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Ð³Û³ëï³ÝÇ Ð³Ýñ³å»ïáõÃÛ³Ý å³ßïå³ÝáõÃÛ³Ý Ý³Ë³ñ³ñáõÃ-

Û³Ý ³½·³ÛÇÝ é³½Ù³í³ñ³Ï³Ý Ñ»ï³½áïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ ÇÝëïÇïáõïÁ 
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Ñ³Ù³å³ï³ëË³Ý Çñ Ø³Ûñ µáõÑÇ` ²ØÜ-Ç ä³ßïå³Ý³Ï³Ý ³½·³-

ÛÇÝ Ñ³Ù³Éë³ñ³ÝÇ ³½·³ÛÇÝ é³½Ù³í³ñ³Ï³Ý Ñ»ï³½áïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ 

ÇÝëïÇïáõïÇ ·Çï³ÏñÃ³Ï³Ý ·áñÍáõÝ»áõÃÛ³Ý Ù»Ãá¹³µ³ÝáõÃÛ³Ý: 

²èÐÆ-Ç ÏáÕÙÇó ÇÝãå»ë Ñ³Ûñ»Ý³Ï³Ý, ³ÛÝå»ë ¿É ³ñï³ë³ÑÙ³ÝÛ³Ý 

Ù³ëÝ³·»ïÝ»ñÇÝ ÙÇ³íáñáÕ ýáñáõÙÝ»ñÇ Ï³½Ù³Ï»ñåÙ³Ý å³ïÙáõÃ-
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Ý»ñ, Ð³Û³ëï³ÝáõÙ Ñ³í³ï³ñÙ³·ñí³Í ¹»ëå³ÝÝ»ñ, ÇÝãå»ë Ý³¨ 

³Ýí³ÝÇ Ñ³Ûñ»Ý³Ï³Ý ¨ ÙÇç³½·³ÛÇÝ ÷áñÓ³·»ïÝ»ñ ³Ù»ñÇÏÛ³Ý 

³ñï³ùÇÝ ù³Õ³ù³Ï³ÝáõÃÛ³Ý ËáñÑñ¹Çó, ´ñ³áõÝÇ Ñ³Ù³Éë³ñ³-

ÝÇó, ´áõË³ñ»ëïÇ ²ñ¨»É³»íñáå³Ï³Ý ¨ ³ëÇ³Ï³Ý Ñ»ï³½áïáõÃ-

ÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ Ï»ÝïñáÝÇó, ø³éÝ»·ÇÇ ÑÇÙÝ³¹ñ³ÙÇ ØáëÏáíÛ³Ý µ³Å³Ý-

ÙáõÝùÇó, ØÇç³½·³ÛÇÝ Ñ³ñ³µ»ñáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ ØáëÏí³ÛÇ å»ï³Ï³Ý 

ÇÝëïÇïáõïÇ (Ñ³Ù³Éë³ñ³ÝÇ) ÎáíÏ³ëÇ ¨ ï³ñ³Í³ßñç³Ý³ÛÇÝ ³Ý-

íï³Ý·áõÃÛ³Ý åñáµÉ»ÙÝ»ñÇ Ï»ÝïñáÝÇó, Æëñ³Û»ÉÇ ²ñ¨»É³»íñáå³-

Ï³Ý å»ïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ ¨ ²äÐ-Ç ÇÝëïÇïáõïÇó, Î³Ý³¹³ÛÇ Â³·³-

íáñ³Ï³Ý é³½Ù³Ï³Ý ùáÉ»çÇ ù³Õ³ù³Ï³Ý ¨ ïÝï»ë³Ï³Ý ·ÇïáõÃ-

ÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ ý³ÏáõÉï»ïÇó, ø³Õ³ù³Ï³Ý ¨ ÙÇç³½·³ÛÇÝ Ñ»ï³½áïáõÃ-

ÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ éáõë³ëï³ÝÛ³Ý Ï»ÝïñáÝÇó ¨ ³ÛÉÝ:        

ØÇ¨ÝáõÛÝ Å³Ù³Ý³Ï ýáñáõÙÝ»ñÁ Ð³Û³ëï³ÝÇÝ ÑÝ³ñ³íáñáõÃÛáõÝ »Ý 

ï³ÉÇë Ñ³ÕÃ³Ñ³ñ»Éáõ ·Ý³Ñ³ï³Ï³ÝÝ»ñÇ Ó¨³íáñÙ³Ý ¨ áñáßáõÙÝ»ñÇ 

ÁÝ¹áõÝÙ³Ý §³å³ñ³ï³ÛÇÝ¦ á×Á, áñÁ Å³é³Ý·áõÃÛáõÝ ¿ ÙÝ³ó»É 

ËáñÑñ¹³ÛÇÝ Å³Ù³Ý³ÏÝ»ñÇó` Ñ³Õáñ¹³ÏÇó ¹³éÝ³Éáí ³½·³ÛÇÝ 

³Ýíï³Ý·áõÃÛ³Ý ù³Õ³ù³Ï³ÝáõÃÛ³Ý Ó¨³íáñÙ³Ý ³ñ¨ÙïÛ³Ý Ùß³-

ÏáõÛÃÇÝ, áñÁ Ï³ï³ñíáõÙ ¿ Ùßï³Ï³Ý ·Çï³÷áñÓ³ùÝÝ³Ï³Ý ³ç³Ï-

óáõÃÛ³Ùµ:        

2012 Ã. ÝáÛ»Ùµ»ñÇ 29-Çó 30-Á Ù»ñ ÇÝëïÇïáõïÇ ÏáÕÙÇó Ï³½Ù³Ï»ñå-

í³Í ³Ûë ýáñáõÙÁ ëÇÝ»ñ·ÇÏ Ï»ñåáí Ý»ñ³éáõÙ ¿ ù³Õ³ù³Ï³Ý-

¹Çí³Ý³·Çï³Ï³Ý ¨ ·Çï³÷áñÓ³ùÝÝ³Ï³Ý µ³Õ³¹ñÇãÝ»ñ: ¶Çï³-
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÷áñÓ³ùÝÝ³Ï³Ý µ³Õ³¹ñÇãÁ Ý»ñÏ³Û³óí³Í ¿ Ð³Û³ëï³ÝÇ å»ï³-

Ï³Ý ¨ Ñ³ë³ñ³Ï³Ï³Ý Ñ³ëï³ïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ Ù³ëÝ³·»ïÝ»ñáí, Ù³ë-

