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Introduction

Georgia and countries of the South Caucasus are located in a particular place on the
world’s security map. The region is very important in the processes of building securi-
ty and confidence by many global actors involved in the process of maintaining peace.
NATO countries and their partners are extremely interested in ensuring not only
security but also mutual trust based on understanding and cooperation. Hence the
great emphasis on NATO’s strategies in the field of cooperation around the Black Sea
region. Every political event or conflict in this region is the subject of special attention
and care by experts and diplomats in Europe

In recent months we witnessed a new wave of military activity resulting from the pas-
siveness and lack of solutions over the frozen conflict in Nagorno-Karabakh. The last
decades have shown that the engaged parties of this conflict and the countries behind
them, could not find diplomatic or political solutions. This situation led to the war and
another phase of the hot conflict.

To respond to these challenges, experts in Georgia try to find reliable answers and
expertise to explain what and why it has happened. Another question remains — how
this situation might affect Georgia’s security and its cooperation with neighbors.
Hence we would like to present an in-depth analysis. I'm very grateful to the group of
Georgian experts for accepting our invitation. As the NATO Contact Point Embassy
in Thilisi, and in cooperation with the Georgian Foreign Policy Council, we bring a
handful of considerations and analyses to a wider audience. In this way, we would like
to contribute, at least to a modest extent, another brick to building permanent and
constant solutions that could result in understanding what is happening and support-
ing peaceful cooperation in this region.

Our expert authors and their subjects are as follows.

Grigol Julukhidze outlines the chronicle of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict and the
Georgian Security Situation in the Context of Azeri-Armenian Clashes. He argues
that nothing has happened that would seriously damage Georgia’s relations with any
of its neighbors. Both Azerbaijan and Armenia still need good relations with Georgia,
and in each case this interest is mutual.

Sandro Megrelishvili and Giorgi Goguadze — try to bring the answer to the ques-
tion of why Georgia seeks to have an American Military Presence and whether this
ambition is something achievable.

George Medzmariashvili reviews the need for Georgia’s close involvement with
NATO and the need for a qualitative expansion of US military-political support for
Georgia and its democratic foundations. He writes that the relevant argument seeks



to substantiate the vital importance of strengthening US-Georgian military-political
ties and Georgia’s NATO integration possibilities.

Emil Avdaliani describes the Nagorno-Karabakh War and the Return of Great Pow-
er Competition to the South Caucasus. His opinion is that the second Karabakh war
reflects deep structural changes that were building up in the region over the past
decade. Russia’s position changes as does Turkey’s role. Armenia loses its meager
change of foreign policy rebalancing, while Azerbaijan is victorious, though Azerbai-
jan will still be concerned by the presence of the Russian troops on its land.

Nodar Kharshiladze provides a very interesting analysis about Turkey, which has
had its interests in the South Caucasus for centuries. Turkey’s interests crossed with
the interests of other major powers, specifically Russia and Iran, and rivalry with
them meant expressing its strength in the region.

Vakhtang Maisaia shares his description of transformations in developing and un-
derstanding of true nature of Military Strategy and new realities. He argues that in
this conflict we can find fresh trends in analyzing, planning, performing, and review-
ing combat operations in the contemporary period. The transformation in Military
Strategic Thoughts and Geostrategy is affiliated with a new conception of the Fourth
Generation Warfare, adopted exactly at the turn of the 20th and the 21st centuries.

Ghia Nodia provides inspiring expertise focused on what Georgia expects from
NATO and the European Union. And Volodymyr Kopchak brings his thoughts on
challenges and risks for Azerbaijan and Armenia with the Russian “peacekeeping”
contingent in Karabakh. A new reality and threats are peeking out from behind both
for the winners and the losers in this conflict.

I honestly hope that these lectures and findings draw the reader’s interest and some-
how can bring us closer to future peaceful solutions.

Mariusz Maszkiewicz

Ambassador Extraordinary and

Plenipotentiary of the Republic of
Poland to Georgia
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Chronicle of Nagorno-Karabakh Con-
flict and Georgian Security Situation
in the Context of Azeri-Armenian

The years 1992-1994 proved to be crucial for the First Karabakh War. Backed by of-
ficial Yerevan and the Kremlin, the Armenian military units of Karabakh managed
to occupy not only most of the territory of the Autonomous Republic of Karabakh but
even 7 adjacent Azerbaijani districts. With this, the Armenian separatists tried to cre-
ate a kind of paramilitary buffer zone around Karabakh and the so-called front line.
The “line of contact” was moved as far away from populated cities as possible into the
depths of Azerbaijan. The victorious Karabakh Armenians declared the independence
of the Artsakh Republic, which is part of a united Armenia in the vast majority of
Armenian maps.

The conflict in Karabakh lasted from 1919 to 1920, before the formation of the Sovi-
et Union. Armenia and Azerbaijan then disputed the territories of the Nakhichevan
region, the Syunik region, and Nagorno-Karabakh, but negotiations between them
ended with no success. After that, the Soviet authorities handed over the Nakhiche-
van side to Azerbaijan, Syunik to Armenia, and the decision on the status of Na-
gorno-Karabakh was modified several times, leaving Azerbaijan with the promise of
creating an autonomous republic within the Soviet Union.

The confrontation between local Armenians and Azerbaijanis in the Nagorno-Kara-
bakh Autonomous Republic continued during the Soviet era and entered an intense
phase in the second half of the 1980s, coinciding with Gorbachev’s “Perestroika” and
“Glasnost” reforms. The government of the republic expressed a desire to join Arme-
nia in 1988 but was refused. The Soviet Union itself did not have a positive attitude
towards the demands of the Armenians, which strengthened the positions of Azer-
baijan, although it contributed to Armenian nationalism. Demonstrations took place
both in the capital of Karabakh, Khankendi (Armenian: Stefanakert), and in Yerevan.
Despite the earthquake in the Armenian city of Spitak, which killed more than 20,000
people, Armenian nationalists named resolving the Karabakh issue in their favor as
their number one priority. Both sides began to prepare weapons and harass on eth-
nic grounds. Moreover, sources of controversy arose even within the Soviet army and
police based in the South Caucasus, although it was not until 1992 that the full-scale
war came to an end. Backed by Yerevan and the Kremlin, the Armenian separatist
movement has been able to occupy both the main transport corridor through Kara-
bakh and Armenia via Lichin, as well as the other seven Azerbaijani districts, leading
to ethnic cleansing and settlement of villages.
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The Kremlin has not accidentally supported Armenia. Russia was looking for an ally
in the South Caucasus. Azerbaijan’s political elite was of Pan-Turanian (Pan-Turk-
ism) sentiments, electing Abulfaz Elchibey, a leader who wanted to get closer to Tur-
key, as the first president since the start of the Karabakh crisis. The Armenians, who
were looking for weapons and allies for the war, quickly surrendered to Russia, which
provided them with a large number of weapons, information, and technology. Russia’s
support in the war proved critical. The better-armed, organized, and consolidated
Armenian army of Karabakh sank deep into the depths of Azerbaijan, leading to the
overthrow of the Elchibey government, the coming to power of Heydar Aliyev, and
soon, a ceasefire. After the war in Azerbaijan began to reconsider the mistakes made
during these years. Corruption, unprofessionalism, lack of organization, and internal
political chaos have led to the existence of up to 800,000 refugees and also the fact
that Azerbaijan got seven more occupied territories besides Karabakh. One of the
main weaknesses was the relative scarcity of technological and military knowledge
in the Azerbaijani army. That is why the government of Ilham Aliyev has made the
modernization and training of the army one of the number one tasks, which Turkey
has been assisting with intensively, through joint combat exercises, the opening of
training centers and the exchange of information, as well as the transfer of weapons.
Turkish-Azerbaijani relations reached a new level when they created the concept of
“one nation in two states”. This approach expresses the will of Turkey to help Azer-
baijan as a key ally.

In April 2016, clashes in Karabakh resumed for four days. Despite the advantage of
Azerbaijan and its return of 8000 hectares of land, Azerbaijan did not gain a turning
point. Maintaining the status quo was unacceptable, first of all, for Azerbaijan. Nego-
tiations in Minsk did not yield real results.

In 2018, the Armenian government changed. Nikol Pashinyan became the Prime Min-
ister who wanted to change the country’s political stagnation. He also discussed some
changes concerningKarabakh, although one way to resolve the crisis was to annex
Karabakh, by merging it with the rest of Armenia. Positive expectations were further
dashed at the 2020 Munich Security Conference, where President Aliyev and Prime
Minister Pashinyan met. Pashinyan decided to continue the discourse of his predeces-
sors - Karabakh is an integral part of historic Armenia, where Armenians have lived
for millennia. International law, the international community, and international or-
der, in general, have little recognition of history as a source of international dispute
resolution. The logic is simple, if history becomes a source of re-establishing interna-
tional order, then we will have to find a time point from which to produce historical
disputes correctly. This will open a territorial dispute around the world like a Pando-
ra’s Box. Prime Minister Pashinyan mentioned the time of King Tigran II (95-55 BC)
at the Munich Conference and said that at that time Azerbaijanis did not live in the
South Caucasus at all. But if we take the Kara-Koyunlu period (15th century) and a
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few decades later, Yerevan was one of the centers of the Turkic-speaking peoples.
Consequently, the dispute is less acceptable due to its historical past and may even
be quite dangerous.

2020 1s also a crisis year with a large part of the world economy in stagnation and
part in a recession against the background of the coronavirus. The same happened to
the economies of Armenia and Azerbaijan. Two factors contributed to the escalation of
the crisis: clashes on the Armenian-Azerbaijani border (and not directly in Karabakh
and its disputed territories) that lasted four days. This was followed by large public
demonstrations in Baku; The population demanded that the Karabakh problem be
resolved by any means.

On September 27, 2020, Azerbaijan began to restore state control over Karabakh.
From the very first day of hostilities, Azerbaijan began to use Turkish-made Bayrak-
tar TB2 drones, which are used to detect and destroy complex targets. The drone is
highly accurate, easy to operate, and very difficult to detect. TB2 has been produced
since 2014 and is concentrated in large quantities in the Turkish Army. After the
Azerbaijanis were able to acquire them and acquire technological knowledge, they
achieved obvious dominance in the sky, which led to the so-called It helped break
through the Line of Contact and occupy several areas south and north of Karabakh.

Meanwhile, Armenia found itself captive to its own victory. If Armenia were to annex
the territory, then it would be subject to international sanctions and foreign support
would be completely diverted in favor of Azerbaijan. Victorious Armenia was forced
to follow the rules of the game of Russia and the Kremlin. If the Kremlin were willing
to warn Azerbaijan, then the status quo could have lasted even longer, but it would
have cost Armenia dearly to hang foreign political interests on the minds of Russia’s
political elite. Another problem they had was overconfidence. They did not allow Azer-
baijan to either dare to launch a full-scale operation or, if it dared, to succeed. Accord-
ingly, the so-called. The “Independent Republic of Artsakh” naturally found itself in a
legal, political and military fog.

Security Context of Georgia:
Like other articles of our publication focus on the political outcomes of Azerbaijani-Ar-
menian clashes, I will try to answer the question: “How Nagorno-Karabakh War will

affect Georgian national security?”

One thing is absolutely clear - Turkish influence has noticeably grown in Southern

Caucasus.
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Is it good? Hard to say because in this case official Ankara is represented in our re-
gion as the state actor with extremely self-oriented geopolitical interests. We can’t say
that the grown presence of Turkey has automatically brought more NATO to South
Caucasus since ErdolJan’s views mostly radically differ from the North Atlantic Trea-
ty Organization rhetoric. However, the dynamics of modern International relations
illustrate how quickly dimensions and circumstances may change in world politics. It
means that in the future, a grown Turkish presence in the neighborhood of Georgia
might become more NATO in the region. But this hypothesis fully depends on the po-
litical processes in Turkey.

Does the fortification of Ankara’s regional status mean the weakening of the Kremlin
positions? Yes and no.

Yes - because Russian influence over Azerbaijan has been noticeably diminished (Na-
gorno-Karabakh conflict dispute is more or less resolved and Moscow has relatively
fewer instruments to influence Baku’s actions) + another heavyweight state actor/
rival - Turkey - has entered the South Caucasus region which is quite negative news
for Russia.

No - because now Moscow possesses firmly consolidated positions in Armenia (despite
negative attitudes of the vast majority of Armenian society due to extremely passive
participation of Russia in Nagorno-Karabakh conflict) and increased military contin-
gent in the hostility zone.

But the outcomes are not only negative for official Thilisi. The current status of the
South Caucasus affairs shows that this region has only one state actor with pro-West-
ern aspirations and options - Georgia (maybe Armenia has pro-Western aspirations
but not options). This dimension provides Tbilisi with more opportunities to become a
Western bridgehead, attract more investments, and benefit from intensified relations.

Another issue is the transit function of Georgia. Many experts claim that the potential
termination of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict will lead to the loss of Georgia’s eco-
nomic artery role. However, I do not agree with this opinion:

1. It requires a quite long time to re-establish Azerbaijani-Armenian relations
(on a constructive level);

2. Azerbaijan will not build a gas, oil, or railway pipeline through Nakhichevan
via Syunik, as these are very important economic dividends, and if you make it
through the territory of a hostile state it means that you are holding its main
economic arteries hostage. Imports of Turkish products in Azerbaijan reached
1.65 billion in 2019. A significant part of them was transported by land or air
corridor of Georgia. If this is reality changes and the corridor diversifies, it will
reduce the geopolitical weight of Georgia, but mostly insignificantly and will
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not pose a threat to the existing gas or oil pipelines, which are one of the main

energy arteries for the EU;

3. As The Foreign Policy Council Senior Fellow Giorgi Koberidze mentioned:
“Georgia remained the only country that has an unchanging and unwavering
pro-Western and independent foreign policy from Kremlin. What Russia has
been able to do in Armenia and Azerbaijan, it failed to do in Georgia — despite
the war in 2008, the Kremlin has not been able to remove this important Black
Sea country from the Euro-Atlantic course.”

And at the end, I would like to quote Prof. Ghia Nodia who noted that: “Neither the
war nor the conditions for its end have directly affected us. Both the ethnic Armenian
and Azerbaijani communities in Georgia have supported their comrades separately,
but they have not created problems with each other. Nothing could be argued. Noth-
ing has happened that would have seriously damaged Georgia’s relations with any of
the countries. Both of them still need good relations with Georgia, and in each case
this interest is mutual.”

Grigol Julukhidze, PhD
Director of the Foreign Policy Council
Associate Professor at East European University

The opinions and conclusions expressed are those of the author
and do not necessarily reflect the views of The Embassy of the
Republic of Poland in Tbilisi, the Foreign Policy Council or the
Georgian Strategic Analysis Center.
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American Military Presence in Georgia:
Reality or Wishful Thinking

“We amplify our own strength, extend our presence around the globe, and
magnify our impact while sharing global responsibilities with willing part-
ners.”

President-Elect Joe Biden, 2020

Introduction

The very end of the decade was far from the best year that the Caucasus region and
Georgia have witnessed before. The devastating effect of the COVID-19 pandemic on
the country’s economic-social welfare, political turbulence, and division, waving, and
uncertain international climate, and the great depression is the few that one put in
the bucket of 2020. But in the high peak, the second war of Nagorno-Karabakh (NK),
ending with the victory of Azerbaijan, empowered Turkey and Russia in the region
was the most alarming and warning momentum for Georgian policy thinkers and
community.

The war triggered and steered the debate about the future of Georgia’s national se-
curity as this conflict unleashed many things from Pandora Box. Namely, the issue of
using force to solve territorial disputes, ignoring the existing diplomatic/negotiation
platforms, and promoting the unseen level of militarism and nationalism in the re-
gion. The war has shaken the thinking in different groups in Georgia that warmon-
gering 1s on the horizon and the international community will not allow it to happen.

The basic question that this article is attempting to answer is why Georgia seeks to
have the American Military Presence and whether this ambition is something achiev-
able.

Throwback in International Relations Theories

To recap, the second NK war triumphed the Realism theory and coffined all competing
schools. The essence and significance of the power and strength are still at the core of
driving foreign policy at least in this part of the world (Caucasus region). To remind
ourselves, what countries that share Georgia’s characteristics in terms of power capa-
bilities and size of terrain; population, and resources do in this realm and how it can
better plan its foreign and security policy, we should go back and see the options of
maneuver of the small states in this strand of international relations. To survive and
secure sustainable safety in a hostile environment, the country might:
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1. Have enough power, strength, and ability to deter and balance the potential
hostile party that the latter would abstain from attacking or hindering the
security of the said country.

2. Decide to stick to the hostile party and become the client state; this option is
based on the goodwill of the encounter, that by fulfilling its policy desires, the
small state will be granted a certain degree of independence and freedom.

3. Seek and join the alliances and partnerships to maximize the deterrence
power in being in the pack.

For Georgia, the first one is the everyday homework, however less achievable in
short-medium terms. Balancing the power in the region alone against Russia is in-
conceivable. The second option is out of the agenda and is in the recycle bin. Georgia
fought its freedom from Russia for ages and being the puppet state is not an option at
all. The third one seems to be a very rational and natural choice Georgia has today.

Georgian motivation behind the struggle to build up the security dome is to achieve
the Deterrence by Denial. In practice, it means to dissuade an enemy by persuading
it that the goal of its actions cannot be achieved. According to David Lonsdale, in the
immediate aftermath of the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait in August 1990, limited numbers
of US forces were deployed to Saudi Arabia. The deployment of these forces had the
ultimate objective of defending the Saudi kingdom from an Iraqi invasion. They would
also act as the first component of a more substantial force, which had the larger goal of
ejecting Iraqi forces from Kuwait. However, in the early stages of the deployment, the
forces would have been insufficient to repel any substantial Iraqi aggression against
Saudi.

Using this formula in analysis easily unveils why Thilisi relentlessly tries to join the
military alliance of NATO. It explains, why the country fought and fights in every
mission under the NATO flag on the globe, as the sign of greater commitment to being
an asset to international security and safety. It is politically clear, that being in the
pack should be beneficial for everyone as each member should be a contributor as op-
posed to merely consuming the security provided by the effort of others.

However, when we talk about NATO, it is important to realistically understand the
peculiarity and difficulty of the decision-making process within the Alliance (espe-
cially under the circumstance of unanimous policymaking). Georgia now faces the
reality of dealing with enthusiastic and skeptical allies. It enjoys high support from a
particular group of countries but struggles to convince others to include it as part of
the Alliance. Georgia is viewed as a strategically important partner by all three Baltic
States (Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania) and the Visegrad Group (Poland, Hungary,
Czech Republic, Slovakia). Since Georgia embarked on an active process of reform
in the early 2000s, aiming to consolidate democracy and become a constituent part of
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Euro-Atlantic institutions, relations with it has become a key priority for each of the
other country’s respective foreign policy agendas. As for the US, it remains a key ally
of Georgia on its path towards NATO membership. In 2008, it was under the leader-
ship of the US, and member states that Georgia got a promise in Bucharest that one
day it would join the Alliance. Yet, skeptics, due to the unanimous decision-making
procedure, have the upper hand, and consequently, Georgia’s chances for accession
soon, at best, are quite low. That does not automatically deny Georgia the abovemen-
tioned third option, though. It can still seek reliable partners to deter its key oppo-
nent. Indeed, in uncertain times like this, the country must work hard to diversify its
security options, most importantly, by stretching bilateral ties with relevant Western
partners. In this quest, the US comes first.

The United States Foreign Policy in Crosscutting Agenda

As the main driver of the post—Cold War international order, American isolationism
belongs to history. Even political thinkers like Donald Trump could not reverse the
US global leadership to isolationism. The new administration of Biden is greatly ex-
pected to put the US traditional foreign policy objectives back on track. In his op-ed
for Foreign Affairs, Joe Biden discusses in detail why America Must Lead Again.
Among others, he pays special attention to countering Russia. As he stated, “The
Kremlin fears a strong NATO, the most effective political-military alliance in modern
history. To counter Russian aggression, we must keep the alliance’s military capabili-
ties sharp while also expanding its capacity to take on nontraditional threats, such as
weaponized corruption, disinformation, and cybertheft. We must impose real costs on
Russia for its violations of international norms”.

The relationship between the US and Russia has seldom been harmonious. But, since
Russia annexed Crimea in 2014 and its military involvement in Eastern Ukraine,
it has reached the lowest point. Reset policies initiated during the Obama adminis-
tration have reached little success, and Donald Trump was also unable to radically
change the trend. The blatant violation of international norms and order, the annex-
ation of Crimea and continuation of Georgia’s occupation, meddling in the elections of
Western countries, and overt assassination attempts on European soil have rendered
restoration of a proper relationship impossible.

Whatever the true nature of the current rivalry, it is evident that countries like Geor-
gia, Ukraine, and Moldova are at the forefront of confrontation, and if Western states
are truly keen to check Russia’s military adventurism and its untamable appetite,
they should demonstrate their firm resolve by supporting these states.

Indeed, the partnership is already quite strong with Georgia constantly receiving tan-
gible Western support. On its part, Georgia has demonstrated both commitment and
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earnest willingness to join the Western security club. Yet, the country is still short
of real security guarantees. That could be fixed by stationing a US military base in
Georgia.

Overview of US military presence

The US has an enormous military presence around the globe. According to the Base
Structure Report released by the US Department of Defense in 2018 (No further re-
port has been released yet), the US military is based in 625 foreign sites. That in-
cludes 45 countries, among which, a vast number of military installations are situated
in Germany, Japan, and South Korea. Some other sources, though, provide even high-
er numbers. According to David Vine, a prominent scholar in the field, by early 2020,
the US-controlled around 750 ‘base sites’ outside the 50 US States. By all calculations,
the US vastly outnumbers both its allies and rivals with its military presence abroad.
Russia, for example, has around two dozen foreign military bases, spanning mostly
over post-Soviet space and Syria, while China, despite its burgeoning ambitions, has
only a single significant foreign military base so far (not counting the artificial islands
in the South China Sea), in Djibouti.

For our analysis, though, more important is the effect of US military installments
rather than its sheer size. Many allies and partner countries see the presence of the
US military as of tremendous value for their security. American boots on the ground
can be decisive in both successfully countering acts of military aggression and in de-
terring them. The latter is what many have in mind when seeking such a presence on
their land.

