about novel governance models, we Walhtpthe seed of a
political solution to intractable conflicts thatudd meet the needs of the
constituencies that suffer the most from the conflusually civilians)
and gain support from the deciding actors withid antside the region.
At the very least we will have a plan that emandtesn the South
Caucasus, with South Caucasus interests in mind.
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Policy Recommendations

Current events in the South Caucasus

The local arms race between Armenia and Azerbaggreventing the
respective governments from addressing criticaladassues. For the
moment, the Azerbaijani economy still enjoys thedfall of oil and gas
revenue, but this situation cannot endure as resewill begin to

dwindle. There is virtually no contact between twe countries besides
meeting of their presidents under Russian ausmcés the framework
of different conflict workshops (some of them howeyears ago). The
recent Armenian Parliamentary elections have notlyced appreciable
change; however, opposition is steadily mountingd @aew political

actors seem undeterred even by threats.

The recent election of Ivanishvili as Prime Ministé Georgia seems to
have provided the grounds for maintaining the goél Western
integration in parallel with improved relations wiRussia. Ivanishvili's
control of parliament is partial; his Georgian Dreaoalition has won
85 of 150 available seats; Presidential electioaslae in October 2013.
Saakashvili’'s political fortunes have been severelyersed since the
election of Ivanishvili, who has undertaken a massanti-corruption
drive. The new government faces still difficulties,confronted with a
volatile situation and must be thus pragmatic: imwprg Russia-Georgia
relations as well as relations with breakaway mstitvhile at the same
time maintaining a Euro-Atlantic agenda. In thistda objective, the
government has elected an approach that emphassasss as opposed
to status.

The government seeks to “be as close as possibI&ATO and EU
membership, but there is the acknowledgement timémbership is not
offered, at least the process of reform will hawser beneficial to
Georgian society. The renaming of the Georgian Mg of

Reintegration” to that of “Reconciliation” is a acoete step in the
framework of the newfound pragmatism (law still be signed by
President Saakashvili). This may re-open the dodhé possibility of
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new relations between Thilisi and its breakawayitiest (especially
Abkhazia). If not, then new concepts of relationgl Wwave to be
entertained, which respect Georgia’s territorialegnity, and ensure
Abkhaz development and safety. There is littlelif@od that additional
countries will recognize Abkhaz and South Ossetiasependence,
which will mean that their citizens will remain lagal limbo. As this
will generate pressure on the regions’ leaderstiipre may be an
opportunity developing for solving the issue of a@gpism
constructively. The idea of a new concept of “staevereignty” could
very well emerge in future discussions between idibiand its
breakaway entities.

Taking stock of EU and NATO confidence building infiatives

When taking stock of the soft-security activitidstloe EU and NATO,

the RSSC Study Group found that there was lackubfip awareness of
available programs and activities of both orgamiwrest This is of central
importance: the greater the awareness, the greatdre trust in the
institutions. There is a need to raise awarenegecedly of the

European Peacebuilding Liaison Office. EU Speci@pisentative
Ambassador Lefort is the figurehead of all EU dBprand works
bilaterally without getting too deeply involvedtime domestic politics of
the countries.

The EU has affected a significant rapprochemenhéregion, mainly
through Georgia, and a Deep and ComprehensiveTFesle Agreement
(DCFTA), which expresses a sense of “belongingGaforgia to the
European space, and strong connections that hageuaity bearing. As
a new institution, the European Peacebuilding brai©ffice constitutes
a platform of European NGOs, networks of NGOs dmuakttanks which
are committed to peacebuilding and the preventiowiaent conflict.
The EU is seen as a united and unifying institw@ticactor, but the test
case for its credibility as stabilizing influencests with the South
Caucasus region.

There is a moderate regional desire to get clasahe Euro-Atlantic
structures, even if membership is not clearly gmesor desired. Visa
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liberalization can be seen as a critical componerireak the isolation
of the South Caucasus. This is an issue that &ihetommon with the
South East European experience, and it is a denfatds well known
to EU and NATO authorities. The EU’s Eastern Pasiig Programme
could ease visa requirements for South Caucasuslerngds. This
suggestion supports the notion of enhancing edutatiand cultural
exchanges between the South Caucasus and Eurdié\tiates, and
also within the South Caucasus itself.