Ý³íáñ³å»ë` ²ñï³ùÇÝ ·áñÍ»ñÇ Ý³Ë³ñ³ñáõÃÛáõÝÇó, ¶ÇïáõÃÛáõÝ-

Ý»ñÇ ³½·³ÛÇÝ ³Ï³¹»ÙÇ³ÛÇó, ºñ¨³ÝÇ å»ï³Ï³Ý Ñ³Ù³Éë³ñ³ÝÇó, 

ÇÝãå»ë Ý³¨ ³ÛÝåÇëÇ ³é³ç³ï³ñ ÙÇç³½·³ÛÇÝ Ñ»ï³½áï³Ï³Ý ¨ 

áõëáõÙÝ³Ï³Ý Ï»ÝïñáÝÝ»ñÇ Ý»ñÏ³Û³óáõóÇãÝ»ñáí, ÇÝãåÇëÇù »Ý` 

Ð³ñí³ñ¹Ç, úùëýáñ¹Ç, ºñáõë³Õ»ÙÇ, êï³ÙµáõÉÇ §ø³¹Çñ Ð³ë¦ Ñ³-

Ù³Éë³ñ³ÝÝ»ñÁ, ²Ù»ñÇÏ³ÛÇ ³ñï³ùÇÝ ù³Õ³ù³Ï³ÝáõÃÛ³Ý Ëáñ-

Ñáõñ¹Á, ø³éÝ»·ÇÇ ÑÇÙÝ³¹ñ³ÙÇ ØáëÏáíÛ³Ý µ³Å³ÝÙáõÝùÁ, §â³Ã»Ù 

Ð³áõ½Á¦ ¨ ³ÛÉÝ:        

¸³ ÑÝ³ñ³íáñáõÃÛáõÝ ¿ ï³ÉÇë ³Ýíï³Ý·áõÃÛ³Ý áÉáñïáõÙ é³½Ù³-

í³ñ³Ï³Ý ïñ³Ù³ã³÷Ç ù³Õ³ù³Ï³Ý áñáßáõÙÝ»ñÇ å³ïñ³ëïÙ³Ý 

¨ ÁÝ¹áõÝÙ³Ý Ñ³Ù³ñ å³ï³ëË³Ý³ïáõ ³ÝÓ³Ýó û·ïí»Éáõ ³ÝÏ³Ë 

÷áñÓ³·»ïÝ»ñÇ Ù³ëÝ³·Çï³Ï³Ý ËáñÑñ¹³ïí³Ï³Ý ³ç³ÏóáõÃÛáõ-

ÝÇó, áñÁ Ó¨³íáñíáõÙ ¿ ³é³Ýó ù³Õ³ù³Ï³Ý Ï³ÝË³Ï³ÉáõÃÛ³Ý 

Ï³ñÍÇùÝ»ñÇ ³Ï³¹»ÙÇ³Ï³Ý ÷áË³Ý³ÏÙ³Ý ÙÃÝáÉáñïáõÙ:  

Ð³ñ³í³ÛÇÝ ÎáíÏ³ëÇ ÝÙ³Ý µ³ñ¹ áõ å³ÛÃÛáõÝ³íï³Ý· ï³ñ³Í³-

ßñç³ÝÝ»ñáõÙ ³Ýíï³Ý·³ÛÇÝ Çñ³¹ñáõÃÛ³Ý ½³ñ·³óáõÙÝ»ñÇ ù³Õ³-

ù³·Çï³Ï³Ý ·Ý³Ñ³ïÙ³Ùµ ½µ³ÕíáÕ ÷áñÓ³·»ïÝ»ñÇ Ñ³Ù³ñ ³Ûë-

åÇëÇ é³½Ù³í³ñ³Ï³Ý ù³Õ³ù³Ï³Ý ýáñáõÙÝ»ñÁ ¹³éÝáõÙ »Ý é³½-

Ù³í³ñ³Ï³Ý í»ñÉáõÍáõÃÛ³Ý ³ñ¹ÛáõÝ³í»ï ·áñÍÇù: äñáµÉ»ÙÝ»ñÇ 

ÉáõÍÙ³Ý Å³Ù³Ý³Ï Ýáñ Ùáï»óáõÙÝ»ñÇ ÏÇñ³éÙ³Ý Ï³ñ¨áñáõÃÛ³Ý 

Ñ³ßí³éÙ³Ùµ Ù»ñ é³½Ù³í³ñ³Ï³Ý ýáñáõÙÁ Ýå³ï³Ï³áõÕÕí³Í ¿ 

³ÛÝåÇëÇ Ýáñ³ÙáõÍ³Ï³Ý ·³Õ³÷³ñÝ»ñÇ Ùß³ÏÙ³ÝÁ, áñáÝó ù³Õ³-

ù³Ï³Ý Çñ³óáõÙÁ ÏÝå³ëïÇ Ð³ñ³í³ÛÇÝ ÎáíÏ³ëáõÙ ¨ ßñç³Ï³ 

ï³ñ³Í³ßñç³ÝáõÙ íëï³ÑáõÃÛ³Ý Ñ³ëï³ïÙ³ÝÁ ¨ Ë³Õ³ÕáõÃÛ³Ý 

áõ Ï³ÛáõÝáõÃÛ³Ý å³Ñå³ÝÙ³ÝÁ:       
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PREFACE 

HAYK KOTANJIAN, Major General, DSc (RF), Distinguished  

Visiting Fellow (NDU, US), Counterterrorism Fellow (NDU, US),  

Head of the INSS, MOD, RA, Full Member of the Academy of Military 

Sciences, Russian Federation 

The Institute for National Strategic Studies of the Ministry of Defense of the 

Republic of Armenia (INSS, MOD, RA) is on the way of transformation into 

the Armenian National Defense (Research) University (ND(R)U). In these 

terms the use of the US National Defense University (NDU) strategic policy 

forums’ experience considerably facilitates the dynamic development of 

the Institute in line with the academic-educational operation methodology of 

its Alma Mater – Institute for National Strategic Studies of the US NDU.  

The history of organizing INSS forums uniting both local and foreign 

specialists dates back to 2008, when the Institute in collaboration with 

Harvard University Black Sea Security Program organized the first interna-

tional conference. In 2009 the INSS held a joint conference with the Center of 

Defense and Security Studies of the Lyon University. In May 2011, the INSS, 

MOD, RA and the Secretariat of the Collective Security Treaty Organization 

organized international strategic policy forum on the issues of the CSTO’s 

conceptual and strategic documents. Leading experts from the CSTO member 

states’ strategic research centers participated in the Forum.  

In November, 2011, the INSS organized strategic policy forum on the 

regional security dynamics. The methodology of strategic policy forums of 

the US NDU Center for Applied Strategic Learning was reviewed in the 

Forum, which created intellectual environment for synergetic cooperation 

of politician-diplomats with strategic research fellows. The Forum was 

attended by the Armenian senior officials, ambassadors accredited to 

Armenia, as well as local and international prominent experts from the 

American Foreign Policy Council, Brown University, Bucharest Center for 

East European and Asian Studies, Carnegie Endowment Moscow Branch, 
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Center on Caucasus and Regional Security, MGI(U)MO, East European 

States and CIS Institute of Israel, Department of Political and Economic 

Science of the Royal Military College of Canada, the Russian Center of 

Political and International Studies, etc.   

At the same time, Forums make it possible for Armenia to eliminate the 

«apparatchik» assessments formation and decision-making style inherited 

from the Soviet times enjoying the Western culture of the national security 

policy-making implemented with the continuous academic-expert support.   