The US has effectively deterred aggression in many instances. According to the Rand
Corporation research conducted in 2020, there is a shred of ample evidence testifying
to the deterrent effects of American heavy ground forces and air defense capabilities.
Further, in a few instances, the US has also guaranteed the security of its allies/part-
ners and prevented full-scale wars by rapid military deployment during crisis times.
‘The United States can attempt to re-establish deterrence during the international
crisis by surging forces toward the contested area. The historical record suggests that
very few crises escalate when the United States deploys forces to the crisis region’.

Successful deterrence against aggressive adversaries, indeed, requires more than the
presence of the foreign military. Indeed, deterrence is a very complex process, entail-
ing not only military but also psychological components. Still, as historical evidence
suggests, the US military can play a decisive role in guarantying security for its allies
and partners.



Impact of the Current Situation in Nagorno Karabakh on Georgia’s
National and Regional Security

US-Georgia Security Partnership and Dynamic

We can objectively say that the United States is the strategic and key player in build-
ing the security and defense capability of Georgia. The US remains steadfast in its
support of Georgia’s sovereignty and territorial integrity. In 2016, the new milestone
was reached when the parties signed the memorandum of partnership in the defense
and security field. The importance of this agreement was highlighted by the state-
ment of the US Secretary John Kerry that the cooperation will enhance the part-
nership in border, maritime, and airspace securities. Since 2009, the United States
engaged with Georgia at a senior level through the U.S.-Georgia Strategic Partner-
ship Commission, which Secretary of State Michael R. Pompeo last hosted in June
2019. Since 2009, U.S. Marines trained and deployed Georgian soldiers in support
of NATO’s Resolute Support Mission (RSM) in Afghanistan. Since 2015, Georgia has
received over $11 million in International Military Education and Training funding.
The United States has $238.6 million in active government-to-government sales cases
with Georgia under the Foreign Military Sales (FMS) system. The Georgian Coast
Guard received four former U.S. Coast Guard vessels, including two 82-foot Point-
class and two 110-foot Island-class patrol boats, under the Excess Defense Articles
program. In February 2017, the United States and Georgia launched the three-year
bilateral Georgia Defense Readiness Program (GDRP). GDRP endeavors to improve
Georgia’s self-sustainable institutional capacity to generate, train, and sustain forces
to defend Georgia’s territorial integrity and deter Russia.

These are only a few figures that prove the closeness and high interest of the US-Geor-
gia military and security establishment. One should also mention that Georgia hosts
annual significant military exercises including the U.S.-led Noble Partner and Agile
Spirit. Approximately 3,300 soldiers from various parts of the world, including 1,500
U.S. service members, participated in the exercise Agile Spirit 2019, co-led by Geor-
gian Defense Forces and U.S. Army Europe.

To conclude, there is no great question or dilemma about the feasibility of having the
US military presence in Georgia. It will not be the first and unique case in the post-so-
viet space. The question is about having a political goal and recourse to reach this
objective. What Georgia needs now, is quadruple efforts in Washington, with various
bi-partisan stakeholders and political centers. With a clear strategy, patience, and
determination this can be achieved.

Sandro Megrelishvili and Giorgi Goguadze

The opinions and conclusions expressed are those of the author and
do not necessarily reflect the views of The Embassy of the Republic
of Poland in Tbilisi, the Foreign Policy Council or the Georgian
Strategic Analysis Center.
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The NATO/US Potential Military Presence in
Georgia — Stabilization or Deepen Uncertainty

In this article, I will review the need for Georgia’s close involvement in the NATO field
of operations and the need for a qualitative expansion of US military-political support
for Georgia and its democratic foundations. To this end, the relevant argument seeks
to substantiate the vital importance of significant strengthening US-Georgian mili-
tary-political ties and Georgia’s NATO integration possibilities.

In the context of Georgia-NATO relations, at the level of observers and experts, in-
ternally, from time to time, alternative proposals are sometimes implicitly and some-
times explicitly expressed to accelerate Georgia’s NATO integration, which will not
depend on Georgia’s actual control over the occupied territories. Such potential of
the integration process may acquire even more prominent possibilities on the path
of Georgia-NATO relations in the future. Even a new report prepared by a group of
experts (appointed by the NATO Secretary General) - “NATO 2030: Together for a
New Era” - states that NATO should seek to expand and strengthen its partnership
with Ukraine and Georgia. Naturally, these processes are accompanied by many chal-
lenges, dangers, risks and obstacles, political actors, and agents of influence opposing
Georgia’s Euro-Atlantic aspirations.

For a full and speedy implementation of the integration process, a model for Georgia’s
NATO integration might be considered, according to which official Tbilisi becomes
the NATO member but Article 5 (collective defense) does not apply to the occupied
territories until conflict and the Russian occupation are resolved peacefully. Such a
precedent existed when West Germany became a member of NATO and 25 years later
East Germany joined it.

There are concerns and opinions among some Georgian citizens and various socio-po-
litical actors that Georgia’s integration into NATO in such form (that NATO recog-
nizes Georgia’s territorial integrity, but temporarily suspends the “one for all” point
over the occupied territories and thus Abkhazia and Tskhinvali Region will remain
out of de facto control) will minimize the future chances of restoring territorial integ-
rity, and in fact, will signify their eventual “loss”. Such views and attitudes are quite
widespread even in those parts of society which generally supports and advocates for

NATO integration.
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Below are the main arguments upon which I will try to dissolve the vision paradigm

that 1s one of the main reasons for these concerns and negative attitudes toward such
a model of NATO integration:

1. Georgia’s greater and faster integration into NATO’s military-security field,

even without (at this moment, temporarily) the occupied territories, is among
the long-term opportunities the most optimal opportunity to resolve conflicts
in the occupied territories.

Experience full of recent historical-political and military conflicts and its anal-
ysis show that: with the current status quo and resources, Georgia is complete-
ly powerless to fundamentally change the situation for the better concerning
the occupied territories.

Due to the current geopolitical situation and the aggressive-expansive mili-
tary-political strategy of the Kremlin in recent years, the risks of further viola-
tion of Georgia’s territorial integrity and loss of control over even more territo-
ries is high(“creeping occupation”: consistent, targeted gradual arrest of local
Georgian civilians, the capture of Georgian villages and the ongoing expansion
of the occupation zone, etc.). There are also growing threats corresponding to
the development and implementation of strategies aimed at provoking another
fundamental and large-scale military-political provocation to further under-
mine, disrupt and occupy Georgia’s territorial integrity, further weakening
Georgia’s statehood and hampering its aspirations and progress towards the
Euro-Atlantic area.

For the above-mentioned high-probability risks, Georgia’s military-political infra-
structure and resources alone are clearly not a deterrent to Russia’s aggressive inter-

ventionist policies. Therefore, the acceleration of the NATO integration process and

maximum involvement of Georgia in its military-political space is vital.

To protect the territory and sovereignty of Georgia, even within the borders
outside the occupation zones, and to provide the necessary military-political
support, which will be an important and accountable deterrent to Russia’s oc-
cupation and aggressive military-political steps.

The protection and strengthening of Georgia within its de facto controlled ter-
ritory will be a significant step forward to make much bolder, stronger, more
thoughtful, long-term development strategies on the path of economic-political
and military development. This, in turn, is a necessary precondition for the
stable democratic, economic development of the country and its successful eu-
ro-integration process.

Stronger protected, developed, prepared, provides Georgia with greater chanc-
es of solving the problems of the occupied territories through mutual involve-
ment and peaceful means.
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It is necessary to understand that Russia continues its aggressive occupation policy,
while in the already occupied Abkhazia and South Ossetia it is slowly trying to imple-
ment annexation policy and their maximum integration into the Russian Federation.
Meanwhile, Georgia is losing more and more political leverage in these processes.

The notion that Russia will relinquish control of Abkhazia and South Ossetia and
stop occupation once Georgia rejects NATO aspirations is completely unfounded. The
irrelevance of this thesis is confirmed by every stage and stretch of Russian-Georgian
relations for almost two and a half centuries. When Georgia stayed face to face with
Russia (without an ally), the Kremlin always violated those agreements. What polit-
ical discourse Russia has had towards Georgia over the last 15 years, it has always
done the same historically. Consequently, any mandate of “trust” in Russia has been
exhausted.

It is also a misconception that expanding support of NATO and the United States
could provoke Russia. The analysis of recent years clearly shows the opposite: More
the West reduced its military-political support resources in Eastern Europe, more ag-
gressively Russia became, the more it faltered on the path to expanding support and
partnership in Eastern Europe, the more Moscow used it as its own -to spread aggres-
sive-imperial policies (2008 war and occupation, invasion of Donbas, the annexation
of Crimea, etc.)

With strong military-political integration into NATO and maximum mobilization of
resources and mutual efforts to achieve this, Georgia “signs” the minimization of the
above-mentioned threats and the future creation of a much heavier and stronger po-
litical-economic, military-infrastructural “background” in the face of the challenges
facing the occupied territories.

The deployment of US military bases will help Georgia achieve the same goals and
objectives that I have mentioned above. It will carry out a deterrent function against
Russia’s aggressive occupation policy, which will prevent Moscow’s destructive, violent
move and consolidate its influence in the Caucasus region and Georgia. It will provide
Georgia with a relatively safe, less military-confrontational and military-occupation-
al-risk environment for sustainable economic development and the implementation of
key structural reforms in the political, social, or military spheres, which in turn is a
necessary precondition for further strengthening and expansion of the Euro-Atlantic
democratic economic-political values and institutions in the region. This is especially
important in the light of the growing geo-economic and political field in the region in
recent years, full of unpredictable, hostile, and dangerous challenges to democracy.
Especially if we take into account the recent geopolitical changes -the Russian army,
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in addition to Georgia and Armenia, is already stationed in the Karabakh region and
1s actually expanding and strengthening the geopolitical-military loop.

At such times, the strong, courageous, and qualitatively significant military-political
support and assistance of NATO, the West and the United States become vital to the
region. Because this is a region that is the only East-West corridor between Eurasia
and Europe that does not pass through Russia or Iran, (On those political actors who
aggressively hinder the expansion of the Euro-Atlantic democratic economic and po-
litical values in the region) but passes through Azerbaijan and Georgia. Therefore the
South Caucasus is a critical East-West Corridor for power lines, telecommunications
pipelines, air traffic, and potential rail lines. As a result, the growing comprehensive
military-political assistance of NATO and the United States and the expansion and
strengthening of the partnership with Georgia are vital to ensure the sustainable de-
velopment of the region’s vulnerable democratic socio-political and economic institu-
tions. For the region to be able to fulfill the function of the above-mentioned important
trade-economic and political corridor, in which economic and political processes will
take place in a democratic, peaceful, free, secure, and stable environment.

Naturally, it is difficult to talk about exactly when and at what pace it is possible to
implement the processes of intensive expansion of the above-mentioned integration
and military-political partnership. However, the purpose of the article was to demon-
strate the urgent need to start these processes as soon as possible and to develop ap-
propriate long-term strategic approaches for its practical implementation in the US
and NATO. This is vital for Georgia-For a vulnerable democracy in the face of Russian
aggression, which seeks to integrate into the Euro-Atlantic ideological-institutional
and economic area, wants to make its economic-political contribution to it and thus
strengthen own state-economic-democratic, independence, and national sovereignty
as well as for the Euro-Atlantic area, for the future economic-political stability and
strength of which the protection and development of democratic institutions and eco-
nomic structures in the Caucasus region are extremely important.

George Medzmariashvili, PhD
Vice-Director of the Foreign Policy Council

The opinions and conclusions expressed are those of the author and
do not necessarily reflect the views of The Embassy of the Republic
of Poland in Tbilisi, the Foreign Policy Council or the Georgian
Strategic Analysis Center.
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Second Nagorno-Karabakh War and the
Return of Great Power Competition to
South Caucasus

Though Russia has long been the guarantor of order in the South Caucasus, Azerbai-
jan’s recent military success in and around Nagorno-Karabakh has presented Moscow
with a major challenge. Its approach of maintaining the post-1994 status quo between
the two South Caucasus rivals was no longer sustainable. A new reality, reflecting a
new balance of power, has emerged.

This moment has been a long time coming. Azerbaijan has raced far ahead in the re-
gional arms race, managing to purchase high-tech weaponry from Turkey and Israel,
all the while successfully quashing any attempts by Nagorno-Karabakh to gain inter-
national recognition. Russia has, of course, been selling arms to Azerbaijan as well,
but its leverage over authorities in Baku had been in decline.

The 2016 four-day “April War” over Nagorno-Karabakh can in retrospect be seen as
Azerbaijan testing out what it already judged to be its growing military superiority.
Though the conflict did not lead to any major territorial adjustments, Armenia clearly
saw 1tself on the losing side, with the then-president Serzh Sargsyan firing several top
generals in its aftermath. Russia managed to play its traditional role of arbiter with
a ceasefire negotiated in Moscow.

In the 2020 war, the territorial gains realized by Azerbaijan are a concrete manifes-
tation of the growing military imbalance that was already apparent four years ago.
Faced with a territorial fait accompli — with the reclamation of most of seven sur-
rounding territories — Russia felt forced to openly legitimate Azerbaijan’s gains rather
than appear even more powerless.

Such a move, in the long run, would come with costs to Russia’s clout in Armenia. As
a full member of the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO), Armenia can
expect Russian aid should its territorial integrity come under direct threat. But giv-
en that Nagorno-Karabakh is not even officially recognized by the Armenians them-
selves, Russia was not treaty-bound to intervene. Regardless, given that unhappiness
with Russia was already rising after the April War, one could expect such feelings
deepen especially as Russia is seen tacitly blessing Azerbaijan’s victories.

Some speculate that the reason for Russian reticence was Moscow’s antipathy to-
wards Armenia’s reformist Prime Minister Nikol Pashinyan, who came to power in
2018 following the so-called Velvet Revolution and has since tried to foster deeper ties
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with the West than his predecessors. The Armenians, trapped between Azerbaijan
and Turkey, have no potential alternative patrons. The Russians, therefore, banked
on a stinging defeat hurting Pashinyan much more than it would their own standing
in the country.

A potential fall of the densely-populated core of Nagorno-Karabakh, however, was a
red line for Russia. Such a defeat, sending waves of refugees to Armenia proper, could
do real and lasting damage to Russia’s reputation there. And by allowing Azerbaijan
to reconquer all its claimed territories, Russia would lose one of its main sources of
leverage in the region — over both countries. It’s perhaps with preventing such an out-
come in mind that Russia proposed putting Russian peacekeepers in the conflict zone.

As power balances shifted in the South Caucasus, some in Moscow might hold out
hope that a victorious Baku would be grateful to its northern neighbor for supporting
it. Moscow also may believe that it can manage to keep Armenia dependent while
simultaneously strengthening ties with Azerbaijan through talks on potentially in-
creasing ties with the Eurasian Economic Union (EEU) and the CSTO.

This scenario, however, is being checked by Turkey’s bold policy in the region. Tur-
key’s active support of Azerbaijan cuts at the very essence of Russia’s role as regional
arbiter. Anything that would otherwise have been seen as generosity by Moscow is
now likely to be regarded as a concession to the Azeris. Russia has clearly signaled its
preference that the Minsk Group format should be kept in place — a move that would
keep Turkey out. Azerbaijan’s President Ilham Aliyev has, on the contrary, demanded
a seat for Turkey at the table. The result is a mixture — no official involvement, but
Ankara is lurking in every geopolitical calculus. Ankara is pursuing a clear geopolit-
ical agenda of anchoring its influence at the Caspian Sea at a time when Azerbaijan
has become a major gas supplier, even surpassing Russia’s position. Ankara also an-
nounced that it would not hesitate to send soldiers and provide military support for
Azerbaijan in case such a request is made by the Azerbaijani government.

Surely Russia will remain a powerful player in the region, but it will probably no
longer be the decisive one. In a way, this signals a declining Russian influence in the
South Caucasus. Ever since the Russians helped to stop the Armenia-Azerbaijan war
in 1994, the Kremlin has been instrumental in maintaining an uneasy status quo.
The cultivation of good relations with both sides has been the backbone of Moscow’s
policy. Even when the balancing game did not work, as in 2016, it was still Moscow
that compelled the two warring states to agree to a durable cease-fire after just 4 days
of fighting.

Overall, however, the above trends underline Russia’s changing position in the South
Caucasus. It can no longer pursue its traditional balance of power policy, but it should
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also be careful not to antagonize Azerbaijan — the process which could invite greater
Turkish influence in the region, solidify the South Caucasus energy and transport
corridor well beyond the Russian ability to intervene.

Second Karabakh War Results

As the details of the Karabakh deal are being fleshed out, the stipulation on the new
corridor through Armenian territory has caused great debate. Beyond the signatories
of the deal, Iran and Georgia are particularly worried as any meaningful change to
the connectivity patterns in the South Caucasus could harm their transit capabilities.
The 2020 Karabakh war ended with major Russian diplomatic success enshrined in
the November tripartite agreement between Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Russia was
signed. The surrounding seven regions were to be returned to Baku, while Russian
peacekeepers would guarantee the security of the truncated Nagorno-Karabakh.
Though the exact role is yet to be confirmed, based on the rhetoric from Ankara and
Baku, some sort of direct Turkish military involvement on Azeri soil is likely to ma-
terialize.

More importantly, however, Turkey gained a land corridor to Azerbaijan’s exclave of
Nakhchivan. The stipulation in the document reads: “Armenia guarantees the secu-
rity of transport links ... for unimpeded movement of citizens, vehicles, and cargo in
both directions” between mainland Azerbaijan and the exclave of Nakhchivan, which
are separated by Armenian territory. Moreover, “Transport control is exercised by the
Border Service of the Federal Security Service of Russia. By agreement of the parties,
the construction of new transport communications connecting the Nakhchivan Auton-
omous Republic and Azerbaijan’s western regions will be provided.”

The stipulation is a breakthrough for Turkey as it would allow the country to anchor
its influence on the Caspian Sea and perhaps, in the longer term, look even further
towards its Central Asia kinsmen.

This would create a major dilemma for Iran and Russia, as Tehran and Moscow have
historically perceived the Caspian Sea as a condominium between themselves (plus
the littoral states since the end of the Soviet Union). Potential Turkish involvement
could disrupt this equilibrium and especially Iran’s standing. However, this is highly
hypothetical. After all, it would need years if not decades for this scenario to be re-
alized and even then Turkish influence could not be as large as Chinese or Russian
— two major forces in the region.

What bothers Iran is a potentially major shift in the region’s transportation routes.
For decades Azerbaijan has been dependent on Iran for transiting energy and other
supplies to Nakhchivan. The new Karabakh deal could change it. Armenia will now
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guarantee the opening up of a corridor through its territory to allow Azerbaijan to
transport goods directly to Nakhichevan. Quite naturally, this limits Tehran’s lever-
age over Baku.

However, Javad Hedayati, who heads transit operations in the Iranian transportation
ministry, announced that Iran is likely to stay a favorable route for trade despite the
planned opening of the new corridor. “Likely, this corridor will merely accommodate
local traffic between the Republic of Azerbaijan and Nakhchivan,” said Hedayati.
Ankara has long been working on using the Nakhchivan corridor for geopolitical pur-
poses. This is proved by the quickness with which the Turkish government announced
the plans to build a railway to Nakhchivan following the November agreement. This
comes on top of an earlier announcement of a gas pipeline construction to the exclave
and underlines the seriousness behind the Turkish intention, at least regarding the
section from the Turkish territory to the exclave itself.

Much, however, remains unclear about the new corridor on the Armenia territory it-
self. First of all, will the road be used by the Turks and Azerbaijanis only? Considering
the level of mistrust in Ankara and Baku towards Moscow, whose forces will be con-
trolling this corridor, it is highly unlikely that Azerbaijan and Turkey will be willing
to commit large financial resources to rebuild links on the Armenian land. After all,
will the corridor be the Armenian territory, or will it fall under the tripartite admin-
istrative regime? These are arguably the defining questions that remain unanswered.
One could also imagine constant incidents along the corridor as Armenia will remain
unhappy with the stipulation. Transit fees could soften Yerevan’s position, but why
should Russia be interested in the operation of the corridor? If the corridor is opera-
tional, these troublesome questions will have to be managed between the two sides
sharing no trust in the other. These dilemmas were well summed up in the words of
the Iranian official Hedayati. He stressed that Armenia could prevent Turkey’s access
to the corridor for the transfer of freight or passengers through Nakhchivan to Azer-
baijan and further to countries to the east of the Caspian Sea.

Georgia’s Position

One country which is particularly worried about the potential development of the
new corridor - is Georgia. Various pipelines, roads, and a major railway transit the
country from Azerbaijan on to Turkey. This has been a backbone of Georgia’s regional
importance since the end of the Soviet Union and indeed served as a major attraction
for larger players such as Europe and the US.

Quite naturally many in Thilisi have begun to think whether this enviable position
could be challenged. The consensus though is that in the short and medium-term no
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reshuffling in the region’s connectivity patterns is likely to take place. Even with the
above-mentioned uncertainties around the new corridor resolved, many still believe
that Baku and Ankara would not trade the already built and functioning railway and
pipeline infrastructure, which runs through Georgia, for the Nakhchivan alternative.
Perhaps the corridor will serve for ensuring local connections, perhaps limited trade

(though highly unlikely).

After all, Georgia has been officially engaged in the trilateral partnership with Tur-
key and Azerbaijan for nearly a decade. The endurance of the format has been tested
by changes of governments and region-wide geopolitical transformations over the last
decade. Each country of the three needs others. Turkey wants a more stable Georgia
with deeper economic and energy relations, while Azerbaijan needs Turkey’s backing.
Georgia, under pressure from Russia and, given that it is located between its two
fellow members of the cooperation, dependent on transit, in turn, needs both Turkey
and Azerbaijan.