In this regard, the activity of some organizationghe region imply that
the development of a common history curriculum oligees oriented
towards mutual cultural property protection couleéntribute to
rehabilitating mutual favourable images of the sbes involved in the
conflicts. In that last regard, the work of someagrzations in the
region argue that the development of a common dyistarriculum or
policies oriented towards mutual cultural propepsotection would
contribute to rehabilitate the image of the comrtiasiof the region
towards one another.

On the whole, the EU’s and NATQO'’s soft securitytiatives are being
applauded, even where there are no hard securdyagtees through
NATO. IPAP and PARP, despite offering limited tqoiepresent the
political weight of the Alliance in the region biye potential for security
guarantees. Far more effective and useful are ffeete at public

diplomacy deployed by the Alliance. With NATO, pigbtiplomacy is

the most effective soft-security tool.

Regional cooperation initiatives: breaking isolatio from within

Renewed attention was given to the work of the Ki@soup, arguing
that there was a cruel need to review and expandndndate. The
escalation of the “sniper war” which is not incldde the 1994 cease-
fire agreement, threatens to destabilize the sitmatind is a topic that
should be within the OSCE’s purview of the MinskoGp. The activities
of the Minsk Group seemed limited to periodical tmegs, interspersed
with occasional press releases or communiquésoidih it is widely
acknowledged that diplomacy requires tranquillitydaprivacy to be
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effective, openness may invite distracting mediterdion. Greater
transparency on the part of the Minsk Group andaBEE was desired.

The necessity exists to widen commercial trangivaeks, especially for
oil and gas. The Minsk Group could entertain theneztion of Armenia
to the wider network of oil and gas transit in tegion, though Armenia
seems to be incorporated into the Iranian energienyto a great extent.

Breaking isolation in the Abkhaz and South Ossetiases requires a
legislative review of the Georgian law on occupteditories, which
makes it difficult for constituents of the breakawentities to interact
overtly with the rest of Georgia. The predomindr@ne is the necessity
to widen the Minsk Group’s mandate and make itsvidels more
transparent. Incentives with enhancing educaticalvities, which
incorporate an access to Europe, are a matterdofidual choice, not
only national integration with European norms.

Going forward: generating incentives and motives focooperation

The Georgian-Russian relations have improved censiody since the
October 2012 in Georgia, reflected in the positimedia attention of
Georgia in the Russian press. Two potential aré@oser cooperation
between Georgia and Russia are tourism and eduneaBschanges.

These might be later on followed by intensified leseges in trade,
media and cultural programmes.

Areas of common security interests such as emeygeranagement
cooperation can act as levers towards positivel-epdr effects,
producing incentives for cooperation in the mediterm. Common
economic challenges, such as opening the regidwagbrno-Karabakh
for transit of oil (see above) and railways coukbastimulate dialogue.

Renewed emphasis on the importance of supportiibsdciety in the
region was stressed, including the delegation dépendent civil society
search for mutually acceptable solutions. This pecs applies
especially to the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict; howewavil society in
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Azerbaijan might as yet be unable to consider sucble for itself. In

this context, the EU will focus on the Deep and @ozhensive Free
Trade Agreement as an incentive for cooperation,irgintive that

followed the general public will.

In the security realm, ideas pertaining to hardiggc initiatives, but
focusing on mutual threats and risks of an objectiature (as opposed
to the security dilemmas at work in the region) dndeen put forward.
Contact could be encouraged on security-relevapitgothat affect the
whole region’s significance for other actors. Frample, in the domain
of emergency management, discussions could talee praa spirit of
“cold cooperation” over the need to militate agaimstural disasters.

These are initiatives that could take place untler degis of NATO
Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response Coordination Corerif EADRCC).
Not only does it give the Alliance a positive ratethe region that is not
offensive to Russia, but it also puts it in theipos of honest broker on
several security-relevant issues, while at the saime addressing
interests that are mutual to all three countries.