This forum organized from 29 to 30 November, 2012 synergistically 

combines political-diplomatic and academic-expert components. The 

academic-expert component is represented by the specialists from state and 

public institutions of Armenia, in particular, the Forum unites specialists 

from the local state and public institutions, such as the Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs, National Academy of Sciences, Yerevan State University, as well as 

representatives of leading international research and educational centers–

Harvard University, Oxford University, Jerusalem University, Kadir Has 

University of Istanbul, American Foreign Policy Council, Carnegie Endow-

ment Moscow Branch, Chatham House, etc.        

This enables persons responsible for the drafting and making political 

decisions of strategic caliber in the security field to make use of independent 

experts’ professional consulting support being formed in the atmosphere of 

academic exchange of opinions free of political bias.   

Similar strategic policy forums are an efficient tool of strategic analysis for 

experts engaged in political-academic assessment of development processes 

of security environment in such complex and potentially explosive regions 

like the South Caucasus. In terms of the importance of adopting new 

approaches in solving problems our Strategic Forum is aimed at elaborating 

innovative ideas the political realization of which will promote confidence 

building and maintenance of peace and stability in the South Caucasus and the 

surrounding region.



«

»

INTERNATIONAL  S TRATEGIC   

P O L I C Y  FORUM  

«REGIONAL  SECURITY DYNAMICS  

IN  THE  SOUTH CAUCASUS»
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ÐÐ Ü²Ê²¶²Ð êºðÄ ê²ð¶êÚ²ÜÆ àôÔºðÒÀ  

àÕçáõÝáõÙ »Ù §î³ñ³Í³ßñç³Ý³ÛÇÝ ³Ý-

íï³Ý·áõÃÛ³Ý ¹ÇÝ³ÙÇÏ³Ý Ð³ñ³í³ÛÇÝ 

ÎáíÏ³ëáõÙ¦ ÙÇç³½·³ÛÇÝ ·Çï³ÅáÕáíÇ 

Ù³ëÝ³ÏÇóÝ»ñÇÝ ¨ ÑÛáõñ»ñÇÝ ³í³Ý¹³-

Ï³Ý ¹³ñÓ³Í ³Ûë Ñ³Ù³ÅáÕáíÇ` ³Ù»Ý³Ù-

Û³ ýáñáõÙÇ í»ñ³÷áËÙ³Ý Ï³å³ÏóáõÃ-

Û³Ùµ: üáñáõÙÇ Ã»Ù³ÛÇ Ï³ñ¨áñáõÃÛáõÝÁ 

å³ÛÙ³Ý³íáñí³Í ¿ ÇÝãå»ë ï³ñ³Í³-

ßñç³ÝÇ »ñÏñÝ»ñÇ ³Ýíï³Ý·áõÃÛ³Ý ß³Ñ»-

ñáí, ³ÛÝå»ë ¿É Ù³ëÝ³ÏÇó Ù³ëÝ³·»ïÝ»-

ñÇ ¨ ÷áñÓ³·»ïÝ»ñÇ Ñ»ÕÇÝ³ÏáõÃÛ³Ùµ: 

Ð³ñ³í³ÛÇÝ ÎáíÏ³ëáõÙ ÁÝÃ³óáÕ ³ßË³ñÑ³ù³Õ³ù³Ï³Ý ½³ñ·³-

óáõÙÝ»ñÁ µ³ñ¹ ¨ ¹Åí³ñ Ï³ÝË³ï»ë»ÉÇ »Ý, ·ïÝíáõÙ »Ý ï³ñ³Í³-

ßñç³Ý³ÛÇÝ ¨ ³ñï³ï³ñ³Í³ßñç³Ý³ÛÇÝ áõÅ³ÛÇÝ Ï»ÝïñáÝÝ»ñÇ 

ß³Ñ»ñÇ Ñ³Ù³¹ñÙ³Ý ¨ Ùñó³ÏóáõÃÛ³Ý Ý»ñùá: ²Û¹ Ñ³Ý·³Ù³ÝùÁ 

ï³ñ³Í³ßñç³ÝÇ »ñÏñÝ»ñÇ Ñ³Ù³ñ ëï»ÕÍáõÙ ¿ ÇÝãå»ë áñáß³ÏÇ 

Ù³ñï³Ññ³í»ñÝ»ñ, ³ÛÝå»ë ¿É Ñ³í»ÉÛ³É ÑÝ³ñ³íáñáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñ: 

Ð³Û³ëï³ÝÇ ³ñï³ùÇÝ ù³Õ³ù³Ï³ÝáõÃÛáõÝÁ Ë³ñëËí³Í ¿ ·Éáµ³É 

¨ ï³ñ³Í³ßñç³Ý³ÛÇÝ ¹»ñ³Ï³ï³ñÝ»ñÇ Ñ»ï ÷áËß³Ñ³í»ï Ñ³-

Ù³·áñÍ³ÏóáõÃÛ³Ý, ÷áË³¹³ñÓ Ñ³ñ·³ÝùÇ, ß³Ñ»ñÇ Ñ³Ù³¹ñÙ³Ý 

ëÏ½µáõÝùÇ íñ³: Ø»Ýù Ñ³Ùá½í³Í »Ýù, áñ µ³ó ë³ÑÙ³ÝÝ»ñÁ ¨ Ñ³-

Ù³ï»Õ ïÝï»ë³Ï³Ý Íñ³·ñ»ñÇ Çñ³Ï³Ý³óáõÙÁ Ï³ñáÕ »Ý Ù»Í³å»ë 

ËÃ³Ý»É ÷áË³¹³ñÓ íëï³ÑáõÃÛ³Ý ¨ ÷áËÁÙµéÝÙ³Ý ÙÇç³í³ÛñÇ 

Ó¨³íáñÙ³ÝÁ, Ñ»ï¨³µ³ñ Ý³¨ ù³Õ³ù³Ï³Ý ËÝ¹ÇñÝ»ñÇ ÉáõÍÙ³ÝÁ: 

ØÇÝã¹»é ù³Õ³ù³Ï³ÝáõÃÛáõÝÁ, áñÁ Ýå³ï³Ï³áõÕÕí³Í ¿ ï³ñ³Í³-

ßñç³ÝÇ å»ïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ ÙÇç¨ µ³Å³Ý³ñ³ñ ·Í»ñÇ ëï»ÕÍÙ³ÝÁ, ³Ý-

Ëáõë³÷»ÉÇáñ»Ý ÏÑ³Ý·»óÝÇ Ð³ñ³í³ÛÇÝ ÎáíÏ³ëáõÙ ³ÝÏ³ÛáõÝáõÃ-

Û³Ý ¨ ³Ýíëï³ÑáõÃÛ³Ý ÙÇç³í³ÛñÇ ëï»ÕÍÙ³ÝÁ: 
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î³ñ³Í³ßñç³ÝÇ ³éç¨ Í³é³ó³Í Ï³ñ¨áñ³·áõÛÝ Ù³ñï³Ññ³í»ñÝ 