Georgia also sees its position as straddling between two large regions — Europe and
Central Asia. The 826-kilometer Baku-Thilisi-Kars railway unveiled in 2017 enables
the delivery of cargo between China and Europe with a haulage duration of approx-
imately two weeks. Up to eight million tons of cargo may be carried via the railway
by 2025. Abandoning this transit corridor would undermine the efficacy of the South
Caucasus transportation and energy corridor. This makes the extent of the Nakh-
chivan corridor quite limited. Perhaps, what the region is likely to see is the growing
interconnectedness of the exclave with the Turkish territory. The emergence of a ma-
jor corridor through the Nakhchivan is likely to happen if, at minimum, a meaningful
improvement of Turkey-Armenia relations takes place.

Long-term perspective

As the war ended, it is now possible to reflect on Russian aims in the South Caucasus.
Thought by many as a victory for Moscow in its being able to station its peacekeepers,
and in the truncated Karabakh, an alternative view might be presented.

First are the medium-term problems Moscow will be facing. The issue of the dis-
placed Azerbaijani people returning to the recovered regions around Karabakh will
be a tough process to navigate. Another challenge will be the safety along the division
line between the Armenian and Azerbaijani sides, which now runs between Shusha
and Stepanakert, Karabakh’s capital. The proximity of both sides will put tremendous
pressure on the Russian peacekeepers. Incidents of a varying degree could jeopardize

the entire mission.
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Though hailed by Yerevan as a guarantor of peace, the five-year term of the Russian
peacekeeping mission is an uncomfortable reality for the Karabakh Armenians. As
the stipulation states, both Armenia and Azerbaijan have a right to stop the extension
of the agreement. Undoubtedly, Russia will work hard to make sure neither Baku nor
Yerevan want to have the Russian peacekeepers head back home. It is also clear that
Armenia, due to its poor military results, is unlikely to be a side to support a Russian
departure.

Baku, on the contrary, could pedal this scenario. Though thankful for Moscow’s ret-
icent position during the war, resentment in Baku towards the Russian military
presence, which will be unwilling to leave Karabakh, may emerge. This happened in
Ukraine, Georgia, and Moldova, and Azerbaijan is likely to be no different.

A long-term challenge, NATO member Turkey’s emergence as a direct military play-
er in the South Caucasus after 100 years, is a significant development that will in-
fluence Russia’s calculus. Azerbaijan allied itself with Turkey and was victorious, a
move made possible through Azerbaijan’s decade-long military build-up and Turkey’s
continuous logistical support and training. Now, Turkey is considering sending its
troops to Azerbaijan. Before the war, this would have been impossible. A great power
competition is back in the South Caucasus.

Although there remain multiple questions on its successful operation, Turkey also
gained a corridor to the Caspian Sea which could allow it to anchor its influence in
the resource-rich region and, in the longer term, even look further, towards its Cen-
tral Asia kinsmen. This creates a major dilemma for Russia and Iran, both of whom
historically viewed the Caspian Sea as a condominium between themselves. They also
aspired to project their influence over Azerbaijan, which is set to serve as a transit
country for the North-South transport corridor stretching from the Persian Gulf to the
Baltic Sea. There is also a great power status reality check. Russia’s decision to use the
peacekeepers’ card is, in a way, an escalation of those options which were traditionally
at the hands of Russian politicians. As a dominant power, Russia ideally should have
navigated the differences between Armenia and Azerbaijan without involving itself
directly. Acting as a power that dissuades from a war based on its prestige is what a
great power position is all about. The Russian decision, however, could signal if not
an immediate decline, then a limit of options. After all, Russia has been pushing for
a peacekeeping mission for years, but it is symptomatic that this option was realized
amid Turkey’s growing influence and Azerbaijan’s military preponderance.

For Russia, the Turkish military presence in Azerbaijan is a NATO military presence
in its backyard. In fact, the West’s reticence or rather inability to influence the con-
flict could be substantiated by the relegation of its position to Turkey. Ankara could
be a major Western agent in the Caspian region. After all, does the EU and Turkey’s
connectivity and South Caucasus energy corridor vision not dovetail? In the age of the
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Biden presidency and some signals on the possible rapprochement between Turkey
and the West, the South Caucasus is the region where both actors’ aims coincide.
Another long-term trend exemplified by the war is about undercutting democratic
ideals and achievements made by the region’s states. Take Armenia, its young de-
mocracy with high hopes especially after the 2018 revolution will have now be more
dependent on Russia. For the sake of argument, here it is not whether the democratic
model is better or not, but rather underlining the fact of incompatibility between an
aspiring democracy and a large non-democracy such as Russia. Armenian leadership
will now have to make extensive concessions to Moscow, which in many cases will
involve backtracking in democratic values. Building a fair political system cannot go
hand in hand with the Russian model.

The Karabakh war also signals regress in Western peacemaking standards. The west-
ern approach of conflict resolution based on parity rather than geopolitical interests
has been trumped by a Russian alternative. Moscow is not looking towards a defin-
itive resolution of the conflict (at least this is a tradition Moscow has been pursuing
in other territorial conflicts), but rather towards its protraction, but under its close
watch, to increase its geopolitical influence. From a Russian perspective, the country
will continue to influence Armenia and Azerbaijan even to a much larger level than
it had been.

The war also indicated the death of Armenia’s attempts for multi-vector foreign poli-
cy. The attempt was already under immense pressure. Continuous failures were pres-
ent all along the road, but the biggest manifest has been an over-reliance on Russia.
Before 2020, there has been a gradual erosion of Armenia’s multi-axial foreign policy
efforts. 2016 fighting showed the limits. Armenian politicians tried to build ties with
other regional powers afterward, but the Russian influence remained incremental.
The growing reduction of symmetry of alliance culminated in the 2020 war with Azer-
baijan when the limits of Yerevan’s maneuvering abilities were underlined. But what
1s more crucial the war also has essentially killed any remnants of multi-axial policy
efforts. From now on Armenia’s dependence on Russia would pronounce with no via-
ble geopolitical alternatives.

The end of foreign policy diversification leads to a wider question. The three South
Caucasus states are divided by larger regional powers that signal to increased frac-
turing of the region. The return of Turkey and the growth of the Russian military
might also mean the resurrection of great power competition where military power,

infrastructure projects as well as economic might are all translated into an actual
geopolitical influence harming the region’s accessibility and limiting the hopes for a

long-term conflict resolution.

The time when the West viewed the South Caucasus as a monolithic entity is now
gone. A diversified foreign policy should be applied to allow to adapt to changing
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circumstances on the ground. Policy toward the region’s each state should be different
and the West should become more geopolitical in its approach. Turkey’s recent sug-
gestion on creating a six-nation pact involving the South Caucasus states plus Russia,
Turkey, and Iran, is a good indication of Western political regress from the region.
The geopolitical vacuum is never left empty.

Thus the second Karabakh war reflects deep structural changes that were building up
in the region over the past decade. Russia’s position changes so do Turkey’s role. Ar-
menia loses its meager change of foreign policy rebalancing, while Azerbaijan is vic-
torious, though will still be troubled by the presence of the Russian troops on its land.

Emil Avdaliani

The opinions and conclusions expressed are those of the author and
do not necessarily reflect the views of The Embassy of the Republic
of Poland in Tbilisi, the Foreign Policy Council or the Georgian
Strategic Analysis Center.
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The Future Role of Turkey in the South
Caucasus Region in the Context of
Ceasefire in Nagorno-Karabakh

Turkey always has had its own interests in the South Caucasus for centuries, as the
interests of other major powers, Russia and Iran, were crossed here, and rivalry with
them meant expressing its own strength in the region.

Since Bolshevik Russia annexed the three South Caucasus republics in 1921, and
consequently Georgia, Azerbaijan and Armenia became part of the Soviet Union, Tur-
key’s interests in the region have shifted to the long term.

After the collapse of the Soviet Union, for Turkey appeared wide opportunities to
pursue its own interests in the South Caucasus again, in political, economic, cultural,
and many other terms. Turkey has started active cooperation with two South Cau-
casus countries — Azerbaijan and Georgia, which made the very first steps of state
institutions. Cooperation with Armenia was doomed from the very beginning due to
well-known historical events.

The first event which demanded Turkish active involvement in the region was the
appearance of pro-Turkish President of Azerbaijan, Abulfaz Elchibey, who was dis-
tinguished by a radically pro-Turkish position. However, Ankara’s attempts were not
so effective due to certain reasons. With the advent of the Elchibey authorities, Tur-
key was granted the most favorable treatment in Azerbaijan, and Turkish business
received serious benefits. However, Turkey was not ready for such a geopolitical gift.
As a result, by the mid-90s, pro-Turkish sentiments in Azerbaijan began to decline,
and Russia, after Azerbaijan’s defeat in the first Karabakh war, managed to serious-
ly strengthen itself in this country, which, for obvious reasons, is Turkey’s natural
ally in the region. Real military cooperation between Azerbaijan and Turkey begins
already in the post-war period. In 1994, Azerbaijan joined NATQO’s Partnership for
Peace program, and in 1996 Turkey signed an Agreement on Cooperation in the Mil-
itary-Technical and Military-Educational Spheres with Azerbaijan, which provided
training for the officers of the Azerbaijan Armed Forces at military universities in
Turkey. Several sources attribute the signing of secret protocols on military coopera-
tion to the same period.

In the South Caucasus Region the most difficult case for Turkey’s bilateral relations
Armenia. There are many reasons why those two countries have difficulties of coex-
istence in the region. One of them is a well-known historical past and the events of
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1915, which Ankara does not still recognize as genocide. The problem between the
two countries i1s also the border issue and as well as the ongoing conflict in Na-
gorno-Karabakh.

A new stage of Turkey’s interest in the region begins in the 90s of the XX century
when the Contract of Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan oil pipeline was signed by the Presidents
of 3 countries in 1999. For the first time, the idea of the project was expressed by the
President of Azerbaijan, Heydar Aliyev, during the visit of Turkish Foreign Minister
Hikmet Cetin to Baku in 1993. It took Aliyev more than six years to put this project
into practice. But it was this project that radically changed the geopolitical map of
the region. On October 29, 1999, the Ankara Declaration was signed expressing sup-
port for the construction of the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan oil pipeline and regulating the
transportation of Caspian energy resources along this route. Since the signing of the
contract of the century and the agreement on the withdrawal of Russian troops from
Georgia (Signed on the OSCE Summit in Istanbul on November 17, 1999), contra-
dictions of force majeure (?) have arisen between Moscow and Tbilisi, which have led
to the aggressive policy of the Russian Federation in the region, especially towards
Georgia. The aforementioned Project negatively affected also on the relations between
Russia and Azerbaijan. On the other hand, Ankara itself did not want to be perceived
in Moscow as a competitor in the region. Turkey treasures its relations with Russia,
with which it was connected by many projects from the Blue Stream (a gas pipeline
from Russia to Turkey along the Black Sea bottom) to investments in the growing
Russian economy and exports to Russia.

The August war 2008 between Russia and Georgia turned the balance of power in
the region. Russia has shown that to maintain control in the South Caucasus, it was
ready to use any means to achieve its goals in the Region. During the August war, the
Kremlin checked Turkey’s reaction by dropping two bombs on a military base in the
district of Khelvachauri (Adjara), when Erdogan’s plane was on its way to Moscow.
There was no official reaction, but the territory of Adjara was no longer bombed and
Russian troops did not appear since then there.

Immediately, after the August war, President Erdolan started heading the Turkish
government on a platform of stability and cooperation in the Caucasus. The key point
of this platform was the item on improving relations with Armenia. What happened
next was called “football diplomacy” when the players of the two countries met in a
friendly match. The most interesting moment in this story is the almost forgotten
proposal of former Foreign Minister of Turkey, Ali Babacan on an alternative route
of the Nabucco gas pipeline through the territory of Armenia since Georgia has some
problems after The August War. His successor Former Minister Ahmet Davutoglu
wanted to produce an idea - zero problems with neighbors.
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Azerbaijan’s reaction was extremely painful. Baku not only reminded of the ex-
istence of the Karabakh conflict but also refused to sign a new agreement on gas
supplies. The contradictions that arose so unexpectedly between Ankara and Baku
showed that the Azerbaijani side had much more leverages over Turkey than could
be expected. As a result, a reformatting of the Turkish-Azerbaijani relations took
place, Turkey has revised the prospects for developing its relations with Armenia.
In comparison to the signing of the Armenian-Turkish protocols in October 2011,
Azerbaijan and Turkey signed 15 agreements, thereby laying the foundations for
future cooperation to turn Turkey into an energy hub. In consequence, in terms of
zeroing problems with neighbors, the happy end did not work out. The following
events, such were: The Arab Spring, the Libyan and Syrian crises, the emergence
of political subjectivity among the Kurds, three million migrants and a gas field in
the Mediterranean had revealed many challenges and problems with almost all its
neighbors except Georgia.

The second decade of the XXI century was quite challenging for Turkey. On the one
hand, the growth of the economy, the implementation of large infrastructure proj-
ects, and the creation of new sectors of the economy have made Turkey a regional
leader. But everything has its price, including success. Large countries might have
large problems, and as soon as Turkey got large, it got large problems.

When the second Karabakh war has been waged Turkey has established a full-
fledged strategic partnership with Azerbaijan. Unlike the beginning of the nineties
of the XX century, when there were more emotions and white noise in relations be-
tween Turkey and Azerbaijan than a practical component, this time these relations
were the result of many years of painstaking work. Turkey’s assistance in the sec-
ond Karabakh war is only the final stage of a multi-year plan to start a new stage of
Turkey’s political presence in the region. The basis of this presence is the economy.
It 1is not just about Turkish investments in energy, construction, and trade between
Georgia and Azerbaijan. Azerbaijan is also actively investing in the Turkish econ-
omy. Here we can give an example of the construction of the STAR petrochemical
complex, the cost of which is estimated at more than 2 billion USD, as well as the
construction of a container terminal on the Aegean coast, which will naturally be
tied to the expansion of the Baku-Thilisi-Kars railway. In 2020, the Azerbaijani
energy company SOCAR ousted Gazprom, becoming the leader in gas supplies to
Turkey. The integration of the economic systems of Turkey and Azerbaijan has been
practically launched. And of course, regional projects - the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan
oil pipeline, the Baku-Thbilisi-Kars railway, and especially the South Caucasus gas
pipeline with a continuation to the TANAP Trans Anatolian gas pipeline and the

TAP South European gas pipeline.
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As of time Russia viewed all of these projects as competing and hostile, however, the
situation has changed. The annexation of Crimea and the hybrid war in the Donbass
have led to the fact that the main routes for transporting Russian gas to Europe were
under the control of a country with which the Russian Federation is in a de facto state
of war. Moreover, interference in elections in some European countries and the Unit-
ed States led to sanctions that postponed the construction of Nord Stream 2, indefi-
nitely. In this situation, Turkey turned out to be the only partner of Russia, capable
of at least partially solving the problems that Moscow has been creating for itself all
these years.

Cooperation between Turkey and Azerbaijan in the military sphere is also impressive.
The level of military cooperation between Turkey and Azerbaijan is evidenced by the
fact that back in April 2019, as a possible response to the US reaction to Turkey’s pur-
chase of S-400 complexes, the issue of placing the mentioned complexes in Azerbaijan
was considered to avoid sanctions. Hasan Selim Ozertem, Director of the Center for
Security and Energy Studies of the Organization for International Strategic Studies
USAK, assesses the period preceding the outbreak of hostilities: “The outbreak of
hostilities between Azerbaijan and Armenia in July 2020 changed the nature of the
Karabakh conflict. The clashes began in Tovuz, an area outside the occupied territo-
ries of Azerbaijan. Unlike the 2016 four-day war, at some point, tensions temporarily
eased even without a ceasefire.

During this interim period, Armenia and Azerbaijan continued to flex their muscles
by staging military exercises. On July 17, 2020, Armenia and Russia announced joint
exercises as part of the Caucasus-2020 exercise. They were followed by joint military
exercises of Turkey and Azerbaijan. On the Turkish side, they were attended by elite
units, drones, attack helicopters, and fighter jets F-16s. The exercise turned out to be
very significant: it demonstrated Turkey’s readiness to support its ally in the South
Caucasus in the face of any threat. When fighting resumed on September 27, Turkish
officials strongly supported Azerbaijan.”

A lot has been written about the role of the Turkish drones “Bayraktar” and other
unmanned aerial vehicles. They played one of the most important roles in causing
damage to the Armenian armed forces. An equally important role in the war was
played by the special unit of the Azerbaijani Ministry of Defense “Yashma”, the unit of
the “Three Elements” (a brigade of navy seals, Special Forces of the Ministry of Inter-
nal Affairs, State Security and Foreign Intelligence Service (operated behind enemy
lines). All these units were trained by Turkish military specialists. All these years,
Azerbaijan bought mainly Russian weapons, but the Turkish side was engaged in the
training of the personnel of the army and other power structures.

Throughout the entire period of hostilities in Karabakh, Turkey provided Azerbaijan
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with both military-technical and powerful political support at all levels. In the Turk-
1sh media, news from the Karabakh front was the news number one. Also, an informa-
tional background was created, in which every resident of Turkey felt his involvement
in this war. The victory of Azerbaijan in the Karabakh war brought also a significant
bonus to the President of Turkey Mr. Recep Tayyip Erdollan and his party (AKP),
which significantly strengthened their positions inside the country, receiving large
support of their population (Note: In the last elections AKP ceded positions in the
three main cities of Turkey, such are: Ankara, Istanbul, and Izmir).

Turkey’s support for Azerbaijan also had an important foreign policy aspect. In this
conflict, Turkey has once again declared itself as an important regional power in re-
lations with both Russia and the European Union. Turkey is actively involved in re-
gional politics at a new level with the onset of the Syrian crisis. In essence, the war in
Syria left Erdogan no choice, the threat to ethnically close Turkomans and, more im-
portantly, the serious threat from the Kurdish combatants in Syria, who was a direct
continuation of the Kurdistan Workers’ Party, forced Turkey to intervene, including
by military means. Unlike Syria, there was no direct military threat to Turkey in Lib-
ya, but there was a threat to economic interests. The appearance of Turkish military
bases in Africa (Somalia and Sudan) and, which is especially important, in Qatar also
belongs to the second half of the tenth years. With the Karabakh war, the Turkish mil-
itary officially formalizes its presence in the southern Caucasus. ErdolJan announced
the updated plan of the “Peace and Accord in the Caucasus” platform, announced back
in 2008. The plan provides for the joint responsibility of Turkey and Russia for main-
taining peace and stability in the region, opening all transport communications and
borders, including the border between Turkey and Armenia. However, here the Turk-
ish President rigidly linked this issue with the recognition by Armenia of the existing
status quo, and also spoke for the resignation of the current government of Armenia.

Thus, Turkey ensured military control over the security of its regional projects (Ba-
ku-Thbilisi-Ceyhan, Baku-Tbilisi-Kars, and South Caucasus Gas Corridor). Both
Moscow and European capitals, primarily Paris, were shown that Ankara has no re-
strictions on the promotion and protection of its interests anywhere, including in the
post-Soviet space. As a result, Ankara has created political preconditions for further
promoting its interests both in Azerbaijan and in other countries of the post-Soviet
space. In addition to traditional cooperation with Georgia and with the Turkic-speak-
ing countries of Central Asia, the format of cooperation between Turkey and Ukraine
is especially interesting. This format became especially active after the visit of
Ukrainian President Zelensky to Ankara in October 2020, just during the active phase
of the Karabakh conflict, and was confirmed at the recent Ukraine-Turkey meeting in
the Quadriga format (Foreign Ministers + Defense Ministers). This is primarily about

military-technical cooperation.
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In conclusion, Turkey has traditionally played the role of regional power - successfully
balancing East and West, and at the same time, has stayed an important member of
NATO and a key ally for the West. Nevertheless, the last decade has demonstrated
shifts in Turkish foreign and security policy, which became more obvious after 2016.
Turkish position in Karabakh fits its logic and the outcome demonstrates some suc-
cess 1in this path.

However, it is still unclear if Turkey has learned lessons from its mistakes in the case
of Egypt and the early stage in Syria. Finally, does it have enough political, economic,

and military power to act as an independent actor in the wider region?

This yet remains to be seen.

Nodar Kharshiladze
Founder of the Georgian Strategic Analysis Center

The opinions and conclusions expressed are those of the author and
do not necessarily reflect the views of The Embassy of the Republic
of Poland in Tbilisi, the Foreign Policy Council or the Georgian
Strategic Analysis Center.
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The War over the Nagorno-Karabakh and Its
Geostrategic Implications

There are many transformations in developing and understanding of true nature of
Military Strategy and new realities have delivered fresh trends in analyzing, plan-
ning, performing, and reviewing combat operations in the contemporary period of
time. The transformation in Military Strategic Thoughts and Geostrategy is affiliated
with a new conception of the Fourth Generation Warfare, exactly adopted at the turn
of the 20th and the 21st centuries. According to some academic conceptualizations —
Fourth Generation Warfare is defined as military conflicts that involve the following
elements:
*  High technology (military drones, precise munition, armored fighting vehicles,
rocket projections, non-contact combat strategy, etc.);
+ Terrorism as tactics;
* A non-national or transitional base;
* A direct attack on the enemy’s culture;
+  Highly sophisticated psychological warfare, especially through manipulation of
the media;
*  Delivery of a high-intensity, short-duration attack and creating a sense of vul-
nerability, debilitation, and abasement in the enemy.