Summary of recommendations
1. Focus on strengthening civil society initiatives

It is preferable to generate change from the grasts than from the
elite level. This does not mean however, that @ffichannels of
communication, say, between the OSCE and the ridgpexgional
actors, or institutional processes, such as PARPIBAP for NATO,
should be abandoned. Nor does it mean, and the RE6dy Group
insists on this, that civil society support shoaith at regime change or
interference in national affairs.

The EU and NATO are urged to multiply opportunities regional
grass roots and sub-governmental involvement itullprotection and
education. The aim of such initiatives would beirtgprove the public
image of communities in conflict and break the eyof prejudice. On
the other hand, the point of “mutual cultural potien”, which could
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take the form of exchanges between communities, ldvdae to
demonstrate the respective governments’ good faitBn it comes to
minority relations or relaxation of tensions.

2. Strengthen EU and NATO soft-security through awareess-
raising of soft-security initiatives

While the case for increasing OSCE/Minsk Groupdpamnency has been
made above, the significant successes of the EWIN&TMD programmes
should be publicised more fully in the region.

The RSSC Study Group recommends that NATO incraasding and
attention for public diplomacy initiatives in order increase its already
high level of effectiveness, and welcomes the &mdibf voluntary
national contribution (VNC) positions at the NATQalson Office in
Thilisi. In particular, opportunities for fundinghrough the NATO
Science for Peace programme should be publicise@ mathe region.
An interesting idea to explore could be how to m#RAP reforms
consistent with CSTO (not NATO) membership.

The results of such an enquiry could spell the r@gg of
rapprochement between NATO and the CSTO, as weNABO and
Russia. More importantly, making IPAP reforms cetesit with CSTO
membership, albeit laborious, could also provide fader defence
transformation in the region and beyond.

From the EU side, one can only applaud the creatioa European
Peacebuilding Liaison Office, but its work and irapaeed to be made
manifest in the region. The EU approach should destnate greater
reliance on empathy.

For example, mediation should take place in ackadgément of the

security concerns of the parties, even if at thraeséime the EU insists
on non-recognition of breakaway entities.
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3. Focus on process, not status

NATO and the EU are attractive to the region, kartdny integration
(however defined) to take place, there needs t@ lm®nvergence of
values. To realise this aim a number of method< lmeen put forward
by the participants:

a. The countries in conflict should de-link issues; & NATO would
be well-advised to provide incentives for this aggwh. Starting a
comprehensive dialogue on post-conflict scenamlving joint
regional energy and infrastructure projects amomgerésted
businesses and experts would be a step in the dgkttion.
Economic incentives could better work in case theubdertook a
bolder role in conflict management building upomew vision for
peace in the South Caucasus reinforced by compsafeen
integrated and sustainable cooperation enabling fnevement of
people, goods, services and capital at the regiemal, which would
ultimately lead to economic integration and theropeg of all closed
borders. For example, the EU may bring the powerfessage of
focusing creative energies on fostering regionalonemic
cooperation, rather than striving to maintain aaaoeptable status
guo or threatening the use of force.

b. Commit to conditionality. When engaging with theuntries in the
region, EU and NATO should make clear that thersoimething to
lose in non-cooperation.

c. Develop a balanced approach in regard to youtherentire region.
Youth in the South Caucasus are flexible and opemetv ideas as
are youth all over the world. However, youth in ®euth Caucasus
are still influenced by indirect memories about tomflict and the
enemy images existing in each society involvedendonflicts.

It is important to overcome the image of the enemyegard to the

“other” party to the conflict. It is necessarydeate frameworks for
their involvement, communication, and cooperatiodifferent inter-
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and intraregional programs. These programs coubdige greater
understanding and instil empathy across thesepgrou

d. Engage in “cold cooperation”. Opportunities for pige spill-over
effects in the security realm can be triggered laghe country
identifying areas of common interest. EU and NAT®alvement
could be secured to permit cooperation on thosasataeaking the
cycle of mistrust.
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