»Ý ãÏ³ñ·³íáñí³Í Ñ³Ï³Ù³ñïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÁ, áñáÝù å³Ñ³ÝçáõÙ »Ý 

Ñ³Ù³å³ñ÷³Ï ÉáõÍáõÙ: Ð³Û³ëï³ÝÁ Ñ³Ùá½í³Í ¿, áñ ³éÏ³ Ñ³-

Ï³Ù³ñïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÁ Ï³ñáÕ »Ý ÉáõÍí»É µ³ó³é³å»ë Ë³Õ³Õ µ³-

Ý³ÏóáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ ×³Ý³å³ñÑáí ¨ ÙÇç³½·³ÛÇÝ Çñ³íáõÝùÇ ÑÇÙÝ³-

ñ³ñ ëÏ½µáõÝùÝ»ñÇ ÑÇÙ³Ý íñ³: Ð³Û³ëï³ÝÇ Ð³Ýñ³å»ïáõÃÛ³Ý 

Ñ³Ù³ñ Ô³ñ³µ³ÕÛ³Ý Ñ³Ï³Ù³ñïáõÃÛ³Ý Ë³Õ³Õ ÉáõÍÙ³Ý ÙÇ³Ï 

ÁÝ¹áõÝ»ÉÇ Ñ³ñÃ³ÏÁ ØÇÝëÏÇ ËÙµÇ Ó¨³ã³÷Ý ¿: ò³ÝÏ³ÝáõÙ »Ù 

Ñ³ïáõÏ ÁÝ¹·Í»É, áñ ï³ñ³Í³ßñç³ÝáõÙ »ñÏ³ñ³Å³ÙÏ»ï Ë³Õ³-

ÕáõÃÛ³Ý áõ Ï³ÛáõÝáõÃÛ³Ý Ñ³ëï³ïÙ³ÝÁ Ï³ñ»ÉÇ ¿ Ñ³ëÝ»É ÙÇ³ÛÝ 

È»éÝ³ÛÇÝ Ô³ñ³µ³ÕÇ µÝ³ÏãáõÃÛ³Ý ýÇ½ÇÏ³Ï³Ý ³Ýíï³Ý·áõÃÛ³Ý 

¨ ë»÷³Ï³Ý ×³Ï³ï³·ÇñÁ ÇÝùÝáõñáõÛÝ áñáß»Éáõ Çñ³íáõÝùÇ »ñ³ß-

Ë³íáñí³Í ³å³ÑáíÙ³Ý ¹»åùáõÙ: ²Ûë ³éáõÙáí ÑáõÛÅ Ï³ñ¨áñ ¿ 

ÈÔÐ í»ñ³¹³ñÓÁ Ô³ñ³µ³ÕÛ³Ý Ñ³Ï³Ù³ñïáõÃÛ³Ý Ï³ñ·³íáñÙ³Ý 

·áñÍÁÝÃ³ó: 

²¹ñµ»ç³ÝÇ ÏáÕÙÇó ï³ñ³Í³ßñç³ÝáõÙ Çñ³Ï³Ý³óíáÕ ëå³é³½Ç-

ÝáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ Ùñó³í³½ùÁ, é³½Ù³ï»Ýã Ñ³Ûï³ñ³ñáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÁ ¨ å»-

ï³Ï³Ý ³Ù»Ý³µ³ñÓñ Ù³Ï³ñ¹³Ïáí Ñ³Û³ïÛ³óáõÃÛ³Ý ù³ñá½Á, ÇÝãÇ 

í»ñçÇÝ ¹ñë¨áñáõÙÝ ¿ñ ùÝ³Í Ñ³Û ëå³ÛÇÝ Ï³óÝ³Ñ³ñ³Í ³¹ñµ»ç³ÝóÇ 

ëå³ ê³ý³ñáíÇ Ñ»ñáë³óáõÙÁ, Éñçáñ»Ý ëå³éÝáõÙ »Ý áã ÙÇ³ÛÝ 

Ð³Û³ëï³ÝÇ, ³ÛÉ¨ ³ÙµáÕç Ð³ñ³í³ÛÇÝ ÎáíÏ³ëÇ ³Ýíï³Ý·áõÃÛ³ÝÁ: 

êï»ÕÍí³Í å³ÛÙ³ÝÝ»ñáõÙ Ð³Û³ëï³ÝÝ ëïÇåí³Í ¿ ³é³ÝÓÝ³Ñ³-

ïáõÏ áõß³¹ñáõÃÛáõÝ ¹³ñÓÝ»É Çñ å³ßïå³Ý³Ï³Ý Ñ³Ù³Ï³ñ·Ç µ³ñ»-

÷áËÙ³Ý áõ µ³ñ»É³íÙ³Ý íñ³` áñå»ë ²¹ñµ»ç³ÝÇ  é³½Ù³ï»Ýã Ñ³-

í³ÏÝáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÁ ½ëåáÕ ¨ Ð³ñ³í³ÛÇÝ ÎáíÏ³ëáõÙ Ï³ÛáõÝáõÃÛáõÝ 

³å³ÑáíáÕ ·áñÍáÝ: 

2008 Ãí³Ï³ÝÇÝ Ð³Û³ëï³ÝÁ Ý³Ë³Ó»éÝ»ó Ð³Û³ëï³Ý–ÂáõñùÇ³ 

Ñ³ñ³µ»ñáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ Ï³ñ·³íáñÙ³Ý ·áñÍÁÝÃ³óÁ` áñå»ë ³é³çÇÝ 

ù³ÛÉ Ýå³ï³Ï áõÝ»Ý³Éáí Ñ³ëï³ï»É ¹Çí³Ý³·Çï³Ï³Ý Ñ³ñ³µ»-
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ñáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñ ¨ ³é³Ýó Ý³Ë³å³ÛÙ³ÝÝ»ñÇ µ³ó»É ë³ÑÙ³ÝÝ»ñÁ: 

Ð³Û³ëï³ÝÁ, Ç ï³ñµ»ñáõÃÛáõÝ ÂáõñùÇ³ÛÇó, ³Ûëûñ ¿É Ñ³í³ï³-

ñÇÙ ¿ ÙÝáõÙ Ñ³ñ³µ»ñáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ Ï³ñ·³íáñÙ³Ý ÑÇÙùáõÙ ¹ñí³Í 

³Û¹ ëÏ½µáõÝùÝ»ñÇÝ: 