In addition to that as a part of Fourth Generation Warfare, a non-combat tactical
element is being considered — Drug smuggling case as Actor-Centered one. There is
quite a new approach to what are to be formulating in waging a war and what kind of
criteria for the Fourth Generation Warfare are to be considering. How far the Military
Strategy has been shifting since the classical period of its origination since the 18th
century till the 21st century. In that regard, it is interesting to stress that the Fourth
Generation Warfare includes elements of Asymmetric Warfare doctrine that is very
plausible for waging wars in the 21st century. According to some academic sources,
there are many different definitions of the doctrine, but one of them: Asymmetric
Warfare — is the war between belligerents whose relative military power differs sig-
nificantly from or whose strategy or tactics differ significantly. This is in contrast to
symmetric warfare, where two powers have similar military power and resources and
rely on a strategy that is similar overall, differing only in details and execution. The
popularity of the new war theory in strategic studies, labeled as “hybrid war” is being
determined by the importance of globalization effect on global security and contem-
porary international relations system. Here is to be considered a hybrid war phenom-
enon. Having considered several assumptions, it is possible to identify a definition of
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the hybrid war - hybrid war is primarily based on the ability to target distant ob-
jects and processes through non-traditional military means, particularly those critical
to state and military functions. It is important to admit that hybrid war is waging
mainly between state and non-state opponents (including terrorists, like “Taliban”,
DAESH, etc.) that is fully corresponded to realms of the fourth war generation. Here-
with is being interested to present the author’s view on the identification of hybrid
war. Hybrid War Concept — method of waging combat operations by coercive power
elements with non-military means and with insurgency tactical components pursuing
the goal of destroying and demoralizing excessive enemy forces and subverting their
will for further resistance. Hence, hybrid war is an indispensable component of the
Fourth War generation concept aiming at destructed enemies’ political will and cul-
ture for continuous further resistance. In this respective manner, the combination of
the modern warfare strategy could be identified as the following: High Technology +
Short Duration + Flexibility + Mobile Forces +Deception. Hence, it became important
to identify what does mean term and jargon “Geostrategy”. There are two definitions
of the term “Geostrategy” and both indicate how politics is connected with military art
and strategy. Here are the definitions:

*  Geostrategy - geopolitical analyses in aegis of military scrutiny of processes;

*  Geostrategy - the traditional balance of power jargon that defined global geopo-

litical configuration in light of military parameters.

The geostrategic analysis could be realized in conjunction with concrete instruments
and tools and hence is possible to augment in ways of concrete implications —those
indicators and independent variables qualifying geopolitical analysis with military
review exact environment of the area and creatures of the process or event taking
place in that one. In this context is possible to elaborate on the following implications
for truly realizing the consequences and specifics of the Nagorno-Karabakh recent
war and how the one reflects on the geopolitical configuration at any level. Herewith
there are concluded the following geostrategic implications:

* Historic prerequisites of the Nagorno-Karabakh war;

 Politico-military environment and its provision;

*  New threat and risk perceptions and consequences;

+  Military doctrinal features of key geostrategic actors (in the case of the Russian

Federation).

Historic prerequisites of the Nagorno-Karabakh War — 2014 Scenario

The Nagorno-Karabakh war inspiration roots were derived from the exact duration
period, namely since 2014. “De-frozen” process regarding the Nagorno-Karabakh
started all of sudden when the situation deteriorated in Nagorno-Karabakh in midst
of July of 2014 when positional combat clashes took place between the Armenian and
Azerbaijani Armed Forces along with state borderlines. The most drastic events
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occurred on the night of August 2 to August 3 when both sides, at first times, during
the confrontation phase that started in September of 2013 intensively used heavy
armaments starting with massive launch artillery systems (minimum calibre of 120
mm) ended up with frontline strike jets. The confrontation stage reached its ultimate
level and it was supposed to be started the inter-state war between Armenia and
Azerbaijan with the involvement of regional powers, like the Russian Federation and
Turkey. It is interesting fact stress that in case of further deterioration situation over
Nagorno-Karabakh that includes occupied territories around of the break-away region
(about 7 internal regions of Azerbaijan), the combat actions from both sides — Azer-
baijani regular Armed Forces and Territorial Defense Forces of Nagorno-Karabakh
Republic are to be converted into a full-scale war between Armenia and Azerbaijan.

In 2010 accord to the renewed Military Doctrine of Armenia in case if combat actions
became intense and regular, the Armenian National Armed Forces would be taking
part in the warfare interactions as a full-pledge side and will be supporting fully local
Nagorno-Karabakh Armenian para-military formations (the Nagorno-Karabakh local
Armed Forces count with 15 thousand servicemen, plus local reserve combat potential
1in about 50 thousand reservists, 40 entities of combat tanks, like T-72 and T-55, 70
armored vehicles BTR-60 and BTR-70 and 50 BMP-2/3 entities, massive launch ar-
tillery system GRAD and SMERCH — 2- entities, 10 combat helicopters, mainly MI-8
and MI-24 entities and Air Defense systems, including ZSU-23 “Shilka”, TOR-1M and
G-19 Anti-Aircraft Guns, around up to 30 entities). What is important — the combat
capability ratio between Armenia and Azerbaijan reaches up score 1:4 in favor of the
Azerbaijani side. It means that Armenia has taken responsibility at a national level
to provide complete defense protection with its ethnic compatriots in the break-away
region and directly confront Azerbaijan. It means that in case of a probable full-scale
war scenario, the official Yerevan authority is ready to declare the Nagorno-Kara-
bakh as its territory and annexed the region similar to the Crimean case done by
the Russian Federation against Ukraine. The first military conflict scenario in Na-
gorno-Karabakh was going as the conflict between Azerbaijan state and secessionist
Armenian enclave and the conflict did not go beyond the regional frames. At that
time, the conflict re-inspiration had to be overgrowing into a more catastrophic scale
and spill over into other regional areas. The conflict was engraved into parameters to
full-scale Local War scenario when several regional countries were engaging in com-
bat operations with all available means.

By that time (1994) if the conflict into Nagorno-Karabakh was supposed to be re-es-
calated again, in the South Caucasus emerges coalition confrontation scenario where
on one way, two regional states aside into one coalition — Armenia + Russia against
Azerbaijan + Turkey. Iran’s position was still unclear however backed to the previous
conflict case in 1992-1994 in Nagorno-Karabakh, official Tehran could have opted for
the Armenia and Russia coalition. As for, Georgia, the country due to its geopolitics
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would not be sided to any coalitions and is to be neutral and moderate the conflict res-
olution deal. Coalitional warfare perceives because of considering the configuration
of actors in conjunction with geopolitical and international legal aspects. Notable,
Armenia and Russia are members of the military alliance — Collective Security Treaty
Organization (CSTO), and both of them are obliged to provide common defense and
protect each other side in case of foreign aggression per bilateral interstate agreement
packages. In addition to that the Russian Armed Forces contingent — 102nd mili-
tary base with 5 thousand servicemen and reinforced of various heavy armament and
388th Air Squadron deployed (reinforced with fighter jets of 4th + generation MIG-29/
MIG-31 two wings) at Yerevan airport along with the special representation of the
FSB officer staff in Armenia could be considered as the most plausible argument for
arguing on Russian support to Armenia in case of a full-scale war against Azerbaijan,
at least to block Turkey from direct support to Azerbaijan. On other hand, Turkey
and Azerbaijan arranged a common defense pact agreement on mutual defense and
assistance in case of aggression from a third party (actually Armenia) in 2010. This is
a pure case of creating a regional alliance against another similar alliance. Moreover,
Turkey and Azerbaijan were cooperating very close in the field of special services coor-
dination and running joint projects in the military-industrial complex and production
of joint combat armaments. The combination of geostrategic balance at the regional
level is very fragile and having considered the fact that negotiations between Pres-
idents of Armenia and Azerbaijan Serzh Sargsyan and Ilham Aliyev ended up with
no results in Sochi with the mediation of the Russian Federation Vladimir Putin on
August 9 of 2014, the war game scenario development in the nearest future was very
high. Both sides were ready to demonstrate their willingness in launching massive
combat operations to pursue their survival national interests at any merits. At that
time, confrontation modality between parties in aegis of the military dimension was
seemed to be described as Low-Intensity Conflict. There were some indications and
motivations why Armenia and Azerbaijan could have run into war against each other
and what were key features of that confrontation development:

* Historic roots of the conflict inspiration, including Soviet legacy tragic epi-
sodes 1n 1923-27 and in 1988-1990 period of times, between two states over
Nagorno-Karabakh conflict; Ethnic rivalry and political disarray in geopolitical
relations between the states;

*  Global shifts in the contemporary world order and global confrontation between
international geopolitical powers (EU/USA versus Russia/China) that makes it
possible to re-frozen those international conflict zones evolved since 1990. Mis-
balancing of power distribution at global levels leads toward the emergence of
more fierce conflicts never perceived before, like Crisis in Ukraine, Israel-Pal-
estine renewed confrontation, emergence of ISIS in Iraq and Syria, Russia-USA
new Cold War scenario, etc.;
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* In both countries the existence of an authoritarian type of administration and
non-liberal democracies provisions at the political national systems. A theory
upon which democratic states less prone to wage wars seems to be true;

*  Decline possibility of running prominent geo-economic projects (like suspension
of realization “NABUCCQO” pipeline) and torpedoing stimulation of economic
and business environment at the regional level in South Caucasus make more
real to inflame political conflicts in the area.

All the above-mentioned perspectives were not indicators that the processes over Na-
gorno- Karabakh would have been developing namely in that way or have the con-
sequences of confrontation scenario. However, the recent political landscape in the
South Caucasus is indicating conspiracy modality from all parties having concrete
interests toward the conflict zone that could endanger the security environment in the
area stemming from the period of time, exactly since 2014.

Politico-Military Environment and Its Provision

The Nagorno-Karabakh local war ended up on 10 November 2020 has illuminated an
Interesting new geostrategic environment at regional and global levels. The war shift-
ed geopolitical realities and caused the emergence of new military-political alliances
with concrete actors’ involvement. The post-war configuration provoked boosting up
and broken out the existence of several alliances, mainly informal. In this regard,
there is envisaged to foster the following politico-military alliances, like this:

 “Trilateral Alliance” with involvement Pakistan-Turkey-Azerbaijan:
the Caucasus and Central Asia states are becoming new alliances coordinating
their efforts and military cooperation in the war period. The bilateral strategic
partnership in military policy between Baku and Ankara was officially declared
in 2010 when a relevant agreement on strategic partnership and cooperation
was signed up in Turkey between two presidents of Turkey and Azerbaijan. Ac-
cording to Article 2 of the agreement just based on the principle of collective de-
fense and Article 3 of the agreement stipulated launching the joint partnership
in promoting military-industrial capabilities. Namely due to the legal parity
the “trilateral” alliance demonstrated rigidness and boldness positions and the
factors are became vital in the operational-tactical victory of Azerbaijani Armed
Forces over the enemy in the local war over the Nagorno-Karabakh. This is a
case of minor regional powers alliance compounding two vital from internation-
al security perspective regions — the Caucasus and Central Asia. Given their
rather limited capabilities, minor powers may have a strong interest in alliance
commitments not only to enhance their military security but also to obtain a
variety of nonmilitary benefits, such as increased trade or support for domestic
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political regimes. One of the problems with alliance bonds is, however, that
allied support often requires minor powers to make significant autonomy con-
cessions, allowing allies, most notably major-power allies, to gain influence
over their minor-power alliance partners. The Turkish military has presum-
ably taken part in the combat operations via managing and controlling those
drones exploited by the Azerbaijan Armed Forces during the war, including
Turkish origin drone “Bayraktar TB2” (exactly these drones, around 6 entities
were delivered to Azerbaijan from Turkey on 16-17 July 2020). Sometimes ago,
the Turkish military companies “ASELSAN” and “Turkish Aerospace Indus-
tries” signed up a contract with $240 million for delivering special avionic tech-
niques to Azerbaijan for modernization its AirPower capabilities consisting of
the strike and transport helicopters MI-24, MI-35M, MI-8, and MI-17 as well as
combat aircrafts SU-25 and MiG-29. Moreover, on 20 July 2016, the President
of Azerbaijan IlTham Aliyev signed up a special decree on handing over military
camp “Gizil Shirak” and airbase “Nasosnaya” to Turkish strategic partner for
further deployment of the military bases in the country (presumable in nearest
future a similar military base could be opened in the Nakhichevan Autono-
mous Republic). Regarding the military-strategic partnership between Azerbai-
jan and Pakistan — several dozen of the Azerbaijani officers were trained and
equipped in Pakistan and Islamabad officially delivered to Baku five entities
of training aircraft “Super Mushek” and in addition to that two countries also
have formed special memorandum on sharing intelligence and operational piec-
es of information and coordination in defense policy planning and providing
military assistance from Pakistan to Azerbaijan. The alliance is pursuing also
other geostrategic missions to foster Islamic community defense capabilities
and also promoting joint energy security interests, mainly its links with the
TAP project where Azerbaijan can also join as an energy supplier together with
Turkmenistan. Pakistan military intelligence — Inter-Service Intelligence (ISI)
had once got involved in the regional affairs during the two military Chechen
campaign and even Pakistani military intelligence regional station even de-
ployed and being active in Pankisi Gorge in Georgia in 200-2003. Moreover, in
that period, many Pakistani citizens were engaged in combat activities on the
Chechen rebel side as mercenaries and there are some rumors about Pakistani
warriors’ engagement in the recent war in Nagorno-Karabakh;

“Trilateral Alliance” with involvement Ukraine-Turkey-Azerbaijan:
the informal “GUAM?” similar alliance has also developed mainly on 16 October
2020 when the President of Ukraine paid an official visit in Baku and aegis of
bilateral negotiations signed up several very important agreements, including
on military-strategic partnership, with his Azerbaijani colleague Ilham Aliyev.
The agreements included one important document, Memorandum of Understat-
ing (MOU) on the promotion of strategic cooperation field of military industry
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and namely on development and production of special radio equipment for mis-
sile systems, for navy and land forces, and armored vehicles. A month before,
on 14 September 2020, the President of Ukraine Vladimir Zelensky signed up
decree#392/2020 on adaptation new National Security Strategy. In the docu-
ment, Ukraine recognized Azerbaijan as strategically (including as a key mili-
tary partner) in promoting regional security and pursuing the national interest
of Ukraine. It is real momentum for identification of the ally partnership case
as a prerequisite of setting up a military regional alliance where Turkey is to
be considered as a centre and “military hub” of the alliance as on the other
side Turkey and Ukraine are also considering themselves as key allies. Turkey
promotes strategic partnerships with Ukraine in the military-industrial sphere
and as a key and decisive partner for promoting the so-called “non-recognition
policy” toward Crimea status. As for Turkey-Azerbaijan’s strategic allied part-
nership it was mentioned and identified above.

At least these two facts were a true consequence of the Nagorno-Karabakh wargame
as well as the more rising strategic partnership between Russia and Turkey that has
been starting since 2017 in Syria. “The Syrian” experience was successfully implanted
into the Caucasus reality and a joint patrolling agreement signed up between Defense
Ministries of two states on 11 November 2020 is a vivid case of the reality. In addition
to that, the next politico-military consequences of the war were declaration and prop-
osition by the President of Turkey Recep Tayyip Erdollan in Baku whilst attending
a joint military parade with the involvement of 2500 militaries of both countries in
commemoration of victory in Nagorno-Karabakh of Azerbaijan. He rolled out of set-
ting new regional security modality with the formula: “3+3” with the involvement of
three local actors (Azerbaijan, Georgia, and Armenia) and three regional hegemons
(Turkey, Russia, and Iran). This imperative modality imposed by the Turkish side is,
at the time being, promotes more on strategic stance its national interests. Russia
fully accepted the initiative via President Putin’s consent whilst sharing his posi-
tion during the phone call dialogue with Recep Tayyip Erdollan but Georgia’s official
government declined the one. Hence, the Nagorno-Karabakh war namely increased
Turkish-Russian strategic alliance not only in MENA but also in the aegis of the
Black Sea region.

New Threat and Risk Perceptions and Consequences

In that context is important to review Migration conjunction in aegis of the military
conflicts at the regional level. The Caucasus region case where latently developed
more than 40 ethnopolitical conflicts and two already re-frozen conflicts, one regard-
ing the Nagorno-Karabakh zone is a vivid illustration of creating an “instability
arch” nearby to the EU neighborhood. The Caucasus region is increasingly becoming
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a priority on the international agenda. In fact, a regional approach is emerging
as actors understand those common problems that need to be addressed jointly.
Nevertheless, cooperation efforts are hampered by several factors, such as uneven
economic and political development within and among countries, nationalist forces,
and longstanding animosities between regional players. In this context, it is im-
perative to foster sound policies aimed at strengthening dialogue and cooperation
to contain and ultimately resolve conflicts with peaceful means. However, there is
little policy-oriented research on the challenges and opportunities for cooperation in
the Caucasus region. The purpose of this speech is to assess the impact of terrorism
and its dangers, as an asymmetric military threat, towards the Caucasus region —
in November of 2017, occurred so-called “Ahmed Chataev voyage” to Georgia and a
massive anti-terrorist operation in the downtown of Thilisi was a clear illustration
of so-called “Black Transit” case-study. The work also describes the significance of
international terrorism and its general definitions. Besides, the result and findings
are based on theoretical studies and assumptions and the result of the analysis of
the “Case Study” of the Caucasus region. The case study examines how the Caucasus
region influences the spread of terrorism and what threats it poses for this region.
Furthermore, the aspects of what makes the region important in the international
arena are analyzed and the existent and potential security issues are examined,
as well as the strategic importance of the region for the EU and NATO is analyzed
even from the academic framework — “Securitization” theory. The theory is based
on security studies’ conceptual background and the background spectrum includes
the Copenhagen School and Critical security studies as the type. Having considered
the modality it is perceived so-called “Asymmetric Military Threats” deteriorated
situation in the region. In that case is to underpin that one of the main types of the
Migration — notable, “combat migration” could be treated as a case of Asymmetric
Military Threat. The threat is perceived in conjunction with the war scenario that
erupted between Armenia and Azerbaijan over Nagorno-Karabakh territory where
according to some media sources both sides getting involved in support of them-
selves various types of mercenaries from Syria and Iraq (for instance, according to
“The Economist”, the evidence is mounting that Turkey has sent hundreds of Syrian
mercenaries to fight in Azerbaijan).

The real war over Nagorno-Karabakh, which began on 27th September 2020, has
been less telegenic. Hundreds of people, most of them soldiers, are already believed
dead. The fighting is the worst since 1994 when ethnic Armenian forces seized Na-
gorno-Karabakh and surrounding Azerbaijani districts after a conflict that saw tens
of thousands killed and a million people displaced. Regarding the conflict or more
precisely, war further escalation is possible to perceive development and occurrence
of the following Migration types at the regional level, having considered among
above-mentioned classification:
+ Illegal Migration;



Impact of the Current Situation in Nagorno Karabakh on Georgia’s
National and Regional Security

+  Combat Migration;
*  Social Migration

Reviewing the factors is necessary, at least in the frame of the conference identify
and create new criteria and international legal framework for this new typology of
Migration and set up a legal background on how to confront them due to the 21st era
globalization provisions. Moreover, jihadist mercenaries are to be the key implica-
tion for the further destabilizing situation in the region. The numbers of the merce-
naries could be counted about 2000 or 3000 ones involved in combat operations and
delivering them from Turkish Gaziantep to Nagorno-Karabakh that was mentioned
by the President of France Emmanuel Macron at the EU Summit in October 2020.

Military Doctrinal Features of Key Geostrategic Actors (On Case of the
Russia Federation)

The post-Nagorno-Karabakh war period is vital considering regional hegemony ac-
tors’ military conceptual and strategic planning indications to predict how they could
affect regional security in the nearest future. Currently, the regional hegemons are
Iran, Russia, and Turkey and therefore their military concept, doctrine, and strat-
egy analysis are critical to review and scrutiny for understanding and further mo-
tivation of engagement. Initially becomes omnipotent to considering what were the
geostrategic missions and tasks for Russia for intervening in the Nagorno-Karabakh
war scenario and enforced peace over the parties. Really the Russian Armed Forces
are performing in Nagorno-Karabakh so-called “peace enforcement” combat operation
and these tasks before engagement were the following:

1. Having considering geostrategic principle “military prevention” diminish further
attrition of the Armed Forces of Azerbaijan inside in depth in Nagorno-Kara-
bakh n ceased combat activities near city Shisha (military method — operation
“peace enforcement”); Disarmament, disband and liquidation mercenaries and
jihadists who emerged in Nagorno-Karabakh when the war started. By the way,
namely Russia and France leadership proclaimed about existence in the area
those mercenaries taken from Syria;

2. Reinforce Russia’s military influence in the South Caucasus and taking up a mo-
nopoly in aegis of the geostrategic rim: the Black Sea-the Caucasus- the MENA;

3. Suspend military expansion of Turkey in the South Caucasus via military in-
volvement and create favorable to Moscow balance of power.

Since 1 December 2014 in Moscow, it has been starting to operate a new strategic
operational center for managing the Armed Forces — National Center for Operations.
The Center was built in 333 days and is ready to work for 24 hours regime. The Center
was paid an official visit by the President of the Russian Federation Vladimir Putin
who was chairing the session of the National Security Council held in the new build-
ing of the one. Whilst meeting with high-level military officials at the Center HQ he has
outlined and presented new defense priorities for 2015-2020 periods of time as well as
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revealed novelties endorsed into the Military Doctrine of Russia in conjunction with
the ongoing new Cold War against the USA and its European allies. It makes clear
that the balance of Russian military policy in the Post-Soviet space is mixed.

In his speech was mentioned and identified two main threats from a military per-
spective: deployment of NATO military infrastructures and installations close to the
Russian borders and its enlargement to the East and development of the Anti-Ballis-
tic Defense capabilities in aegis of the USA national program. The Crimean Special
Operation was declared as the most “successful story” and considered a preemptive
measure to cast the above-mentioned threats. Following statements by the Head of
the Center — Lit. General Mikhail Mizintsev in 2014 the Russian Armed Forces have
obtained 4 thousand new types of armament and 4 entities of the submarines that
have reinforced steadily national military capabilities. In accordance with Defense
Minister Army General Sergey Shoigus’ words, the national arsenal of the Armed
Forces has been increased by 7% with new weaponry systems. Shoigu vows that the
Ministry of Defense will fully begin to utilize the home-made technologies for de-
fense industry might. The Russian political leadership set forth concrete geostrate-
gic missions to the Armed Forces Command to readiness to be engaged into two low
and medium intensity conflicts simultaneously and reiterated to get reversed to pre-
emptive nuclear strike principle operated by the Soviet military leadership in Cold
War period. The General Staff has submitted to the supreme commander-in-chief
a list of measures, which he has approved. In 2019-2020, we need to develop the
ground-based version of the sea-launched Kalibr system with the long-range cruise
missile, which has proven its worth in Syria,” the defense minister said.

Herewith important to stress that in December of 2014 new nuclear submarine
named “Vladimir Monomakh” (“Borei” class) joined the Naval Forces armed with
16 ballistic “sea-to-land” cruise missiles “BULAVA-M” from Severodvisnk sea-port.
Namely from the submarine successfully was launched as an experimental version
of the “BULAVA-M” from the Barents Sea to the Kamchatka peninsula. After the
project, in 2015 it will be starting to build another nuclear submarine named “Knyaz
Suvorov” (“Borei” class) with the same ballistic cruise missiles on board. The new
arms race was running since 2010 had already brought its benefits as the arms sale
of the national weapon systems increased up to 20% and reached the level of $402
billion from where about 30% was aimed for national defense purposes. The defense
expenses have increased by 30% and in 2015 the national defense budget is figured
in $90 billion without consideration of several federal level special programs for
Research and Development and Armament Technologies. That is why President Pu-
tin’s speech delivered at the Center HQ was very important and considerable from
modernization and updating principles of the national military strategy. Having
considered the features, it became interesting to declare new priorities of Russia’s
military strategy that implies the following:
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* By 2021 completely transfer on modern armament all nuclear land-based forc-
es and modernize strategic nuclear airlift capabilities with the introduction
of fifth-generation Air Force jets A-50 and tactical-operation jets SU-37 and
MiG-35;

+  Completion of creation of new strategic command HQ — Air-Space Forces ready
to operate at global levels against any foes;

+ Increase and reinforce Russia’s military presence at strategic geopolitical ar-
eas, notable in the Arctic zone (in that regard, the Ministry of Defense plans
to deploy in the area operational Air Defense system “PANTSIR-C”) and in
the Caspian-Caucasus region with the Black Sea maritime area. Namely, for
that purpose, it is envisaged to set up a new regional Army Command HQ —
48th Army HQ in Derbent and the creation of special Navy grouping in the
Caspian Sea area. Moreover, for purposes of the operational-strategic regional
Command “South” 30 entities of combat helicopters Mi-28M “Night Hunter”
have been modernized and updated:

* Development and modernize all capabilities of the national nuclear “Triads”
(Air-Land-Sea);

* Russia will continue the practice to launch and run in massive scope drills
and trains and “sudden inspection” modalities to reinforce Armed Forces
readiness level;

* In the modern version of the Military, Doctrine draft emerged a new definition
of “territorial defense” in sake for total mobilization purposes. The missions
are dispatched to Governors and local regional authorities. It means that Rus-
sia is seeking to militarize its society and nation but for what purpose — it is
a puzzle.

All these factors are indicating that Russia will be reinforcing its pressure toward
Georgia and by doing so, military aggressive measures are to be foreseen in the
nearest future.

Summary

The war scenario really enumerated the interesting development of geopolitical
processes dominated by the concrete geostrategic implications. With these cases,
new warfare activities and combat operation planning have transformed into more
dynamic, technologically innovative, and with modern strategic culture principles.
Based on the principles, the war was wagged in the Nagorno-Karabakh between the
Azerbaijani Armed Forces and the Armenian separatist Defense Territorial Army
with the direct support of the Armenian Armed Forces. Namely, the war demon-
strated also new forms of coalition warfare that had been predominated at the re-
gional level in the aegis of the Caucasus region. Turkey-Azerbaijan coalition against
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Armenia-Russia was a case where such coalition warfare had been demonstrated
with the domination of the first one. Certainly, Russia was irked with Azerbaijan
winning of the wargame and with the illumination of the Russian-made weaponry
system imperfection, mainly anti-defense system. The war was conducted in form
of the fourth war generation (4GW) and this occurred even for the first time with
full-scale dimension at the global level and it was configured most dynamically with
blitzkrieg maneuverable war strategy from Azerbaijani Army and caused more than
2780 lives. In the time of the war scenario in Nagorno-Karabakh were used strike,
reconnaissance and “kamikaze” drones: “Bayraktar TB2”, “Alpagu”, “Orbiter” and
“Sky-Striker”, rocket projections “Polonez” and operative-tactical missile complex
“ISKANDER-M”.

The war could spark a new spin of challenges and risk of asymmetric content, nota-
ble with the introduction of jihadist mercenaries from the MENA and the increasing
of illegal migration. This so-called “asymmetric military threat” could endanger re-
gional security modality in the Caucasus area and impose a great challenge to the
European and Euro-Atlantic security provisions. Moreover, the 2020 Nagorno-Kara-
bakh war holds important lessons for European defense. The European security
and defense perspective could be considering new military technology adaptation
to current military operation planning and execution. The Europeans should look
carefully at the military lessons of this conflict, and not dismiss it as a minor war
between poor countries. Since the cold war, most European armies have phased
out gun-based self-propelled air-defense systems. Man-portable air-defense systems
(MANPADS) like the “Stinger” and “Igla” — the primary short-range air-defense
systems in Europe — have little chance of acquiring such small targets as loitering
munitions or small drones invisible to the operator. This is important to take ade-
quate lessons learned from the war experience to increase the capability potential
of the European community and more relevant, the NATO alliance member states
(like Poland, Romania, Latvia, Estonia, Lithuania, etc.) and its strategic partners
(Georgia and Ukraine). The geostrategic importance of the war is also a detrimental
case for military studies development in the Post-Soviet space, including academic
research and institutional curriculum promotion.

Vakhtang Maisaia, PhD
Full Professor at Caucasus International University (CIU)

The opinions and conclusions expressed are those of the author and
do not necessarily reflect the views of The Embassy of the Republic
of Poland in Tbilisi, the Foreign Policy Council or the Georgian
Strategic Analysis Center.
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What Georgia Expects from NATO and the
European Union:
Realities and Future Prospects

Georgia’s Relations with NATO and EU: The Summary of the Status Quo

Georgia’s strong commitment to European and Euro-Atlantic integration has been
the cornerstone of its political life for the last two decades. As Georgian analysts have
rightfully observed, it is rooted not so much in the calculation of Georgia’s security
options, but in its very identity as understood by its elites and supported by the wider
public. It also provides an important value-based backbone of its otherwise extremely
polarized, often chaotic, and unpredictable political arena.

If one looks at Georgia’s fundamental foreign-policy choices based on the logic of
cost-benefit analysis, arguably, so far it did not reap much benefit from such political
orientation (which is not to say that pursuing any alternative policy would have been
more advantageous). Georgians have a good reason to be disappointed: the processes
of both European and Euro-Atlantic integration look stalled. A compromise solution of
April 2008 Bucharest summit, which denied Georgia a much-coveted Membership Ac-
tion Plan (MAP) but gave it a vague promise of membership when Georgia is “ready”
(without defining specific criteria for “readiness”) became a formula of persistent un-
certainty: Georgia looks doomed to stay in the category of an “aspirant” nation in-
definitely. With regards to the EU, after the Association Agreement came into force
in 2016, which implied the two most obvious benefits: the Deep and Comprehensive
Free Trade Agreement (DCFDA), as well as a visa-free regime with Schengen-zone
countries, there is no further comparably important steps insight. From the Georgian
perspective, general recognition of Georgia’s European vocation, which implies at
least a vague and unspecified promise of membership, would be the logical next step.
However, it looks unlikely that the EU is prepared to make such a step, as quite a few
member-states are extremely reluctant to endorse any step suggesting prospects for
greater enlargement of the EU.

This is not to look for any culprits for this disappointing lack of developments. It is
easy to criticize Georgian political elites for having, or spreading to its public, unreal-
istic expectations with regards to Georgia’s European and Euro-Atlantic integration.
One can also mention a fact that the Georgian political elite and society keeps failing
to consolidate its democratic institutions, as exemplified by the disastrous outcome
of the October - November, 2020 parliamentary elections: following the opposition
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decision to boycott Parliament, for the first time in its history Georgia will have effec-
tively single-party legislature. On the other hand, there are grounds to believe that
the obvious reluctance of western powers to meet Georgia’s aspirations are dictated
not by Georgia’s lack of “readiness” (even if there are grounds to say that Georgia is
not fully ready), but on geopolitical calculations, namely, on its fear of creating further
problems in relations with Russia.

The latest trends are not in favor of the fulfillment of Georgia’s pro-western aspira-
tions either. On the Western side, the rise of Euroscepticism and growing divisions
within EU, as well as broadening chasm in transatlantic relations, rising China grad-
ually turning into the dominant geopolitical and economic concern both in the US and
EU, has undermined the confidence of the collective “West” and lessens its appetite
for playing a more active role in eastern Europe.

On the other hand, Georgia with its pro-European and pro-Atlantic positions becomes
increasingly isolated in its neighborhood. Since approximately 2000s, Russia turned
resentment of the West, and fighting its influence, into its national religion; holding
back western influence in its neighborhood became its especially vital policy priority,
and it demonstrated its resolve to do whatever it takes to achieve its goals by military
interventions in Georgia and Ukraine in 2008 and 2014. Under Recep Tayyip Er-
dollan’s leadership, Turkey gradually metamorphosed from an enthusiastic pursuer
of European integration, a firm NATO ally, and a promising case of democracy in a
Muslim-majority country, into an increasingly autocratic country whose geopolitical
agenda is often counter to western interests and values. As Azerbaijan became more
and more autocratic, it also lost much of its pro-western enthusiasm of the 1990s.
Armenia’s 2018 Velvet Revolution propelled to power relatively pro-Western forces
lead by current prime-minister Nikol Pashinyan; however, the results of the Second
Karabakh war of October-November 2020 strengthened Russia’s influence in both
Azerbaijan and Armenia and made Pashinyan’s position in power much shakier. In
general, the war underscored the predominance of Russian and Turkish power in the
region at the expense of the decline of western influence.

However, so far these developments did not dent Georgia’s resolve to engage in pol-
icies of European and Euro-Atlantic integration. As numerous polls show, a strong
majority of the Georgian public remains firmly committed to it. This allows me to base
this paper on an assumption that Georgia’s pro-western policies will continue. While
it is impossible to predict what direction EU and NATO policies towards the region
will take, we cannot exclude a possibility that Georgia being by far the most pro-west-
ern country in a region which is increasingly unfriendly to the West, its value for the
western actors may increase. On the other hand, even if the level of EU and NATO
commitment to the region stays approximately the same, it will continue to wield im-
portant influence on Georgia’s politics, and Georgian political elites will still highly
value their cooperation with the West.
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Based on these assumptions, it makes sense to revisit the issue: What it is that Geor-
gia expects from its western partners, and how realistic these expectations may be?

My starting point is that there are four main things that Georgia from the cooperation
with West: these I call recognition, security, democracy, and economic development.
As the last point is beyond my area of expertise, I will briefly review the issue under
the first three headings.

Recognition

As mentioned above, the pro-western direction of Georgia’s foreign policy is often con-
sidered based on its national identity as understood by its political elites, rather than
on the rational calculation of costs and benefits coming from different foreign policy
options. The core of this understanding is based on the perception of Georgia as an es-
sentially European nation. This self-perception has started to develop from the second
half of the 19th century: the same group of Tergdaleulebi under Ilia Chavchavadze’s
leadership who stand at the origin of Georgia’s modern nationalism also laid ground
to developing a concept of Georgia as a European nation. However, the most import-
ant turning point was Georgia’s 1918-21 short-lived First Republic: it was at this time
that the vision of Georgia as a European nation in contrast to a more ‘Asiatic’ Russia
gained currency among Georgian elites. When in the late 1980s, in the twilight of the
Soviet rule in Georgia, the Georgian nationalism re-emerged in the public sphere,
Georgia’s ‘western’ or European vocation was taken for granted. In due time, it was
expressed in a bid to join NATO, and in prioritizing policies of European Integration.

A social scientist may criticize this reasoning as “essentialist”: being “European” is
not an objectively defined property of any nation, and in a Georgian case, the claim to
the European identity may look problematic. Careful empirical research shows that
both members of the elite, and especially the general public are not fully confident
that they actually are Europeans, and do not have a clear-cut understanding of what
being a “European” means. But exactly if we follow a constructivist approach as op-
posed to an “essentialist” one, we have to say that the meaning of “European identity”
depends on what people make of it; this meaning is uncertain and sometimes contro-
versial even in the countries of the European Union, so one should not be surprised
that in Georgia, a commitment to the “European choice” coexists with a rather vague
understanding of what being a European means. The very fact that the discourse of
Georgia as a European nation has become firmly embedded in the Georgian discourse
for a lengthy period and has evolved into a dominant principle around which its poli-
cies are organized are now a hard fact of life to reckon with.

For Georgians, “Europeanness” is partly an aspirational identity. For the most part,
the 1dea of being a “European” is identified with values of democracy, individual libert
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and rule of law as professed by those nations whose European identity nobody ques-
tions. Georgians usually consider themselves to be more European than their neigh-
bors, as proven by their history as well as more recent record, but also not living up
to standards of “real”, “recognized” Europeans like the French, German, Dutch, etc.
Therefore, if one asks a Georgian a question “Is Georgia Europe?” or “Are you a Euro-
pean”, a respondent will probably be confused: for Georgians, such questions hardly
allow for a simple “yes” or “no” answer, and with a good reason. Nevertheless, appar-
ently, most Georgians agree that for their country, the European/western model of
development is the most, if not the only acceptable one. Georgians may be confused
whether they really “are” Europeans (do not quite a few EU nations feel the same?),
but they are much more likely to agree that they want their country to become more
European and that certain features or Georgian history and culture justify their claim
of belonging to the European civilization.

But as all students of identity know, this concept includes two dimensions: what I
think I am, and what others think I am. To be sure, Georgians need to figure out
more clearly, what they really mean when (and if) they call themselves “European”
or “western”; but it is not less important that they gain recognition as such by those
whose Europeanness or Westernness is beyond doubt, that is by the EU and NATO.

This is why the accession to the Council of Europe in 1999 was a big deal for Georgia —
this was so because Georgians understood it as an act of recognition of their European
1dentity. It was during the ceremony of accession that then chairman of the Georgian
parliament, Zurab Zhvania, pronounced his famous phrase: “I am Georgian, therefore
I am European”. At that time, most Georgians did not know the difference between
the Council of Europe and the European Union (quite a few probably still don’t). But
knowledgeable people were well aware that the membership of the CoE only implied
symbolic recognition: It was only the membership of the EU and/or NATO that would
make Georgia a true member of the western family of nations.

This i1s hardly a place to recapitulate a sad story of how the Georgians (in the last
years, together with the Ukrainians and the Moldovans) try to tease out of the EU
some kind of recognition of Georgia’s European identity, and continuously fail to do
so. Admittedly, there are some marginal successes: The preamble to the Association
Agreement between EU and Georgia formally recognizes Georgia as an “Eastern Eu-
ropean country”’, which is an obvious compromise between calling it simply “Euro-
pean” and avoiding the issue altogether. From the EU perspective, this is obviously
a strictly political matter, because recognizing Georgia as a European nation would
imply opening a door for its possible membership, even in some very distant future,
and there is no consensus on this issue within the EU. While well-informed Georgians
understand that, for them, this is also an identity issue: full recognition of their Euro-
pean vocation by the West would be an important step towards the completion of their
roblematic European identity.
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However, ultimately such recognition is not only contingent on calculations made by
European politicians. It depends much more on the actual development of Georgia
and its political system. 2003 “Rose Revolution” and its aftermath convinced much
more Europeans that Georgians may be one of their own: it was after this that the
EU changed its initial decision and included Georgia first in the European Neighbor-
hood Policy and, later, created the European Partnership. Peaceful electoral change
of power in 2012 further strengthened the impression that Georgia was on the path
of becoming a more European country. On the other hand, a series of setbacks in
democracy in the last year that culminated in the outcome of 2020 elections with its
single-party parliament will contribute to doubts whether Georgia is indeed a Euro-
pean country (and it does not matter who is to blame for this outcome more, the gov-
ernment or the opposition).

Security

Traditionally, small states depend for their security on larger powers. In its medieval
past, Georgia negotiated its path to survival by playing regional powers, like the Ot-
toman Empire and Iran, against each other.

Admittedly, as of today, Georgia’s security (as well as that of quite a few small states)
largely depends on the support of western powers. However, the very nature of this
dependence is rather different from earlier models of great power competition. After
WWII, and even more so following the end of the Cold War, western powers tried to
establish a lasting world order that is based on values, institutions, and rules; it came
to be called “liberal international order”. As it often happens, this concept and project
came under closer scrutiny as it is seen endangered, if not obsolete; however, while it
has never been universally and fully successful at any point in history, it has qualita-
tively changed the world of international relations in many ways.

The idea of the liberal international order is about the liberal western powers led by
the United States taking advantage of their military, political and economic superior-
ity and prestige (the latter was later called “soft power”) to build international insti-
tutions and embed norms that would be rightly considered more just, but also provide
for a more stable global order. In the wake of WWI, the first attempt of creating such
order, under the aegis of the League of Nations, failed spectacularly. However, it was
at this time the US president Woodrow Wilson, who may be called the founding father
of liberal internationalism, also introduced the concept of national self-determination
as a desired international norm. While it was much criticized by many politicians and
analysts, it did gradually establish a new principle that smaller and weaker nations
were entitled to their sovereign statehood and that the community of the most pow-
erful nations (later called “the international community”) had both a moral obligation
and vested political interest in guarding an international order that provided guarantees
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of security for such small nations. It was not a coincidence that the peace imposed
by WWI victors led to the disintegration of multinational empires in Europe and the
emergence of the new Europe of nation-states. In the long run, it also undermined
the legitimacy of European overseas empires and laid the ground for their eventual
collapse.

Despite the failure of the League of Nations, western architects of the post-WWII
global order tried a similar approach of “making the world safer for democracy”, but
did this on a more comprehensive scale: in addition to the United Nations, a relative-
ly toothless successor to the League of Nations, they inaugurated a network of other
Iinternational institutions that were supposed to ensure the prevalence of the vision
of the world shared by western liberal democracies. NATO and the European Union
were the most important among them. This development was especially important for
the fate of the small states: the western US-led liberal order was the first attempt of
creating institutional guarantees for their security.

As said, the project of liberal international order was always problematic and never
became truly global. However, as much as western powers maintained their pre-emi-
nence in the world, they could effectively enforce its principles at least in part. More-
over, the West was much more successful in guarding these principles within its own
geographical and civilizational area. This implies that being a recognized part of the
western geopolitical area (being a member of NATO and/or EU is the best expression
of such belonging) makes a small state much more secure than being out of it.

This means that Georgia’s pro-western orientation, in addition to a policy based on its
1dentity perception, is also a fully rational choice based on its crucial security inter-
ests. As the experience of relations with Russia shows, the principles of the liberal in-
ternational order are rather unacceptable to it: its real (and increasingly undisguised)
ambition is to return to the 19th-century type “concert of nations” arrangement. In
the Russian vision of the world, the sovereignty of a small nation is an empty word:
small nations can only be satellites of great powers. It considers Georgia a satellite of
the West that should become a satellite of Russia. This reinforces Georgia’s view that
being part of the western-led liberal order is the most realistic option for guarding its
sovereignty.

What is the most likely scenario for Georgia in this regard? On the one hand, one
could understand this as a question about the prospect of membership either in the
EU or NATO. If the question is put in this way, then there is no much ground for op-
timism: at this point, existing trends do not allow to hope for any sizeable progress on
the way to either EU or NATO accession.

However, for a country in Georgia’s situation, an all-or-nothing approach would be
misleading. Being a full member of the western community of nations any time soon
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would be great progress, but the lack of such a realistic prospect is not a ground for
changing strategy. Georgia should and can make the most of the existing formats
of cooperation with both international bodies. While Georgia’s security situation is
indeed precarious, the last thirty years has probably been the most successful pe-
riod in its history for many centuries; this is due to the fact the West still puts its
weight behind norms of liberal international order, even in an often inconsistent
and imperfect way.

Hence, in the coming years, one should watch for two indicators. One is the capacity
of the Georgian government and civil society to put to effective use the existing for-
mats of cooperation Georgia has with both EU and NATO. The second is the capaci-
ty of the EU and NATO itself to stay influential actors in the world and the eastern
European region. Georgia has a strong vested interest in resilience showed by both
organizations.

Demoracy

It is widely believed that for formerly Communist countries, European and Euro-At-
lantic integration had been an important incentive for democratization. To be sure,
this was not the only or the principal reason for them to become democracies. For-
merly Communist countries that eventually joined the EU and NATO took import-
ant steps towards embedding respective norms and institutions in their political
systems long before they received an offer of membership in these organizations.
Arguably, the causal link first worked in an opposite direction: it was their fairly
successful initial transitions, as well as enthusiastic support of central and east-
ern European societies for values of liberal democracy that, among other things,
convinced leaders of western democracies that these countries deserved becoming
fully-fledged members of these prestigious clubs. This is also implied in the princi-
ple of democratic conditionality included in the 1993 Copenhagen criteria: to be con-
sidered for membership in the EU, a country should first be considered democratic.
However, when it comes to the consolidation of democracy, many scholars as well
as politicians and activists agree that in the course of the accession process, the EU
has proven a very effective democratizer.

Can these expectations be extended to Georgia? As it was never offered a member-
ship perspective by the EU, and the prospect of NATO membership is extremely
vague, western leverage with regards to this country may not be as strong as it used
to be in the case of accession countries. On the other hand, Georgia’s attempts at
democratic transition had never been as successful as they were in countries of Cen-
tral Eastern Europe before the beginning of accession negotiations. Despite several
apparent democratic “breakthroughs” and strong enthusiasm for democratic ca
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that the Georgian public has occasionally demonstrated, throughout the whole pe-
riod of its independence, Georgia continues to muddle through in a “gray zone” be-
tween democracy and autocracy, usually defined in the literature as a condition of
“hybrid regime”.

Despite this, there is a near consensus among pro-democracy actors in Georgia that
the West can and should play a central role in Georgia’s democratic development
(again, a distinction between US and European actors, as well as between the roles
of NATO and EU is not considered too important here). Moreover, in the recent pe-
riod, western involvement has become unusually salient, as, against the backdrop
of increased polarization between the government and the opposition, the inter-
national democratic community serves as the chief facilitator of dialogue between
the parties. Sometimes, as in the fall/winter/spring of 2019/20, such western medi-
ation proved fairly successful as the parties managed to achieve an agreement on
an extremely divisive issue of electoral legislation. After the opposition refused to
recognize the results of parliamentary elections, it were foreign ambassadors who
facilitated the dialogue process. This time, no agreement was reached, but it is still
notable that both parties accepted that the western mediation as performed by am-
bassadors of leading democracies provided the best available hope for returning the
process to normal.