¶Çï³Ïó»Éáí å»ï³Ï³Ý Ù³Ï³ñ¹³Ïáí ù³Õ³ù³Ï³ÝáõÃÛ³Ý Ùß³Ï-

Ù³Ý ¨ é³½Ù³í³ñ³Ï³Ý áñáßáõÙÝ»ñÇ Ý³Ë³·Í»ñÇ å³ïñ³ëïÙ³Ý 

·áñÍáõÙ ÷áñÓ³·Çï³Ï³Ý Ý»ñáõÅÇ Ý»ñ·ñ³íÙ³Ý Ï³ñ¨áñáõÃÛáõÝÁ` 

Ð³Û³ëï³ÝÁ µ³ñÓñ ¿ ·Ý³Ñ³ïáõÙ ºñ¨³ÝáõÙ ÙÇç³½·³ÛÇÝ Ñ»ÕÇ-

Ý³Ï³íáñ í»ñÉáõÍ³µ³ÝÝ»ñÇ Ù³ëÝ³ÏóáõÃÛ³Ùµ ï³ñ³Í³ßñç³Ý³ÛÇÝ 

³Ýíï³Ý·áõÃÛ³Ý ¹ÇÝ³ÙÇÏ³ÛÇÝ ÝíÇñí³Í ³Ù»Ý³ÙÛ³ ÙÇç³½·³ÛÇÝ 

ýáñáõÙÇ ³ÝóÏ³óáõÙÁ:  

î³ñ³Í³ßñç³Ý³ÛÇÝ ³Ýíï³Ý·áõÃÛ³Ý ¹ÇÝ³ÙÇÏ³ÛÇÝ ÝíÇñí³Í ³Ù»Ý-

³ÙÛ³ ÙÇç³½·³ÛÇÝ ·Çï³Ï³Ý ýáñáõÙÇÝ Ù³ÕÃáõÙ »Ù Ñ³çáÕáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñ 

¨ ³ñ¹ÛáõÝ³í»ï ³ßË³ï³Ýù: 
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THE ADDRESS OF THE PRESIDENT  

OF THE REPUBLIC OF ARMENIA

SERZH SARGSYAN

Let me greet all the participants and guests of the already traditional 

International Conference «Regional Security Dynamics in the South 

Caucasus» on the occasion of its transformation into the Annual 

Forum. The importance of the topic of the Forum is verified both 

regarding the security interests of the regional states and the authority 

and influence of the present specialists and experts. 

The geopolitical processes occurring in the South Caucasus are complex 

and often difficult to foresee, are under the influence of regional and 

extraregional power centers’ interest pooling and competition. This fact 

creates both additional opportunities and certain challenges for the 

regional states. 

Armenia’s foreign policy is based on the mutually advantageous 

cooperation with regional and global actors, mutual respect, and 

principle of interest pooling. We are sure that the open borders and 

the implementation of common economic programs can become the 

best incentive for the formation of the environment of mutual 

understanding and trust, consequently, for the settlement of political 

problems. Meanwhile, the policy aimed at creating the separation 

lines between regional states will inevitably lead to the atmosphere of 

instability and distrust in the South Caucasus as a whole. 

The critical challenges facing the region are unresolved conflicts, 

which need a comprehensive solution. Armenia is convinced that the 

existing conflicts can be settled only by peaceful negotiations on the 

basis of fundamental principles of the International Law. For the 
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Republic of Armenia the OSCE Minsk Group format is the only 

acceptable platform for the peaceful settlement of the Nagorno-

Karabakh conflict. I want to put a special emphasis on the fact that a 

long lasting peace and stability can be achieved in the region only in 

case the Nagorno-Karabakh population’s physical security and the 

right to independently decide its fate are guaranteed. 

The arms race unleashed by Azerbaijan in the region, its bellicose 

statements and the propaganda of hatred against Armenians at the 

highest state level–the latest manifestation of which was the glorification 

of the Azerbaijani officer Safarov who assassinated with axe the sleeping 

Armenian officer – seriously undermine the security not only of Armenia 

but also of the entire South Caucasus. Under these conditions Armenia 

is forced to focus greater attention on reforming and improving its 

defense system as a key factor in containing the belligerent ambitions 

of Azerbaijan and ensuring stability in the South Caucasus.  

In 2008, Armenia initiated the process of Armenian – Turkish 

rapprochement offering as a first step the establishment of diplomatic 

relations and opening of the border without preconditions. In contrast 

to Turkey, Armenia today also adheres to the principles underlying 

the rapprochement.  

Realizing the significance of the involvement of the experts’ potential 

in the state-level policy developing and preparing the drafts of strategic 

decisions, Armenia highly evaluates the organization of the Annual 

International Forum in Yerevan dedicated to the regional security 

dynamics with the participation of international distinguished analysts.  

I wish good luck and productive work to the Annual International 

Academic Forum dedicated to the regional security dynamics.  
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ÐÐ ä²Þîä²ÜàôÂÚ²Ü Ü²Ê²ð²ð 

êºÚð²Ü úÐ²ÜÚ²ÜÆ àôÔºðÒÀ

ØÇç³½·³ÛÇÝ ýáñáõÙÇ Ñ³ñ·³ñÅ³Ý 

Ù³ëÝ³ÏÇóÝ»ñ 

îÇÏÝ³Ûù ¨ å³ñáÝ³Ûù 

àÕçáõÝáõÙ »Ù Ð³ñ³í³ÛÇÝ ÎáíÏ³ëÇ ³Ýíï³Ý-

·áõÃÛ³Ý ¹ÇÝ³ÙÇÏ³ÛÇÝ ÝíÇñí³Í ÙÇç³½·³ÛÇÝ 

ýáñáõÙÇ µáÉáñ Ù³ëÝ³ÏÇóÝ»ñÇÝ ¨ ³÷ëáë³Ýù 

Ñ³ÛïÝáõÙ, áñ ³ÝÓ³Ùµ ã»Ù Ï³ñáÕ Ý»ñÏ³ 

·ïÝí»É ÙÇçáó³éÙ³ÝÁ: ú·ïí»Éáí ³éÇÃÇó` 

ó³ÝÏ³ÝáõÙ »Ù ÁÝ¹·Í»É ³Ù»Ý³ÙÛ³ ¹³ñÓ³Í 

³Ûë ýáñáõÙÝ»ñÇ Ï³½Ù³Ï»ñåÙ³Ý ·áñÍáõÙ Ð³Û³ëï³ÝÇ Ð³Ýñ³å»-

ïáõÃÛ³Ý å³ßïå³ÝáõÃÛ³Ý Ý³Ë³ñ³ñáõÃÛ³Ý ²½·³ÛÇÝ é³½Ù³í³ñ³-

Ï³Ý Ñ»ï³½áïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ ÇÝëïÇïáõïÇ Ï³ñ¨áñ ¹»ñÁ: Ø»ñ å»ïáõÃ-

Û³Ý ßáõñç Ó¨³íáñí³Í Ñ»ÕÑ»ÕáõÏ é³½Ù³ù³Õ³ù³Ï³Ý Çñ³íÇ×³ÏáõÙ 

Ù»Í³å»ë Ï³ñ¨áñáõÙ »Ù Ð³Û³ëï³ÝÇ ¨ ³ñï»ñÏñÇ ³Ï³¹»ÙÇ³Ï³Ý áõ 

÷áñÓ³·Çï³Ï³Ý ÇÙ³ëïáõÃÛ³Ý Ñ³Ù³¹ñÙ³Ùµ ÝÙ³Ý³ïÇå ·Çï³Ï³Ý 

ÙÇçáó³éáõÙÝ»ñÇ ³ÝóÏ³óáõÙÁ: Î³ñÍáõÙ »Ù` ³Ûë ýáñáõÙÇ ÁÝÃ³óùáõÙ 

Ç Ñ³Ûï Ï·³Ý Ù»ñ ï³ñ³Í³ßñç³ÝáõÙ ³Ýíï³Ý·áõÃÛ³Ý ³Ùñ³åÝ¹Ù³ÝÝ 

áõÕÕí³Í Ýáñ Ùïù»ñ ¨ ·³Õ³÷³ñÝ»ñ: 