This suggests that for uncertain, hybrid cases like the Georgian one, the role of ex-
ternal actors may be even more crucial than for more successful countries. Despite
the general commitment to the idea of liberal democracy, Georgia’s democratic insti-
tutions such as parliament, political parties, civil society, have proven insufficiently
robust to impose accountability on different branches of government that are usu-
ally dominated by a single party created around a powerful leader. However, due
to the high prestige of western institutions, all major political players accept some
advice and guidance from them, even though not always without reservations. The
western influence was never powerful enough to ensure full consolidation of Geor-
gia’s democratic institutions (it’s debatable whether external forces can achieve that
much — democracy can only be a locally owned product), but in crucial moments it
has had an important corrective role by helping to keep Georgia’s often chaotic po-
litical processes within a broadly democratic and constitutional framework.

This implies a tacit assumption that close cooperation with western actors that in a
best-case scenario may culminate in Georgia’s membership in EU and NATO, will
also considerably increase the chances of Georgia escaping the vicious cycles of “hy-
brid regime” and achieving consolidation of its democratic institutions.

This is also a risky approach for both parties, meaning the western democratic com-
munity and the Georgian political elites. As western actors get more involved in
internal Georgian political controversies, even as mediators, they may be blamed for
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inevitable failures as well, and become the object of attacks even from mainstream
players. On the other hand, overreliance on western actors may prove unrealistic
as well. External players may play a positive role in democratization processes, but
essential limitations to their role should be recognized.

Ghia Nodia
Full Professor at Ilia State University

The opinions and conclusions expressed are those of the author and
do not necessarily reflect the views of The Embassy of the Republic
of Poland in Tbilisi, the Foreign Policy Council or the Georgian
Strategic Analysis Center.
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A3epb6angkaH n pocCMNCKNN «<MUPOTBOPYUYECKNINN
KOHTUHreHT B Kapabaxe.
Bbi30Bbl U pUCKN gNnA nob6eguTtenn B BOHe

B Houb Ha 10 HosA6pa 2020 roga 6b1O0 NoanuMcaHo coBMecTHoe 3adABneHue [pe3ngeHTa
AzepbangxaHckon Pecnybnuku, lNMpembep-muHnctpa Pecnybnuku Apmernsa n lNpesupeHTa
Poccuinckon ®epepaunn. Ero noanucaHnem 6oina 3akoH4yeHa «Btopaa Kapabaxckasa BOMHay,
anuBwanca 44 aHA. 3akoHUeHa oHa Obina 6e3ycnoBHOWM BoeHHOWN nobepon AsepbangxaHa.
OfHaKo MpuUCYTCTBME POCCUMNCKOrO «MUPOTBOPYECKOro» KOHTMHIeHTa B 4acTtn Kapabaxa
CBUAETENbCTBYET O TOM, YTO MPOTUBOCTOAHME HE 3aBEPLLEHO, a NepeBEAEHO B NMPUHLUNNANBHO
HOBYlO [AnA 3Toro KoHobnukta ¢asy. «MupoTBopueckuin» pbiyar Kpemna (npebbiBaHue
POCCUNCKOTO KOHTUHreHTa 3apuKCMPOBAHO Ha Oymare CpOKOM Ha nATb net) dopmupyet
HOBYIO CUCTEMY BbI3OBOB 1 PMCKOB - KaK Al nobeautens, Tak U 4na npourpasLUero.

ﬂpm OoulueHKe HOBbIX BbI3OBOB 1 PUCKOB AJ1A A3ep6a|7|,u,>KaHa, NnpaBUJIbHbIM 6yneT onmnpatbcA
Ha pAg NCXo4HbIX AaHHbIX, a UMEHHO:

1. C 2007 roga norvka KpemneBCKOro meHegxmeHTa Kapabaxa Bpalyanacb BOKpYr Tak
Ha3blBaeMbIX «MagpPUACKNX MPUHLUNOBY, KOTopble K 2014 rogy TpaHchOpMMpOBanmcb
B U3BECTHbIN, HEOAHOKPATHO MOAEpPHM3NPOBaAHHbIN «nnaH JlaBpoBa». MakcMmanbHO
ynpouleHo CyTb nofaxofa CcocTosana B cnefylolemM: Ha HayaslbHOM 3Tane 13 cocTaBa
Henpu3HaHHOM «HKP» A3sepbanpkaHy BO3Bpallanncb 5 unu 7 OKKYNMPOBAHHbIX
paioHoB BOKpYr cobcTBeHHO Kapabaxa, KoTopble He BXxoaunm B cocTaB 6biBluen HKAO
(T.H. «30Ha 6e3onacHOCTW»). [lanee cnepgoBan nepexofHbi nepmod. KoHeuHbIM e
3Tanom AOMXHO Obl1o cTaTb onpeaeneHne ctatyca HaropHoro Kapabaxa, B ngeane -
nyTém lopuamnyeckn obasbiBatowwero pepepeHayMma apMAHCKOro 1 azepbalifKaHCKoro
HaceneHnA pernoHa. B pasHble rogbl nopgxon He ycTpauBan To baky, To EpeBaH.
AzepbanpgxaH npoaaBnunBa BapraHT TeEPPUTOPUANbHON LLENOCTHOCTU CMAKCMMASTIbHOM
aBToHOoMuMeln Kapabaxa, EpeBaH fe-paKkTo Xunn no npuHUmny - nnbo NpekHui CTaTyc-KTo
C HenpwusHaHHom camon ApmeHuen «HKP», nnbo BonHa. MOCKBY Takoe nofBeLleHHoe
COCTOAHMeE, B MPUHLUWME, yAOBNETBOPANO, Tak e Kak no 6onbwomy cuéty n M OBCE.
C ppyron CTOpOHbI, B Ciyyae 3anycka «nnaHa JlaBposa», y Kpemna HensMeHHbIM
0CTaBaNoCh KoyeBoe TpeboBaHMe - <KMUPOTBOPLIbI» HA HOBOW JINHUMW pa3rpaHMyeHNn
B T.H. NnepexoAHbIn nepuog (B napagnrme Mockebl Untan: HaBcerga). HenpemeHHo nog
POCCUNCKNM KOHTPONEM, eAUHOANYHO unn nog arngon OAKD - He npuHuMnuanbHO.
[le-paKTo ke peub LWna 0 HOBOW POCCUNCKOWN BOEHHON 6a3e, Mpuyem Ha TeppuTopumn
AzepbarigxaHa - rae 6bl HYM NpoxoAnsa HOBas IMHUA pa3rpaHUyYeHuA.
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Canpena 2020 roga MockBa Havana »ecTko NpoAaBnMBaTh «nfaH Jlasposax. Boirnageno
TaK, YTO MMeHHO Torga Poccum pe3ko NoHagobmunca cBom «<MMpOTBOPYECKUIN» KOHTUHTEHT
Ha HOBOW NMHUW pa3rpaHNYeHus, a B MPeANOXKeHUAX ovyepefHON Bepcun «miaHa
JlaBpoBa» AKOObl He OblIO MyHKTa O lopuanYeckn obA3aTeNbHOM BOJIEV3bABEHUN.
Ona nobon Bnactn B EpeBaHe Takon noaxopn Obin Henpremnem, Tak Kak Bbirnagen Kak
«Tepputopnn B obMeH Ha obelyaHna». B nornke Kpemna baky Torga yxe 6bin He npoTuB
TaKoro BapuvaHTa.

Jlo nognucaHmA TPeXCTOPOHHEro 3asABNeHUA He KTO MHOW, Kak A3epbangaH nybnnyHo
KaTeropmyeckn otbpacbiBan camy WAE POCCUNCKMX «MUpoTBopueB» B Kapabaxe
(untanm, Ha cBoen Tepputopun). Peub naet Kak o nepuoge 30 net KOHPNUKTA, Tak 1
0 44 pHax nocnegHux 60éB 3a Kapabax. O6cTtaHOBKa Ha ¢poHTe cnocobcTBOBana,
a camo ynoMMHaHWe BapumaHTa Pa3BA3KN C POCCUNCKMWU «MUPOTBOPLIAMU» He Ha
rocyfapCTBEHHON rpaHuue ¢ ApmeHuen, Ho B Kapabaxe (Ha camom fiene 3TOT BapuaHT
YMUTaNCA 1 BbirnAgeN Kak Hanbosiee BepoATHbIM) — B a3epbainakaHCKOWM SKCNepTHON cpeae
CUMTANOCh YyTb NIN He MPU3bIBOM K «CAaye HaLNOHabHbIX NHTepecoBy». [TOHATHO, UTO
CBOW YCNOBUA AVKTOBANM 3aKOHbI MHGOPMALIMIOHHOW BOWHbI, B KOTOpOW A3epbaligKaH,
KaK 1 Ha none 601, yepeHHO nobexxaan.

Ecnn BCé-Takm akkypaTHO JOMYCTUTb, YTO Ha CaMOM fiefie POCCUNCKUE «MUPOTBOPLbI»
B Kapabaxe opuymanbHbiM baky nsHayanbHO BUAENNCb HAUMEHBLUUM 3/10M, @ Nepexon
3TON KPACHOW NNMHUK — KakK Heobxoaumblini kKomnpomucc ¢ Kpemnem, AsepbangkaH,
KOHeYHo, 6narofapsa CBOEMY CONAATY BblKan M3 CNOXKMBLUENCA CUTYaLUN MAKCUMYM.
AzepbarigkaH nonyumn nop KOHTponb 7 panioHoB BoOKpyr ObiBwen HKAO («30Ha
6e30MacHOCTN»), N3 KOTOPbIX 4 OblNn OTBOEBaHDI, ewwé 3 (Kenbbagapckui, ArgaMckui,
JTaunHCKUIN) XOTb U He 6e3 3KcueccoB ObiNM MepefaHbl COMMACHO MOAMMCAHHOMY
TpPEexXCcTopoHHeMy 3asaBneHuto. Takke AsepbalifxaH oTBOeBasn TeppuUTopmUn CO6CTBEHHO
Kapab6axa (6biBlwen HKAO), a umeHHo r.lywa (kntouyeBor HaceneHHbIn NyHKT Kapabaxa
N B BOEHHOM, W CaKpasibHO-KYyNIbTYPHOM MJiaHe), paloH lagpyTa, a Takxke pap cén
XogaBeHACKOro 1 Xo4»KanmHCKOro panioHOB.

AsepbangkaH Ha none 60a GakTUYECKN CHAN C MOBECTKM AHA TaKuMe MOHATUA KakK
«NO3TanNHbINY WAN «MaKeTHbIM» MnaH yperynuposaHuAa. B noruke baky noHATMA
«cTatyca Kapabaxa» B rpaHumuax 6oiswernt HKAO He cyulecTByeT. [le-pakTo HOBasA NnHMA
pasrpaHunyeHna (3Toro noHATUA baky Takke cTapaeTca Bcaveckn msberatb) NpoxoamT
Nno rpaHuuam, KoTopble HUKorga oduumanbHO He GUrypupoBann B NeperoBOPHOM
npouecce. llog pPoCCUNCKNM «MPOTeKTOpaToM» HaxogaTca okono 3000 KBagpaTHbIX
KunomeTpoB, BKnyaAa cTtonuuy Kapabaxa XaHnkeHgm (CrenaHakept). Wcxopa wus
NOTNKM MHOFOJIETHEro neperoBOpHOro npouecca, Poccua pocturna ceoux uenen
Mo pasmeLleHno «<MUPOTBOPYECKOrO» KOHTMHIeHTa Ha Tepputopun AsepbaiigxaHa
Ha HeBbIroAHbIX AnA ceba ycnoBmAx. ITO CBA3AHO, Mpexpge Bcero, ¢ ¢ukcauymen n
nermTuMmsaumen BOeHHOro npucyTcTBuA Typuum B A3sepbainifxaHe — paspylueHa
MHOroneTHAA MoHononua Poccnmn Ha «mopepaLmio» Kapabaxckoro KOHGIMKTa.
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Takum obpasom, AzepbaligKaH B MakCMMaNbHO BbIrOAHbIX ANA cebs ycnoBumax Ha none 6os
BCE-TAKWN ObiN BbIHYXXAEH CMUPUTLCA C MPUCYTCTBMEM POCCUACKOTO BOEHHOIO KOHTUHIEHTa
Ha cBoen Tepputopun. NMpumeHEHHbIE pblyary Topra/gaBneHna Co CTOpPOHbl Kpemna no
OTHOWeHNo K baky cobCcTBEHHO M GOPMUPYIOT HOBYIO CUCTEMY BbI3OBOB U PUCKOB ANA
A3epbangkaHa.

CerogHs 4yacTo NPOBOAATCA NapassieNIn Mexay HOBOW peanbHOCTbio B Kapabaxe 1 onbiTom
POCCNNCKOrO «MUPOTBOPYECTBA» B MONAAaBCKOM [NpuagHecTpoBbe, a Takke B LIXMHBanbCcKom
pervoHe lpy3un. «LixmHBann3zauma» Kapabaxa nopon nopaeTca Kak CBeplIMBLINNCA daKT
CO BCEMU BbITEKAKOLMMN XOPOLIO N3BECTHbIMU Bbi30BamMu 1 puckamu. OgHako B ciyvae ¢
Kapabaxom, ecnu y>x n npoBoanTb Napannenu, To Mbl UMeeM AeNO0 C BAPUAHTOM «CUPUM3aLIUN»
KOHNNKTA M3-3a BOEHHOIO MPUCYTCTBUA B pernoHe Typuum Kak «npefoxpaHutensa» ana
AsepbanpgxaHa. Ha cerogHa B Kapabaxe ¢opmat yperynupoaHua B suge MI OBCE cyxeH u
baKkTNuecKkn 3ameHeH ABYCTOPOHHUM POCCUNCKO-Typeukm popmatom. OTcyTcTBue Typumn
B COBMeCTHOM 3asBneHun ot 10 HoAabpsa 2020 r. He AONMXKHO HMKOro obmaHbIBaThb. [Mpu 3TOM
Ha CerofHs TYpPeLKO-POCCUNCKUA dOopMaT BbIFMAAUT eCcnn He 6onee HafeXHbiMm, To 6onee
NMOHATHBLIM B CPABHEHUWN C anbTePHATUBHbIM ACTaHUHCKUM ¢opmaTtom no Cupun. PogHut
NX TO, YTO 1 Tam, 1 3gecb MockBa 1 AHKapa CTPOAT CBOWM OTHOLLEHMWA Ha WATKOM NpuHLMne
«COTPYOHWNYECTBA M KOHKYPEHLMN».

Tak>ke B OT/IMUME OT OKKYNMPOBAHHbIX TeppuTopuii Ipy3mmn (Abxa3nsa n Tak HasbiBaemas KOxkHas
OceTunsa) Kpemnb cBOMM BOeHHbIM NpucyTcTBMEM B Kapabaxe byaeTt co3gaBaTb HOBYIO CUCTEMY
«rmbpuaHOro BANAHMA» Ha ABa obbeKkTa aTtak — AsepbangkaH n ApmeHuto, npebbiBaoLWmX
MeXxay coboi B XKeCTKOM KOHPpoHTauuu. Mpy 3ToOM B MeXAyHapoOaHOM BocnpuaTun baky
«MaHAaT» POCCUACKUM «MUPOTBOPLAM» Ha CBOEN Tepputopuu Bbigan [oOOPOBONBHO U B
MaKCMManbHO KOMPOPTHbIX AnA ceba ycnoBumax. B 1o ke Bpems, B cnyyae KOHPPOHTALMOHHOTO
CUEHapua BOKPYr POCCUNCKMX «MUpOTBOpLEB» Yy baky OymeT MUHMMM3MPOBAH MaHEBP
no anenMpoBaHUI0 K MAPOBOMY COObOLWECTBY — GpaKTMUeCKM OH ByaeT orpaHuMUYeH TOMbKO
Typumnen. AsepbangaHy He npuBbiKaTb K «rnyboko o3aboueHHOMy» moaxody 3anaja K
cBouM npobnemam. OgHaKo OAHO Aeno NPOTUBOCTOATb ApMeHuun, gpyroe geno — Poccun.
Typeukaa nogaepxka AsepbarigxaHa BbIrnAaNT Ha cerofHa ybeantenbHo. B 1o xe Bpems,
NprBA3Ka OKOHYATeNbHOro pelleHnsa Bonpoca Kapabaxa K COCTOAHNIO POCCUICKO-TYPELKOTrO
COTPYAHMYECTBA B CPEAHECPOYHON NEepPCrneKTUBE He BbIMMAANT camogocTaTouHon. (Mpu aTom
Yy MeHA HeT Kakux-nnbo coxkaneHui no nosoay noumswen B 603e MI OBCE, koTopasa MHoro
net ge-dGakTo cnyXuna KOMGOPTHOW Kpblwen Kpemnio Ana MOHOMONIbHOrO MeHeA>KMeHTa 1
apbuTparka KOHGNMKTA, HUKOUM 06pPa30M He NPUGNNXKaA ero pelleHune).

Bbilwe s He cnyyaiHO 3akaBblUM C/IOBO «MaHAAT», KOrha peyb LWia O POCCUACKOM BOEHHOM
KOHTUHreHTe. [loAnMcaHHOE TPEXCTOPOHHEe 3asBfIEHVWE COAEPXKUT pAf MYHKTOB C
HeOHO3HaYHbIM 1 HeoMNpeaeNieHHbIM ToNKoBaHWeM. Moatomy ana baky ceiuac 6nvxarias
6asoBad 3ajaya - chopmMmpoBaTb M COrNMacoBaTb 3TO CaMbli MaHAAT C KOHKPETHO
NPONUCAHHBIMA  GYHKUMAMU «MUPOTBOPLIEB» U, FNABHOE, CUCTEMON KOHTPONA MO €ero
COOMIOAEHMIO U PearnpoBaHuio Ha NPEBbILLEHWUS MOTHOMOYNIA.
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YXe aKTMBHO BefeTCcA BOBJleyeHWe B 3TOT npouecc Typuun, OfHAKO 4YeTKasa cuctema
CAEPXKeK M MPOTMBOBECOB MOKa He chopmmpoBaHa. Tak, COrnacHO O3BYYEHHbIM MiaHam
COo3faHne TYypeLKO-pPOCCUNCKONO MOHUTOPWUHIOBOrO LEHTPa KOHTPONA MpeKkpaleHua
OTHA NJIaHMpPYeTCA CO3AaTb B 0CBOOOXKAeHHOM Argame. Bokpyr Typeukoro npucyTcTBuA B
Kapabaxe nnm pagom ngért aktMBHaa MHPOPMaLMOHHAA BOMHA. MOCKBa ycTamMn MUHUCTPaA
NHocTpaHHbIX den CJlaBpoBa npofosKaeT HacTamBaTb, UTO Typeukoe MPUCYTCTBUE Ha
JINHUN pa3rpaHnUyeHnsa He npegycMoTpeHo. B AHKape Ha 3TOT CYET fpyraa Touka 3peHus.
Baky noka npugepxmBaeTca no3vumn, 4to A3epbanpgrkaH B COCTOAHUM CAaMOCTOATENIbHO
KOHTPONNPOBaTb HENOCPeACTBEHHO NIMHUIO pa3rpaHnyeHnsa (MakcMmanbHO nsberasa Takom
bopmynmpoBskm). B3TOM CBA3M pa3melLeHie COBMECTHOIO MOHUTOPWHIOBOrO LileHTpa B Argame
C OQJHOM CTOPOHbI — IEMOHCTPATUBHbIN Y MAaKCMMasbHO BblBEPEHHbIN C TypeLKON CTOPOHOMN
war (ocBo6oXAEeHHbIN Argam HaxoauTCA B 25 KM OT XaHKeHAM), B TO e BpemsA NpuUcyTcTeme
TaM poCCUAH camo no cebe pacwmpsAeT apean POCCUINCKOrO BOEHHOro MpUCYTCTBUA B
AzepbarigxaHe. DopmMaTt KOHTPONA CO CTOPOHbI Typumn (B T.4. UCNOJSIb30BaHMe 6eCnMNOTHbIX
aBMALVOHHbIX KOMMJIEKCOB) — B CTaAuM PaCcCMOTPEHMA.

Mor nn AzepbaiigxaH n3bexaTb poOCCUNCKOro BOEHHOTO MPUCYTCTBUA Ha CBOeN Tepputopun?
Tem 6onee, uto 0b6CcTaHOBKa Ha PppOHTe Obila NoA MOJSIHbIM KOHTPOJiIeM a3epbanaKaHCKux
BOOPY>KEHHbIX cuf, a TypumuAa BbiCTynana HadeXHbIM NpefoxpaHutesieM OT POCCUINCKOro
NPAMOro BMellaTeNbCTBa Ha CTOpOHe ApMeHMM 1 nepepacTaHuA BOWHbI 3@ TEPPUTOPUIO
6biBweN «<HKP». Bpaa nu, Tak Kak cyas no BCeMy pOCCUMIACKNE «kMUPOTBOPLbI» CTaNIN S/1IEMEHTOM
onpegeneHHbIX JOroBOpeHHOCTel. He BaXKHO Ha KaKol ¢pa3e — O CTapTa BOEHHOW KamMnaHuy,
nnm ke B xoge 6oeBbix aencTBum baky nonyumn ns Kpemna «npegnoxeHue, OT KOTOPOro He
CMOT OTKa3aTbCA». be3 comHeHun, poccnnckaa BOEHHaA NHTePBEHLUNA CTana KOHCEHCYCHbIM
peweHnem mexgy Mockson n AHkapown, MockBown n baky, baky n AHkapon. OT TOro HaCKobKO
3TU NeperoBOpPHbIe NIMHUWN MepeceKarnTca BO MHOTOM 3aBUCUT nocseaylowmin 6anaHc un B
Kapabaxe, n B pernoHe KOxxHoro KaBkasa B uenom. MNpe3ngeHT AsepbaiigkaHa B3sAn Ha cebn
pAag o6A3aTeNbCTB U HaMepPeH UX BbIMOMHATb. Minbxam AnveB MakCMManbHO MaKCUManbHO
nopyepKnBaeT KOHCTPYKTMBHYIO ponib Poccumn n nuyHo My TrHa B yperynnpoBaHum KOHGAnKTa
B nonb3y AsepbangxaHa.

Poccma B AaHHbIN MOMEHT aKTMBHO 3aHATa CO3JaHMEM MONHOLEHHOW BOeHHOon 6a3bl
B XaHkeHan (CtenaHakepTe), Kak 6bl B A3sepbaligkaHe HW MNbiTaUCb YXOAWUTb OT TaKuX
bopmynnpoBok. [ToM1MMO OroBOPEHHOI0 BOEHHOIO KOHTUHIeHTa B 1960 uenoBek (KonmMyecTBo
BOEHHOCYXalMX Ha CaMOM fene NPOKOHTPONMPOBaTb NPobeMaTUyHO) Ha TeppPUTOPUIO
Kapabaxa nof poccninckmm npoTekTopaToM akTUBHO NpebbiBaloT Meanku, coTpyaHmukn MYC
PO, a Takxe conpoBoXxpawLwme pasnnyHbIX FyMaHUTapHbIX rpy3o0B. Poccna 3HaumTenbHO
BknagbiBaetcA B Kapabax ¢puHaHCOBO, OAHAKO 3TO MPOUCXOAUT [O3UPOBAHO — CTPOro
noa ¢yHKUMOHMPOBaHME BOeHHON 6a3bl. [log 3TO Aeno 3anyweH npouecc BO3BpalLeHUA
apMAHCKUX 6exeHueB B XaHkeHau (CtenaHakepT). KOHEYHO, C TOUYKM 3PEHUA NOTUCTUKK
3Ta BOeHHaA 6a3a HaxoguTCA B ropasfo XYALWWX YCNOBUAX, YEM BOEHHbIE KOHTUHIEHTbI B
Lixuneanu, Cyxymn nnu TygayTe. B cnyuyae oboctpeHua AsepbangxaH B COCTOAHUMN ObICTPO
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nepepesatb JlaumHcKknin Kopugop, a Poccua noructnyeckn bygeT ckoBaHa No HapalwmMBaHmO
rpynnupoBku. OgHaKo Takol JOBOA 3BYYUT HeybeanTenbHO, Tak Kak B Cllyyae MacwTabHom
KOHGPOHTaUMny MoCKBbl OCTaéTCA LUIMPOKNI CMEKTP aCCUMeTPUYHOro oTeeTa AsepbangakaHy.
10 1 obuwan rpaHmua c AsepbanigKaHom, n poccuinckas Kacnuinckas ¢notunuma (C KpblnatbiMin
pakeTamu cemencTtBa «Kannbp» mopckoro 6a3mpoBaHuna), U CUCTEMA «KTMOPUAHbBIX BAUAHWUA»
BHYTPM A3epbalgxaHa, KoTopyto MockBa MHOro fieT CMCTEMHO BbiCTpamBana. Vicnonb3ysa
nofo6Hble pbluary gaBneHuns, Poccna cmorna octaHOBUTb aszepbanakaHCKoe HacTynneHve B
anpene 2016 roga, He nckno4veHo, Yto 1 B 2020 rogy onpefeneHHbIn WaHTaXk NpUCcyTCTBOBaN
ANA NPOAABNANBaHMA CBOEro «kMUPOTBOPYECKOro» popmara.

Nnbxam AnveB rge-1o ¢ KoHua 2019 3anyctun nepedpopmatrpoBaHme CUCTEMbI BIACTK, KOTOPOe
MOXHO OXapaKTepmn30BaTb Kak «peBONIOLNA INT CBepPXY». M eno He TONbKO B TOM, YTO Hayanu
yxoanTb Kagpbl ewé lengapa Annesa (MHOMMM M3 HUX CTOWJIO YATW NPOCTO MO BO3PACTHOMY
LieH3y) - Takasa PEKOHCTPYKLUMA He MOr1a He HAaTONIKHYTbCA Ha UHTepPeChbl KpemMieBCKoro no6ou
B baky. [Nobena B BoiHe 3a Kapabax npegenbHoO ycunmBaeT no3vuumn Mnbxama AnvieBa B
AsepbaiigKaHe, oA HaceneHnA OH CTasl HAaCTOALMM HaLUOHAIbHbIM NNAEPOM. DTO C OfHOM
CTOPOHbI Pa3BA3bIBaeT PYKU ANA NobObiX TENOABMKEHUA B XOAE BHYTPUSINUTHOM 60pbObLI.
B 1o Xe Bpems, Poccna B cBOel Norvke coOxpaHAeT Ha 3TO BAWAHMWE, B T.U. Yepe3 BOEHHoe
npucytctBre B AsepbangxaHe. B 3Toi cBA3M noKasaTeNbHbIM ABAAETCA YXOf CO CLEHbl B
Hayane okTA6pAa 2020 r. HayanbHMKa leHepanbHoro wrtaba BC AsepbangxaHa HagxkmepganHa
CapbikoBa (Ha opuumanbHom cante MO AP o0 HEM ybpaHOo ynoMmnHaHume). OdurumanbHbin baky
3TO HMKaK He KomMmeHTupyeT, Ho B CMW ryndaeT pa3Haa nHdopmaumsa, B T.U. U O ero apecTe, a
Takxe o Tom, H.CafibIkOB ABNANCA rMaBHbIM NpeacTaBuUTeNien POCCUNCKON areHTYpbl B BOEHHOM
6noke AzepbarigxaHa. HI'L He npucyTcTBOBan Ha Nnapaae nobeabl B baky 10 nekabpA. HepasHo
no oduumanbHon nHopmMaumn Obin YBONEH HavanbHUK [MaBHOrO ynpaBieHUsa BHYTPEHHEN
6e3onacHocT MnHo6opoHbl AP Pamnnb AckepoB, KoTopbil no coobweHnam CMU npuxoguTca
nnemAaHHMKoM H.CagbikoBy. K cnyxam v AOMbICIaM MOXKHO OTHOCUTbCA MO-Pa3HOMY, HO
coBnageHne 3TUx cCobbITUN NO MEeCTy U BPEMEHM FOBOPUT CaMo 3a cebA. He ncKnoyeHo, uto
nepep CcTapToM 1 B XOA4e BOEHHOW KaMnaHuu B baky Obina npoBegeHa CyleCcTBEHHaA YNCTKA
POCCNNCKOWN «NATON KONOHHbI».

Be3sycnoBHo, AsepbanpkaH OygeT MblTaTbCA MCMONb30BaTb POCCUNCKUX <MUPOTBOPLIEB»
B CBOUX MHTepecax. M3 Hanbonee cunbHbix JOBOAOB baky, onpaBAabiBalLWmX POCCUNCKOE
«BpPeMeHHOe» BOEHHOE NPUCYTCTBIUE, ABNAETCATO, UTO YAaNnoCb n3bexaTb 0O6BUHEHN B <KHOBOM
reHoumae apMaH». 3710 6bl Kacanocb n AsepbangxaHa u Typumun, ecnm 6bl azepbangKaHcKas
apmus B3ana c 6oammn XaHkeHaun (CTenaHakepT), faXKe MPUTOM UTO YXKe B KOHLEe OKTAOpA -
Havane HoAbpPA OTMeYanca MacCoBbI OTTOK HaceneHua n3 Kapabaxa B ApmeHuto. Ho Ha 3Tom
NACbl 3aKaHuYMBaloTcA. Poccma cenyac nnaHOMepHO opraHu3yeT Bo3BpalleHne 6exeHLeB, B
CrenaHakepT, ana obecneyeHma HOPManbHOro GyHKLMOHUPOBaHUA BOeHHoM 6a3bl. MNpouecc
naet He 6e3bonesHeHHO AnAa MoCKBbI, eCTb C/lyyan, Korga noan YBUAEB Pa3pyLLUEHHbIN ObIT,
murpupytoTns CrenaHakepTa B ApPMEHMIO MO BTOPOMY pa3y.baky uCKpeHeH B CBONX KeNaHNAX
pa3gatb asepbanfrkaHcKkne nacrnopTa apmaHam Kapabaxa, ofHako B BOCNPUATUM apMsAH
3TO HEBO3MOXHO MO ONpeAeneHnto — HappaTus, KOTOpbI OyaeT BCcAYECKM NoJorpeBaTbCA



Impact of the Current Situation in Nagorno Karabakh on Georgia’s
National and Regional Security

noporpesatbcA Poccven M pOCCUNCKMM BOEHHbIM MpucyTcTBuem. B To e Kpemnb yxe
3anycTun nHGopmaLMOHHOEe 30HAMPOBaHNE TEMbI Pa3ayn POCCUMIACKUX MACNOPTOB apMAHaM
Kapabaxa. [Mocbin — 4OCTaTOYHO YETKUIN N HeABYCMbICIIEHHDbIN, NYCKall Ha TEKYLLUA MOMEHT
310 Kpemnio 1 He BbIrOAHO, TaK KakK JIloAM MOTYT MPOCTO pa3dbexaTbcA. OfHaKko CoO BpeMeHem
Henb3A UCKoYaTb 3anyCcka onepaunm «nacnopTmsayma» Co BCEMU BbiITEKAOLWMMM BbI30BaMU
N pyYCKaMu B BuAe BHe3anHO BO3HMKLIEN HeobxoammocTy anAa MOCKBbI «3awmiiatb CBOUX
rpakgaH». dToHacaMoMaene 0600400CTPbIN MHCTPYMEHT fAaBneHunsa n ana baky n gnaEpesaHa.
Cenvac «npe3ungeHT HKP» Apauk ApyTIOHAH NpofosiKaeT BeCTM CBOW «roCyfapCTBEHHble
Aena» HanpAmyl ¢ MOCKBOW yepe3 KOMaHAYMOLWEro poCcCMNCKMM KOHTUHreHTom Pyctama
MypagoBa 6e3 ornagku Ha EpeBaH 1 Tem 6onee Ha baky.

3a npoweawunin nepuof uUyTb 6Oonee MecAua PYHKUMOHUPOBAHUA  POCCUIACKOTO
«MUPOTBOPUYECKOTO», YXKE MOXHO 0003HAUNTb TEKYLLME BbI30BbI M PUCKU, Ha KOTopble baKy
OyneT BbIHYXAEH pearnpoBsarTb:

- pa3mbiTble TPAKTOBKU TPEXCTOPOHHEro 3asABfieHMA He obecneumnn BbiBOAa W
pa3opyKeHWs B NOTHON Mepe apMSHCKNX BOOPYKEeHHbIX OPMUPOBaHNI C TEPPUTOPUN
Kapabaxa, Haxogsawerca nog npotektopaTtom Poccuy;

- ABYCMbIC/IEHHOE TOJNIKOBaHMe (HaBA3blBaeMOe apMAHCKOW CTOPOHOWN) MOHATUN
BOOpPY»KEHHble cuibl ApmeHun n «<Apmua 060poHbl Apuaxa» coxpaHatoT ana Kpemna
nepcneKkTUBY yYBeIMYeHMA CBOEro BOEHHOMo NOTeHLMana 3a CYET MECTHbIX «MPOKCKY;
KOHTPOJIb 3a yKa3aHHbIMK npoueccamy noka y AP orpaHuuyeH, uto obycnasnusaet
HeobxoaMMoCTb 060pyaoOBaHNA HOBOW NIMHUWN pPasrpaHMyeHunsa, ocobeHHO B panoHe
r.lWywa;

- Poccus 6yper nblTaTbCcss MoAepupoBaTb B CBOK MOJSib3y CUTYaTMBHbIE APMSAHO-
asepbanigKaHCKMe CTOJIKHOBEHUA HA HOBOW JIMHMW pasrpaHuMyeHurs, a TakXke Ha
TeppuTopuax oToweawmnx AsepbaiigxaHy (HegaBHMe OOOCTpPeHWMA BOKPYr cen B
paioHe lagpyTta u Lywwn — sBHbIN TOMY MPUMEpP); PeLUeHMe BOMPOCOB B PYyYHOM
pexume CnocobCTBYeT pacClUMPEHNIO apeana POCCUNCKOro BOEHHOMO NPUCYTCTBUA B
A3epbangxaHe;

- AP noka He co3gan [0 KOHLa AEeNCTBEHHbI MEXaHU3M KOHTPONA Haj nepemeLleHnem
JINYHOIO COCTaBa N TEXHUKN POCCUICKOTO «MUPOTBOPYECKOTO» KOHTUHIEHTA;

- Poccuinckas Qepepauns pa3BepTbiBaHMEM n bYHKLMOHUpPOBaHMEM

«MVPOTBOPYECKOrO» KOHTMHIEHTA CYLEeCTBEHHO YNy4lnIa CBOW BO3MOXHOCTM MO
BEZIEHWNI0 PAafMO3NEKTPOHHON 1 areHTYPHOW pa3BeaKky NpoTrB AzepbaligkaHa.

()
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CnprbnuxeHnem ncTeuyeHuns 5-neTHero Cpoka npebbiBaHNA «<MUPOTBOPYECKOTO» KOHTVHIEHTA
B Kapabaxe Poccus caenaeT BCE BO3MOXKHOE A1 COXPaHEHUSA CBOEro BOEHHOIo NPUCYTCTBUSA
B A3epbarigxaHe. Takum obpasom, AsepbaigkaH nyckan n MakcMManbHO B 61aronpusTHbIX
YCNOBUAX MOMOJIHAN «KNy6O CTpaH», OXUAALWMX TEKTOHUYECKMX M3MeHeHun B Poccun un
Kpemne ana okoHYaTenbHOro peleHns BONpoca BOCCTaHOB/IEHUS CBOEN TEPPUTOPUANbHO
LleNIOCTHOCTN.

Bonoanmunp Konuak,
PykoBogutennb lOkHOKaBKa3ckoro ¢pununana ykpanHckoro LieHTpa
nccnefoBaHUn apMum, KOHBEpCUN 1 pasopyKeHusa (Téunucn)

Volodymyr Kopchak,
Head of South Caucasus Branch of Ukrainian Center for Army,
Conversion and Disarmament studies (Tbilisi)

The opinions and conclusions expressed are those of the author and
do not necessarily reflect the views of The Embassy of the Republic
of Poland in Tbilisi, the Foreign Policy Council or the Georgian
Strategic Analysis Center.
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Poccnncknm «sMmpoTBopYecKniny KOHTUHIeHT B
Kapab6axe.
HoBble Bbi30Bbl 1 HOBas peanbHOCTb ANnA ApmeHuu

HoBasa peanbHOCTb, B KOTOPOW MOHONONMA Poccnmn Ha MmeHeg»KMeHT Kapabaxckoro KoHGnnKTa
XeCTKo HapyweHa Typumeir, cama no cebe ABNAETCA yrpo30i 1 BbiI30BOM And ApmeHun. BoeHHoe
nopaxeHne Ha GPOHTe OXKMAAEMO NPUBENO K rnyboyaniuemy BHyTPUNONUTAYECKOMY KPU3UCY
B CTpaHe, KOTOPbIA BPAL NN pa3pewmntca B bnmkanwee Bpemsa 6e30THOCMTENbHO (He)yxona
Hukona MawnHAHa C QOMXKHOCTU NpeMbep-MUHKUCTPA.

Pe3koe «MUPOTBOPUYECKOE» BMELLATENBCTBO Kpemsi MIMEHHO Ha rpaHu pa3rpoma apMSAHCKOW
rpynnupoBku B Kapabaxe OCMOXHWMAO CUTyauuto, B TOM 4YWCie, U TEM, YTO aPMAHCKOe
0o6LWecTBO B COCTOAHUM FNYO6OKONM coumanbHol ¢pycTpaumn paspbiBaeTcs Mexay ABYMA
nosntcamm BoCnpuaTna — «Poccus npedana» n «Poccusa 8cé-maku cnacia». Hano noguepKHyTb,
YTO 3a NocC/ieAHne ABa AeCATUNETUA CUCTEMHOIO BbICTPAMBaHUA MOJIUTUKO-OKOHOMUYECKOM
BaccanbHoOW 3aBUCMMOCTU ApMeHnn oT Poccrm Kpemnb BniepBble CTanknBaeTcA C MOg0OHbIM Ans
ce6s BbI3OBOM Ha «apMSIHCKOM GpPOHTE». I MOXXHO He COMHeBaTbcA — MOCKBA CBOKO MONIUTUKY MO
OTHOLLUEHUNIO K CBOEMY «2/IdBHOMY COIO3HUKY 8 pe2uoHe» byfeT CTPOUTb BOKPYT GOpMUPOBaHUS
Yy Hero 4yBCTBa/KOMMNEKCA OOPEUYEHHOCTN M COOTBETCTBEHHO eLwé 6onbluei 3aBUCUMOCTM OT
«e0UHCMBEHHO BO3MOXHO20 cndcumerisi». «ApmeHus obpeyeHa 6e3 Poccuu» n «PesaHw 803MOXeH
mosibKo ¢ Poccueli» 6yayT rnaBHbIMM HappaTUBaMK, CNyCKaeMbIMM 1 HaBA3bIBaeMbIMU Kpemnem
BCEM APMAHCKMM MONIUTUYECKUM WIPOKaM, NPETEHAYIOWMUM Ha ero 65aroCKNoHHOCTb U,
COOTBETCTBEHHO, B NIOrnKe Kpemns - Ha nobeay v MoNnTUYeCcKoe BblXKMBaHWE NP BNACTU.

... Mocne 27 ceHtabpa 2020 roga 4acTo NPUXOAUTCA CNbiWwaTb O TOM, YTO «MOCKBa Haka3ana
HeyrogHoro [MalwmnHAHa» UK O TOM, YTO OHa XaKAeT ero yxoaa. Ha Mo B3rnag, 310, MArko roBops,
YMPOLUEHHbI NOAXOA, HECMOTPA Ha TO 4TO, 6e3yCcNIOBHO, B Nornke u BocnpuATMn MoCKBbI
apmAHcKanA pesonouma 2018 roga 6bina «LBETHOM» 1 K TOMY e 6eCKPOBHOM, - @ 3TO CaMo Mo
cebe yrposa ana npasAwero pexnma B Kpemne. Ho BepHemcA HeHagonro B anpenb-man 2018
roga. Hukon lMawwuHAH, onupaacb Ha 6ecnpeuefeHTHYO NoaaepPKKy 06l ecTBa, 3aKpenuTbCA
y BNlacTu CMOT, B TOM uncie, bnarogapa Tomy, 4to obecneumn cebe cooTBeTcTBylOLWEee 10606K B
Kpemne B KpUTUYECKUI MOMEHT PEBOJTIOLMOHHBIX NPOTecToB. HennwHum 6yaeT HanoOMHUTb,
YTO TOrga Ha apMAHCKOM MOMUTMYECKOM nosie 6oponucb He ABe (Kak MHOrme noyemy-to
CUNTAOT), a TP BonbLUME CUIbI, TaK UM MHAYe 3aBA3aHHble Ha Poccuio. Tak Kak Ha TOT MOMEHT
npe3ugeHT Cepxx CaprcaH, pewms HUKYAa He YXOQUTb 1 CTaTb NPeMbepoM (XOTA NpoAaBnnBas
KOHCTUTYLMOHHYI0 pedopmy, obellan 3TOro He Aenatb), BO3MYTWU He TOMbKO apMAHCKOe
0611ecTBO, HO N MOCKOBCKYIO NnHMIO [a3npoma, AenaBLuyio CTaBKY Ha CBOEro CTaB/IEHHMKA U
Ha TOT MOMeHT npeMbepa ApmeHun KapeHa KapaneTtaHa. Ha onpegenéHHom 3Tane npoTecToB
YCNOBHble «ra3npomMoBUbl» Buaenu B H. lMawmnHAHe gaxe cUTyaTUBHOIO COO3HMKA B 6opbbe
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npotns Cepxa CaprcAHa. A Cepx CaprcaH, pewnmB He BbIMa3biBaTb PYKU B KPOBW,
«HEOXUAAHHO» NIErKo YLWEN B OTCTaBKY, YeM MmoAbirpan u OTKpbl NyTb K nobege Hukony
MawwnHAHy. Cyaa no Bcemy, B Kpemne pewnnm — eCim Ha NpoLeCcchl HeMb3A UM He BbITOQHO
BNATb, X HY>KHO BO3INaBUTb.

B xope npaBneHna H.MawmnHAHA He 6bINO HUKAKOW PEBU3NMN BHELIHEN MONUTUKA ApMeHuu,
He Obl/I0 HMKAKNX «Pa3BOPOTOB OT Poccum», HamEKoB Ha Bbixoa 13 OAKB mnnu EASC. BaxHo
Tak)Ke MOHMMaTb, YTO Ha MOMEHT Hayana «BTopol KapabaxcKoi BOVHbI» N3BECTHbIE N YacTO
myccupyemble npeteH3un Kpemna k lMawwnHAHy 6binn ygosneTBopeHbl. Bropon npesmpaeHT
ApmeHnn 1 nuyHbi apyr B.MyTtnHa Pobept KouapsaH cmor BbiATY U3 TiopbMbl. CyaebHbIn
NPOLIecC He 3aKOHYEH, HO eLLé A0 cTapTa 60eBbIx 4eNCTBMIA ObII0 ACHO, YTO ONATbL NOCAANUTb €ro
He ypacTca (cerofHa 3To BOOOLLEe CHATO C NOBECTKM AHA). bonee Toro, Hnkon MawunHAH He cmor
[0 KOHLA AoKaTb KOHCTUTYLMOHHbBIN CyA, rae B TOM WX MHOM BuAe Nioan CTapon KOMaHAbl
CcoXpaHunn cBoé BnuaHue. MapannenbHo ObINK CHATbI NpoTMBOpPeUnsa ¢ poccuickum OAO
«PXKO» (xo03a1MHOM ene3Hon fgoporn ApMeHnn, KOTOpas, YTO MHTEPECHO - [0 CUX NMOP HOCUT
Ha3BaHue «lOxHo-KaBKa3ckan xene3Hasa goporay). [toc 6bii peleH BONPOC C KOPPYNLMOHHbIM
cKkaHpanom BoKpyr «lasnpom-ApmeHusa» n Tak ganee. [pn XenaHMM MOKHO BCMOMHUTD,
oTnpaBKy nog AasneHnem Mocksbl B Cupuio ryMaHuTapHom Muccum MmHo60opoHbl ApmeHuny,
OT Yero HeCKOJbKO pa3 OTKa3blBancA B cBoe Bpemsa Cepxk CaprcAH 1 YToO HEO[HO3HAYHO 6blIo
BOCIMPUHATO HEKOTOPbIMU CTOPOHHMKamn Hukona MNawmnHARHa.