ºñÏ³ñ³ï¨ Ï³ÛáõÝáõÃÛ³Ý ¨ ÁÝ¹Ñ³Ýáõñ ß³Ñ»ñÇ ·Çï³ÏóÙ³Ý µ³ó³-

Ï³ÛáõÃÛáõÝÁ, ³Ýíï³Ý·áõÃÛ³Ý ¹ÇÝ³ÙÇÏ³ÛÇ Ï³ÝË³ï»ë»ÉÇáõÃÛ³Ý ó³Íñ 

óáõó³ÝÇßÁ. ëñ³Ýù ³ÛÝ ·áñÍáÝÝ»ñÝ »Ý, áñáÝù ËáãÁÝ¹áïáõÙ »Ý Ù»ñ 

ï³ñ³Í³ßñç³ÝÇ ½³ñ·³óÙ³Ý Ñ»é³Ñ³ñ ï»ëÉ³Ï³ÝÇ Ó¨³íáñÙ³ÝÁ: 

ò³íáù, Ð³ñ³í³ÛÇÝ ÎáíÏ³ëáõÙ ³ÏÝÑ³Ûï ÝÏ³ï»ÉÇ »Ý ³Ýíï³Ý·áõÃ-

Û³Ý ³å³Ï³ÛáõÝ³óÙ³Ý Éáõñç ÙÇïáõÙÝ»ñ: ²Ûëï»Õ ÍËáõÙ »Ý ë³é»ó-

í³Í Ñ³Ï³Ù³ñïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÁ` Ã»Å³Ý³Éáõ í»ñ³Ñ³ë ëå³éÝ³ÉÇùÝ»ñáí: 

Î³ÛáõÝáõÃÛ³Ý Ñ³Ù³ñ áã å³Ï³ë ù³Ûù³ÛÇã »Ý ï³ñ³Í³ßñç³ÝáõÙ 

³éÏ³ é³½Ù³ù³Õ³ù³Ï³Ý Ñ³Ï³ëáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÁ, »ñµ å»ïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÁ 
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áñ¹»·ñ»É »Ý ïñ³Ù³·Íáñ»Ý ï³ñµ»ñ ³Ýíï³Ý·áõÃÛ³Ý áõ å³ßïå³-

Ý³Ï³Ý é³½Ù³í³ñáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñ ¨ ¹³ßÇÝùÝ»ñÇÝ áõ áõÅ³ÛÇÝ Ï»ÝïñáÝÝ»-

ñÇÝ Ñ³ñ»Éáõ ù³Õ³ù³Ï³ÝáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñ: î³ñ³Í³ßñç³Ý³ÛÇÝ ³Ýíï³Ý-

·áõÃÛ³ÝÁ µáÉáñáíÇÝ ãÇ Ýå³ëïáõÙ Ý³¨ ·Éáµ³É ³éáõÙáí ß³Ñ³·ñ·Çé 

å»ïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ áõ ÙÇç³½·³ÛÇÝ Ï³½Ù³Ï»ñåáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ ß³Ñ»ñÇ

ï³ñ³ÙÇïáõÙÁ: ºÃ» ³Ûë ³Ù»ÝÇÝ Ñ³í»É»Ýù ï³ñ³Í³ßñç³ÝÇ ·»ñ-

é³½Ù³Ï³Ý³óáõÙÁ, ù³Õ³ù³ÏñÃ³ÛÇÝ ¨ ¿ÃÝÇÏ µ³½Ù³½³ÝáõÃÛáõÝÁ, 

ÅáÕáíñ¹³í³ñáõÃÛ³Ý å³Ï³ëÁ, ù³Õ³ù³óÇ³Ï³Ý ÇÝëïÇïáõïÝ»ñÇ 

Ï³Û³óÙ³Ý ó³Íñ ï»Ùå»ñÁ, ÃßÝ³Ù³ÝùÇ Ñ³ëÝáÕ ³ÝÑ³Ý¹áõñÅá-

Õ³Ï³ÝáõÃÛáõÝÁ ¨ ³Ýíï³Ý·áõÃÛ³Ý íñ³ ³½¹áÕ ÙÛáõë ·áñÍáÝÝ»ñÁ, 

³å³ Ï³ñáÕ »Ýù Ñ³Ý·»É ³ÛÝ »½ñ³Ï³óáõÃÛ³ÝÁ, áñ ï³ñ³Í³-

ßñç³ÝáõÙ É³ÛÝ³Í³í³É áõ ³ÝÏ³é³í³ñ»ÉÇ é³½Ù³Ï³Ý µ³ËáõÙÝ»ñÇ 

Í³·Ù³Ý Ñ³í³Ý³Ï³ÝáõÃÛáõÝÝ Çñ³Ï³Ý ¿:

è³½Ù³ù³Õ³ù³Ï³Ý ¨ é³½Ù³Ï³Ý ï»ë³ÝÏÛáõÝÇó Ù»ñ Ùï³Ñá·áõÃ-

Û³Ý ÑÇÙÝ³Ï³Ý ³ÕµÛáõñÁ ÂáõñùÇ³–²¹ñµ»ç³Ý é³½Ù³í³ñ³Ï³Ý 

¹³ßÇÝùÇ ÏáÕÙÇó Ð³Û³ëï³ÝÇ ³½·³ÛÇÝ ³Ýíï³Ý·áõÃÛ³Ý ß³Ñ»ñÇ 

ÝÏ³ïÙ³Ùµ í³ñíáÕ ³ÝÑ³Ý¹áõñÅáÕ ¨ áã Ï³éáõóáÕ³Ï³Ý ù³Õ³ù³-

Ï³ÝáõÃÛáõÝÝ ¿: Ð³Ù»Ý³ÛÝ ¹»åë, ¹³ßÇÝùÇ, Ñ³ïÏ³å»ë` ³ñ¨»ÉÛ³Ý 

áõÕÕáõÃÛáõÝÇó ï³ñ³ÍíáÕ å³ßïáÝ³Ï³Ý áõÕ»ñÓÝ»ñÁ ³ÝÙÇç³Ï³Ýá-

ñ»Ý ëå³éÝáõÙ »Ý Ð³Û³ëï³ÝÇ ¨ ²ñó³ËÇ µÝ³ÏãáõÃÛ³Ý ýÇ½ÇÏ³Ï³Ý 

³Ýíï³Ý·áõÃÛ³ÝÁ: ²éÝí³½Ý áã Ï³éáõóáÕ³Ï³Ý Ï³ñ»ÉÇ ¿ áñ³Ï»É 

ÂáõñùÇ³ÛÇ ·áñÍ»É³á×Á ÇÝãå»ë ¹Çí³Ý³·Çï³Ï³Ý Ñ³ñ³µ»ñáõÃÛáõÝ-

Ý»ñÇ Ñ³ëï³ïÙ³Ý ç³Ýù»ñÇ Ó³ËáÕÙ³Ý, Ð³Û³ëï³ÝÇ ÝÏ³ïÙ³Ùµ 

ÏÇñ³éíáÕ ÷³ëï³óÇ ßñç³÷³ÏÙ³Ý ¨ ¹ñ³Ýáí ÇëÏ` áõÅÇ ÏÇñ³éÙ³Ý, 

³ÛÝå»ë ¿É Ñ³ñ¨³ÝÇ Ñ»ï Ñ³ñ³µ»ñáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÁ »ññáñ¹ »ñÏñÇ Ñ»ï 