3a [Ba C MNOMOBMHOMW TrOA4a MNpPaBfieHMA KOMaHAA apMAHCKOro npembepa B CBOEN
NMOCTPEBOMNIOUMOHHOM JIOTMKe nepelia ABa rnaBHbiX «PybukoHa». [lepBbli ygayHo -
NONyYMB KOHCTUTYLMOHaNbHOe GONbLINMHCTBO B MapiaMeHTe, BTOPOW — He COBCEM, TaK Kak
Ha BHeouepefHblX Bblbopax npe3maeHTa HenpusHaHHom «HKP» monyumna KoMnpomMmuCCHY0
durypy B nuue Apanka ApyTioHAHA. NPUUYEM KOMMPOMUCCHYIO HE CTONbKO C «KapabaxcKum
KnaHom» (Mpoly NpOCTUTb MHe 3Ty NPUXKMBLLYIOCA GOPMYNNPOBKY), ckonbko ¢ Kpemném. B
noruke 3Tnx NpeaBbl6oPHbIX TOHOK H.lMalWwrHAH He Mor NPOABNATL C1abOCTb Ha «KapabaxCcKom
bpoHTe», B CBOEN pUTOpMKE He [daBas LIAHCOB OMMO3ULMK, Pa3roHABLUEN NO3yHr «Hukon
xoueT caaTb Kapabax». OTcioga 1 HefanbHOBUAHbIE B MNIaHe yperynmpoBaHuA Kapabaxckoro
KOHPNMKTa Mmeccegkn H.MawunHaHa «Kapabax — 3T0 ApMeHUs 1 TouKay, Kak U MHULMaTMBa O
Bo3BpaLeHnn «HKP» 3a cton neperosopoB B pamkax MIT OBCE, uto B baky 6b1510 BOCNPUHATO
KaK YHUKeHne.

Bonpoc Kapabaxa Kak 6bin npegmeTom rinyboKoro BHyTPUKPEMIEBCKOTO MPOTUBOCTOAHNA,
TaK UM 1 OCTaBancA Bo BpemsA 44 fHen BONHbI. HUKyaa 3To NpOTUBOCTOAHME He NOAEBanoch 1
cenyac. MOXHO paccyaaTtb o0 HexenaHmm MockBbl TepATb AsepbaigkaH, 0 He06XoAUMOCTH
CUNTaTbCA C aMbrumMAaMN AHKapbl, XKefaHuy 34ecb 1 cernyac NoNyuynTb YeTBEPTYIO BOEHHYIO
6a3y Ha lOxHom KaBkase, HO umeHHO ana ApmeHuu, n 6e3 Toro NWeHHOW reonoTUYECKOro
MaHeBpa B COCTOAHUM [NyOOKOro COUMANbHOrO KPU3UCA HbIHELWHEE «MOABELIEHHOe
COCTOAHME» ABNAETCA 3K3UCTEHUManbHOW Yrpo3on. Tak Kak OHO YycTpamBaeT MOCKBY,
cuMTaloLLyto B CBOEN Nornke, 4to EpeBaH 1 Tak HUKyAa He geHeTcA. ApMAHaM B obuiel macce
CJIOXHO OCO3HaTb, YTo Poccua, pesko BBead mmpoTeopLeB B Kapabax, Ha camom pene He
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npuaymana HUYero HOBOro. JTO TUMMUYHAA TaKTMKa «fedCKanauua uyepes >dcKanauumio»,
€AVHCTBEHHO B 3TOT pa3 NpYMeHeHHas B OTHOLIEHUN CBOErO «rf1IaBHOMO CO3HMKa» B CaMo
UTO HM HA eCTb U3OLPEHHON 1 UMHUYHOW GOpME 1 B MAKCMMasibHO HEGAronpuATHbIX As
ceba ycnosusax.

Moaxoabl B Kpemne K ApMEHUN KaK K CBOEN «rybepHUM» BO MHOTOM ONpeaenatoT HblHeLHWIA
APMAHCKUI NonuTuyecknin naHgwadt. Ha d¢oHe rnybokoro nonutMuyeckoro Kpusumca
chopmmpoBanca OMMoO3MUMOHHbIN 6noK 13 17 napTuin, rge y3HaBaeMbiMU ABAAKOTCA
«MpougeTatowaa ApmeHusa» larnka LapykaHa (Tonbko oHa ogHa m3 17-TM npepcTaBfieHa
B Mapnamente), PecnybnukaHckaa naptna ApmeHun (PMNA) KouapaHa/CaprcaHa, a Takxke
APO «[awHakuyTioH» (06e noTepnenn COKPYLWMWTENbHOE MOpa)keHWe Ha MapraMeHTCKUX
Bblbopax B aekabpe 2018 ropa). OcTanbHble NapTUM BPAZ N1 B MOSIHOM COCTaBe B COCTOAHUN
nepeyncnncb aaxe nonTUYeCKn akTMBHbIe rpakgaHe ApmeHun. Pazse Uto B 3TOM Cnucke
NPUCYTCTBYET U HOBbIN NONUTMYECKUA NpoeKT «PoguHa» 3Kkc-gupekTopa CIB ApmeHun
ApTypa BaHeudaHa, yBoneHHoOro B cBoé Bpemsa Hukonom lMawmHAHOM. [10 pa3HbIM OueHKam,
eweé no «44-gHeBHoun BOWMHbI» ApTyp BaHeuAaH B MockBe paccmaTpuBanca anbTepHaTMBOWN
H.MawwuHAHy. Ero Ha3biBanu camon NpopoCcCcUNCKon Gpurypon gake no apMAaHCKUM MepKam.
Ho [0 BOWHbI »KECTKO Ha HEro CTaBUTb OblI0 6ECCMbICIEHHO B CUY HU3KOTO PEeNTMHIa U1, No
Pa3HbIM OLleHKaM apMAHCKUX SKCMepTOB, HECOOTBETCTBYIOLWNX NMNAEPCKNX KauecTB. Bpag nn
€ro penTnHr ocobo BbIPOC 1 cenyac. B ycnoBHom «6noke 17» Ha camom gene n 6n1M3Ko HeT
e[IHCTBa, O YeM XoTA 6bl cBMAEeTeNbCTBYET KOHPNNKT Mexay Mukaenem MuHacaHom (3ATb
Cepxa CaprcaHa) n Tem xe ApTypom BaHeuaHoM.

YKa3zaHHble 17 naptun cos3panu «[BmkeHne no crnaceHuto PoauHbl», npeanoxus BasreHa
MaHyKkaHa (MUHUCTP 060pOHbI ApMeHumn /1992-93 rr./) B KauecTBe KaHAuAaTa B npembep-
MUHUCTPbI HA NepexoaHbin nepuod. JIornka nngepoB 3TOro ABMPKEHUA YNTAETCA HECNOXHO.
MM nprHUMNManbHO He HY>KHbl BbIGOPbI, HO MPUHLMNNAaNbHO BaXKHO ybpaTb MNawmnHAHa c nocTta
npembepa. Vim no 601bLLIOMY CYETY HY>KEH NONUTUYECKNI PeBaHLL, /1A KOTOPOTO B UX JIOTUKeE
cenyac camoe «noaxopasauiee» Bpema. [BmxeHne cobupaeT fOCTaTOYHO MHOFOUYMCIEHHbIE
MUTUHIN, OfHAKO KONMyecTBa NPOTECTYIOWNX NOKa HegoCcTaTouHo AnAa yxopa H.lMawwnHAHa
(HbIHELWHMeE NPOoTeCTbl — HM NO MacwTabam, HY No reorpadpun 1 6IN3Ko He NPUBNNKAKOTCA K
cobbiTvam anpens 2018 roga). Onno3uuyma nommmo TpeboBaHUA yxoaa «npegatena Hukona»
n obewaHnn MakCUManbHOro conuxeHua ¢ Poccuen, No cyTu, He npeanaraetT Kakown-To
NOBeCTKN BbixoAda 13 Kpusmnca. O6BmHeHnA B agpec H.MNawnHAHa B Hayane BOWHbI, pa3Base
apMUK 1 NOANNCAHUM KanUTYNALUKM B HOYb Ha 10 HOAGPA 3ByYaT He cnpaBeainBo (0CO6EHHO
npo apmuio, n ocobeHHo oT npepctasutenen PIIA, kKotopble 6biin npu Bnactn 20 ner).
ObelyaHns B3ATb pPeBaHLU, OTbIrPaB Npu NoMowm Poccrm HblHelWHWIA packnag B Kapabaxe,
3BYy4YaT BOOOLULE LUMHMYHO M NOAJIO, TaK STOr0 HWUKTO AenaTb He cobMpaeTcs, HO NIO3YHr —
yao6HbIN. MNepexoaHbin neprog 6e3 BbI6OpoB ONMO3ULNN HYXKeH AN1A NOATOTOBKN JOCPOYHbIX
BbIOOPOB, HO yXe MO CBOMM MpaBuiaM, B pe3yfnbTaTe KOTOPbIX K BNacTy Npuaét He ocobo
TOKCMYHaA ¢urypa — cornacoBaHHas ¢ MOCKBOWM 1 C onopon Ha GUHAHCOBLIN, MeQUNHbBIA 1
npoune pecypcbl P.KouapaHa. Begetca cuctemHasa paboTta no passany npasdwen naptuu
«Mon war», KoTopas Noka B obLiel macce CoXxpaHAeT 6ONbLUMHCTBO Y BEPHOCTb NpemMbe
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3a yxop B oTcTaBKy H.MawwnHAHa BbicTynatoT npe3naeHT ApmeH CapkucaH n oba apMaAHCKNX
KaTonmkoca.

H.MawwuHAH, 6e3ycnoBHO, Mo pe3ynbrataM 44-AHEBHON BOWHbI MOHECET MONUTUYECKYIO
OoTBeTCTBEHHOCTb. CKOpee BCero, B BUAe JOCPOYHOro yxoda € NocTa npembepa - NpeTeH3nn
K HEMY MOXHO nepeumncnatb fonro. KnuyeBowm BONPOC - Kak 3TOT yxoh Oyaet odopmieH.
Moka cunoBon 610K ApMeHMK He MOoCbINanca, HayanbHUK feHepanbHoro wraba ApmeHun
OHuk TacnapsaH ¢dakTuyeckn noppepxan Hukona MawmHAHaA. HOBbIM MUHUCTP OBGOPOHDI
ApmeHun Barapwak ApyTIOHAH Ha3HayeH ABHO He 6e3 cornacoBaHua ¢ Mockeon. B.MyTnH
B CBOEN HefjaBHeWN Banfanckon peun caenan pag pesepaHcos lNawmnHARY, 4aB NOHATb, YTO
MocKBa CMOKOMHO OTHOCUTCA K NpoMCXogALemy B ApMeHUK, He BUAA ANa ceba yrpoxatowmx
cLueHapues.

OnTManbHbIM BapuaHTOM Ana ApmeHun BnantTca obbsasneHne H.MawmHAHOM JOCPOUYHbIX
napnameHTCKMX BbIOOPOB, HO He 3a Mecsl A0 UX NPOBeAEHMNA, a C aAeKBAaTHbIM CPOKOM Ha
X NOAroToBKY (Hanpumep, 6+ MecAueB). ALEKBATHbIN CPOK HYXEH TaKkKe ANA PaCKpPyTKU
anbTePHATMBHbIX MOJIUTMYECKMX MPOEKTOB BHE PAMOK HblHELIHEro «4epHOo-6en1oro KMHo» (B
T.U., KaK BapuaHT, onAa nepedopmaTrmpoBaHuA npaeaAwero 6noka «Mon war» - ¢ MawmnHAHOM,
KOTOPbIA M Ha CerogHA rno pa3sHbiM OUeHKaM uMeeT noaaepxkKy okono 30% HaceneHus,
unun 6e3 Hero). He roBopsa y»xe 0 HeOOXOANMOCTM pPeLLleHMA TEKYLMX BOMPOCOB MO 0OMeHy
NAEHHbIMW, TeNamMn NormbLIMX, NPOBEeAEHNA MOXOPOH U TaK Aanee, Korga BBepraTb CTpaHy
B ewweé 60NblUMA NONNTMYECKUI XaoC NoNpocTy 6e30TBEeTCTBEHHO. B NpoTNBHOM criyyae Kak
pe3kuin yxop (nnn tem 6onee ceepkeHune) H.MawmrHAHa, Tak 1 ero uennaHWe Jo NocnefHero
3a BNacTb MOTYT MPUBECTU CTPAHY K HEMPOrHO3UPYEMbIM 1 OYE€Hb FPYCTHbIM NOCNeACTBUAM.

«MupoTBopueckuin» npotekTopat Kpemna Hag yactbio Kapabaxa noka co3gaéTt TynukoByto
KapTUHY BOCNPUATUA B APMEHUN — OT MHCTUHKTMBHbIX HageXJ Ha peBaHLW O KPaHOCTU B
BMAeE «MyCTb Nlyylle apmaHe ocTaHyTcA B Kapabaxe nog Poccren, uem yeyT oTTyaa HaBcerga.
MonyuyeHune azepbanKaHCKOro rpaXxaaHCTBa AnA NPoXUBaHUA, Hanpumep, B CTenaHakepTe,
KOTOpbIN CTaHeT XaHKeHAW, celyac WCKYaeTca KapabaxCKumu apmMAHaMU WU He
BOCMPUHMMAETCA Kak pabouunii BapuaHT B EpeBaHe. Ha Takom GpoHe faxe camble akKypaTHble
3aAB/IeHNA O HOpManusauum oTHoweHunn ¢ Typuuen n AsepbangkaHom B ApMeHUM MokKa
BOCMPUHUMAIOTCA B WTbIKA. HO B TO e Bpems, 04eBUAHO, YTO 6e3 OTKPbITUA FPaHuL, C TOW
xe Typumen 3KOHOMMYECKOe BO3poxKAaeHue ApmeHun BpAd NN BO3MOXHO. [Tonntuk wnu
napTuA, KOTopble He COOMPAIOTCA BPATb NIOASAM M Npeasiaratb afjeKBaTHble pelleHns, 06a3aHbl
03BYYMBaTb HEMONYyMAPHblE BELM, PUCKYA NPX STOM OCTaTbCA BHe Oyayllero naprameHTa.
MpennoXkeHna o Hopmanm3aumum oTHoLWeHW ¢ A3epbana kaHOM NPY NOSTHOM BOCCTaHOBJIEHUN
ero TeppuUTOpraNbHON LENOCTHOCTU B apMAHCKUX Peanusax Noka a) BbirnAagaT Kak ytonus, 6)
OynyT TOT Yac »ke KynmpoBaHbl MoCKBO.

«MupoTtBopueckoe» npucytcteme Poccum B Kapabaxe, no cytun, otcekaet EpeBaH oT BNINAHUA
Ha Mpoueccbl B 3TOW YacTu pervoHa. lNoesgka, Hanpumep, MUHUCTPA 060POHbI ApMEHUN
Barapwaka ApyTioHAHa B CTenaHakepT (XaHKeHAuW) Tenepb HaxoAuTcA nop Gusmyeckum
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KOHTponem Poccun. 1o pagy Npn3HaKoB YNOMAHYTbIN Bbilwe «npe3ngeHT» Apank ApyTIOHAH
BeJeT CBOK MOSIUTUKY — CTPOrO B MPOPOCCUINCKOM PYC/ie, HO BHE KAaKOro-nmbo BAUAHUA CO
CTOpPOHbI EpeBaHa. 3gecb 0OTMeTM ero camosnnyHbl oTkas ot Bctpeum ¢ MIT OBCE no npuesgy
B EpeBaH. lMpununHon 6bin0 Ha3BaHO OTCYTCTBME POCCMACKOro conpeacenartens, npu 3Tom
A.ApYyTIOHAH BCTPETUNCA C KOMaHAYWLWNM <MUPOTBOPYECKNUMY» KOHTUHIEeHTOM Pyctamom
MypagoBbiM B asponopTy EpeBaHa npu Bo3BpalweHUn naeHHbiX. O6paTtum BHMMaHWE 1 Ha
ero BefeHne nNeperoBopoB C KOMaHAOBAHMEM «MUPOTBOPYECKOrO» KOHTUHIEHTA, a TakXe
3anrpbiBaHME C <MUPOTBOPLLAMIU» KapabaxCKMX MOMTUKOB Pa3HOIO YPOBHA MAapPrMHaNbHOCTH.
Be3ycnoBHO, 3T0 pa3aparkaeT baky, HO ecniv Takoe NonoXeHuve gen byaeT COXPaHATLCA, TO 3TO
6yneT Hekun aHanor «HP» He Tonbko ana AsepbangkaHa, Ho 1 gna ApmeHunn. BoamoxHas
pa3faya pPoCCUNCKUX nacnoptoB apmsaHam B Kapabaxe - 310 oboogoocTpas yrposa v gns
baky, v ana Epesana. [Ina baky — notomy uTo Korga-1o Ux MOryT npmuexaTb «3awmwaTb», A
EpeBaHa — moTtomy 4TO 3TW NMOAM MOTYT MONPOCTY BblexaTb OTTyAa B Poccumio (a ocTaHeTcs
TONbKO 06CY>KMBAOLWNIN NepPCOHaN BOeHHOM 6a3bl).

Kpemnb B cBOel nornke NpoTeKTopaTtoM Haj 4YacTbio Kapabaxa co3gan «npefoxpaHuTenb»
Ana ApMeHnn oT Npu3HaHKA Uy BoccoepnHeHns ¢ Kapabaxom BHe KpeMIEBCKOro cLeHapus.
BapwmaHT ke Korga MockBa cama noAroToBUT GpopmaT NPU3HAHMA NN aHHEKCUW B CBOIO MOJIb3y
TaK»e He CTOUT cOpacbiBaTb CO CYETOB, — KAKUM Obl OH GaHTACTUYECKUM CenYac HX BbIrnsgen.
B PO, kcTaT, faBHO NOArOTOBMIEHA U «MCTOPUYECKAsA», U NOAUTONOrNYeckasa KoHuenumsa ob
«YHMKaNbHOCTM Hapopda Apuaxar». HamgyTca n «mctopmyeckme» OKYMEHTbI, Korga MMeHHO
Kapabax (6e3 ApmeHun) npocunca B coctaB Poccn. A nogrotoBuTb COOTBETCTBYHOLLEE
obpalleHne OT MecTHOro HaceneHma MockBe He COCTaBUT Tpyaa. Yrpo3a nun 31o ana ApMeHnn
— BOMPOC He TaKOW YK 1 pUTOPUYECKUN.

MpucyTCcTBME «POCCUNCKUX» MUPOTBOPLEB B Kapabaxe Ha MpakTMKe 3anyCcTUNO HeKui
aHanor «cupumsaymnm» Kapabaxckoro KOHGNMKTA, KOrga ero MeHeXMeHT 1 YperynnpoBaHme
3aMbIKalOTCA Ha «KOHKypupylollee COTpyAHMYeCcTBO» mexpay Typuuen un Poccuen. Takow
dbopmaT NoaBOAUT KUPHYK YepTy Nop MHoroneTHen paboton MwuHckon rpynnbl OBCE,
oTKyga MockBa, no cyTtu, yxe Bblwna. [MpeanoxkeHne AHKapbl co3gaTb nnatdopmy
cotpyaHuyectea B ¢opmate 3+3 (Typuma, Poccua, VipaH - AsepbaiigxaH, ApmeHus,
[py3uA) MOXHO paccmaTpuBaTb Kak pa3BuTMe Takoro ¢opmarta. HaBCKMAKY BbIrMAAUT Kak
OKHO BO3MOXHoOCTeln anA EpeBaHa, peannsauma KOToporo, NpaBAa, 3aBUCKT OT NPU3HaHUA
TeppuTopuanbHon uenoctHocTn AsepbangxkaHa. Jlioboe npaBmTeNbCTBO B APMEHMI, KOTOPOE
3axoyeT pa3BMBaTb afnbTepHaTMBHbIe NnaTtPopmbl yperynnpoBaHua — peaHmmauuto Ml OBCE,
npoABMraTb MHMLMATUBbI MO NpU3HaHUIo Kapabaxa, onnpasch Ha peweHna GpaHLy3CKOro unmu
6enbrmnckoro napnameHTa, Ho BHe UHTepecoB Kpemna — ByfeT, Tak UK MHaye, HaTblKaTbCA
Ha POCCUNCKNN <MUPOTBOPYECKNIN» KOHTUHTEHT.
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MNepcnekTrBa ganbHenLWero oxnaxaeHna oTHOWeHU Mexay AHKapon 1 BaliMHr TOHOM moxeT
NPUBeCTU K eLé 6onblieMy pOCCUNCKO-TYpeLKoMy conmxeHnto. Hopmanm3sauma oTHOWEHWIA
mexay AHKapon u BawmHrtoHom ycunmeaet no3nummn Typumio Ha KOXHOM KaBkase u page
NMepeKkpecTHbIX PermoHoB. HapeATbcA Ha NepcnekTBY MOMHOMACLWITAOHON BOWMHbLI MeXay
Poccuen n Typuuen (a Takme meccef u 3ByyaT) Moo xe BCcex co Bcemu, BKNtovasa MpaH — 310
He NPOo nepcneKkTnBy AnAa ApMeHnn, HO NPO YTONUIO, TaK Kak apMAHE B 3TOM C/lyyae PUCKYIOT
NOMNPOCTY UbMMU-TO KMPOKCU». ..
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