Ñ³ñ³µ»ñáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñáí å³ÛÙ³Ý³íáñ»Éáõ Ñ³ñó»ñáõÙ: 

²¹ñµ»ç³ÝÇ ÏáÕÙÇó È»éÝ³ÛÇÝ Ô³ñ³µ³ÕÇ Ð³Ýñ³å»ïáõÃÛ³Ý ¨ 

Ð³Û³ëï³ÝÇ Ð³Ýñ³å»ïáõÃÛ³Ý ÝÏ³ïÙ³Ùµ ³ÝÙÇç³Ï³Ý é³½Ù³Ï³Ý 

ëå³éÝ³ÉÇùÇ áõÕÇÕ íÏ³ÛáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇó »Ý ³Û¹ »ñÏñÇ ·»ñé³½Ù³Ï³-

Ý³óáõÙÁ, í³ñíáÕ Ñ³Û³ïÛ³ó ù³Õ³ù³Ï³ÝáõÃÛáõÝÁ, ÇÝãå»ë Ý³¨ 
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Ñ³Ï³Ù³ñïáõÃÛ³Ý µ³Ý³Ïó³ÛÇÝ ·áñÍÁÝÃ³óáõÙ áñ¹»·ñ³Í Ù»ñÅáÕ³-

Ï³Ý ¹ÇñùáñáßáõÙÁ: Ø»ñ Ñ³ñ¨³ÝÁ Ó»éù ¿ µ»ñáõÙ Ù»Í ù³Ý³ÏÇ Ñ³ñ-

Ó³ÏáÕ³Ï³Ý, Ñ³ïÏ³å»ë` Ñ»é³Ñ³ñ ëå³é³½ÇÝáõÃÛáõÝ: Ð³ñÓ³Ïá-

Õ³Ï³Ý µÝáõÛÃÇ »Ý Ýñ³Ýó ½ÇÝí³Í áõÅ»ñÇ å³ïñ³ëïáõÃÛ³Ý ¨ ÏÇ-

ñ³éÙ³Ý åÉ³ÝÝ»ñÁ: Ð³Û³ëï³ÝÇ Ñ»ï ë³ÑÙ³ÝÇ íñ³ ¨ ÈÔÐ áõÅ»ñÇ 

Ñ»ï ß÷Ù³Ý ·ÍáõÙ ¹Çí»ñëÇáÝ-Ñ»ï³Ëáõ½³Ï³Ý ËÙµ»ñÇ ·áñÍáÕáõÃ-

ÛáõÝÝ»ñÁ ÏñáõÙ »Ý ¹Çï³íáñÛ³É áõ åÉ³Ý³íáñí³Í µÝáõÛÃ ¨ Ýå³ï³Ï 

»Ý Ñ»ï³åÝ¹áõÙ ßáß³÷»É Ñ³ÛÏ³Ï³Ý áõÅ»ñÇ å³ßïå³ÝáõÃÛ³Ý ³Ù-

ñáõÃÛáõÝÁ: ä³Ï³ë áõß³·ñ³í ã¿ Ýñ³Ýó ÏáÕÙÇó í³ñíáÕ ï»Õ»Ï³ïí³-

Ï³Ý å³ï»ñ³½ÙÁ, áñÇ ßñç³Ý³ÏÝ»ñáõÙ å»ï³Ï³Ý Ù³Ï³ñ¹³Ïáí ¨ 

µáÉáñ Ñ³ñÃ³ÏÝ»ñáõÙ ³é³ç ¿ ÙÕíáõÙ Ñ³Ï³Ñ³ÛÏ³Ï³Ý ù³ñá½ãáõÃ-

ÛáõÝÁ` ÷³ëï»ñÇ Ë»Õ³ÃÛáõñÙ³Ùµ ¨ ³ÏÝÑ³Ûï Ï»ÕÍÙ³Ùµ: ¼áõ·áñ¹-

í»Éáí ß÷Ù³Ý ·ÍáõÙ É³ñí³ÍáõÃÛ³Ý ÃáõÉ³óÙ³Ý ¨ íëï³ÑáõÃÛ³Ý ³Ù-

ñ³åÝ¹Ù³Ý ÙÇç³½·³ÛÇÝ Ý³Ë³Ó»éÝáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ Ù»ñÅÙ³Ý Ñ»ï` ³Ûë 

³Ù»ÝÁ íëï³Ñ³µ³ñ ÑÝ³ñ³íáñáõÃÛáõÝ ¿ ï³ÉÇë »½ñ³Ï³óÝ»É, áñ ³é-

Ï³ ¿ ³Û¹ å»ïáõÃÛ³Ý ÏáÕÙÇó å³ï»ñ³½Ù ë³ÝÓ³½»ñÍ»Éáõ Çñ³Ï³Ý 

ëå³éÝ³ÉÇù: Î³ñÍáõÙ »Ù` ²¹ñµ»ç³ÝÇ é³½Ù³ù³Õ³ù³Ï³Ý Õ»Ï³í³-

ñáõÃÛáõÝÁ å»ïù ¿ Éñçáñ»Ý Ïßé³¹³ïÇ È»éÝ³ÛÇÝ Ô³ñ³µ³ÕÇ Ñ³Ï³-

Ù³ñïáõÃÛ³Ý áõÅ³ÛÇÝ ÉáõÍÙ³Ý ÑÝ³ñ³íáñ Ñ»ï¨³ÝùÝ»ñÁ: ²ñ¹Ûáù 

Çñ»Ýù å³ïñ³ëï »Ý ëï³ÝÓÝ»Éáõ »ñÏáõ ÅáÕáíáõñ¹Ý»ñÇ ³å³·³ÛÇ 

Ñ³Ù³ñ µ³Ëïáñáß ¨ ³ÝÏ³ÝË³ï»ë»ÉÇ Ñ»ï¨³ÝùÝ»ñáí ³Û¹ ù³ÛÉÇ 

å³ï³ëË³Ý³ïíáõÃÛáõÝÁ: 

Ð³Û³ëï³ÝÁ ß³Ñ³·ñ·éí³Í ¿ ï³ñ³Í³ßñç³ÝáõÙ »ñÏ³ñ³ï¨ Ë³Õ³-

ÕáõÃÛ³Ý ¨ ÷áËíëï³ÑáõÃÛ³Ý Ñ³ëï³ïÙ³Ùµ, áñÁ Ï³ÛáõÝ ½³ñ·³óáõÙ 

¨ µ³ñ»Ï»óáõÃÛáõÝ Ïµ»ñÇ Ð³ñ³í³ÛÇÝ ÎáíÏ³ëÇ µáÉáñ ÅáÕáíáõñ¹Ý»-

ñÇÝ: ä³ßïå³ÝáõÃÛ³Ý áÉáñïáõÙ Çñ³Ï³Ý³óÝ»Éáí Ã³÷³ÝóÇÏ, Ñ³-

í³ë³ñ³Ïßéí³Í ¨ Ï³éáõóáÕ³Ï³Ý ù³Õ³ù³Ï³ÝáõÃÛáõÝ` Ù»Ýù Ù»ñ 

ç³Ýù»ñÁ Ï»ÝïñáÝ³óÝáõÙ »Ýù áã Ã» Ñ³Ï³ëáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ, ³ÛÉ Ñ³ÙÁÝ¹-

Ñ³Ýáõñ ß³Ñ»ñÇ íñ³ ÑÇÙÝí³Í ³Ýíï³Ý·áõÃÛ³Ý ÙÇç³í³ÛñÇ Ó¨³íáñ-

Ù³Ý ¨ ÷áËíëï³ÑáõÃÛ³Ý ³Ùñ³åÝ¹Ù³Ý íñ³: ìëï³Ñ »Ù, áñ ï³ñ³-

Í³ßñç³ÝÇ Ï³ÛáõÝáõÃÛ³Ý å³Ñå³ÝÙ³ÝÁ ¨ ³Ýíï³Ý·áõÃÛ³Ý ³Ùñ³-
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åÝ¹Ù³ÝÁ Ù»Í³å»ë ÏÝå³ëïÇ ï³ñµ»ñ áõÅ³ÛÇÝ Ï»ÝïñáÝÝ»ñÇ Ï³éáõ-

óáÕ³Ï³Ý Ý»ñÏ³ÛáõÃÛáõÝÁ ¨ ¹ñ³Ý ½áõ·³Ñ»é` ï³ñ³Í³ßñç³Ý³ÛÇÝ áõ 

ÙÇç³½·³ÛÇÝ Ù³Ï³ñ¹³Ïáí ÇÝï»·ñ³óÇáÝ ·áñÍÁÝÃ³óÝ»ñÇ ³ÏïÇí³-

óáõÙÁ: ²Ûë ³Ù»ÝÝ ³é³í»É ë³ÑáõÝ Ï³ñáÕ ¿ Çñ³Ï³Ý³óí»É Ð³ñ³í³ÛÇÝ 

ÎáíÏ³ëáõÙ ÅáÕáíñ¹³í³ñ³Ï³Ý ³ñÅ»Ñ³Ù³Ï³ñ·Ç ³ñÙ³ï³íáñÙ³Ý ¨ 

µáÉáñ å»ïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñáõÙ ù³Õ³ù³Ï³Ý µ³í³ñ³ñ Ï³ÙùÇ ³éÏ³ÛáõÃÛ³Ý 

¹»åùáõÙ:  

Ð³ñ·»ÉÇ° Ù³ëÝ³ÏÇóÝ»ñ, 

º½ñ³÷³Ï»Éáí áõÕ»ñÓë` Ñ³Ùá½ÙáõÝù »Ù Ñ³ÛïÝáõÙ, áñ ³é³çÇÏ³ ûñ»-

ñÇÝ ³Ûë Ó¨³ã³÷áí Ï³Û³Ý³ÉÇù ùÝÝ³ñÏáõÙÝ»ñÁ ÏÑ³Ý·»óÝ»Ý Ù»ñ 

ï³ñ³Í³ßñç³ÝáõÙ ³Ýíï³Ý·áõÃÛ³Ý ¨ Ï³ÛáõÝáõÃÛ³Ý Ñ³ëï³ïÙ³ÝÝ 

áõÕÕí³Í ÙÇç³½·³ÛÇÝ Ñ»ÕÇÝ³Ï³íáñ ÷áñÓ³·Çï³Ï³Ý Ï³ñÍÇùÇ Ó¨³-

íáñÙ³ÝÁ:

Ø³ÕÃáõÙ »Ù Ó»½ ³ñ·³ë³µ»ñ ¨ Ï³éáõóáÕ³Ï³Ý ³ßË³ï³Ýù:
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RA MINISTER OF DEFENSE  

SEYRAN OHANYAN’S ADDRESS 

The Honourable participants of the International Forum, 

Ladies and gentlemen! 

May I take this opportunity to welcome all the participants of this 

International Forum dedicated to the South Caucasus security dynamics 

and express my regret for not being able to attend the event. I would 

like to take this occasion to underline the substantial role the Institute 

for National Strategic Studies of the RA Ministry of Defense plays in 

the organization of these forums which have become annual. In the 

changeable defense-political situation emerged around our state I highly 

evaluate the organization of suchlike academic events synthesized by 

Armenian and foreign academic and expert «smart power». I believe 

that new thoughts and ideas will be born during this forum targeted at 

the reinforcement of our regional security. 

Absence of the sense of long-term stability and common interests, a 

low indicator of security dynamics predictability – these are the factors 

impeding the long-range vision of our regional development. Un-

fortunately, serious tendencies of security destabilization are evidently 

notable in the South Caucasus. Frozen conflicts are smoldering here 

threatening to flare up imminently. The military-political divergences 

ongoing in the region are none the less disruptive for stability, as long 

as the regional states have adopted diametrically opposite security 

and defense strategies as well as policies of affiliating different 

alliances and power centers. In global sense the divergence of 

interests of those concerned states and international organizations 

unfavorably affect the regional security. In addition to all the above-

said, the over-militarization of the region, civilization and ethnic 
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diversity, the lack of democracy, low rates of development of civil 

institutes, the intolerance raising to hostility, as well as the other factors 

affecting the regional security, then we can draw the conclusion that 

the probability of unleashing widespread and uncontrollable military 

conflicts in the region is real. 

From the defense-political and military perspective the policy of 

intolerance and unconstructiveness adhered by Turkey – Azerbaijan 

strategic alliance against the national security interests of Armenia is 

the main root of our concern. Nevertheless, the official messages 

delivered by that alliance, and in particular from that of its eastern 

part, are a direct threat to the physical security of the population of 

Armenia and Artsakh. Turkey’s mode of behavior can be qualified as 

at least unconstructive referring both to the failure of the effort to 

establish diplomatic relations, the de facto blockade imposed upon 

Armenia and thus, the use of force, and to arranging its relations with 

a neighbor country through its relations with a third country. 

The over-militarization of Azerbaijan, the anti-Armenian policy of 

hatred implemented there and the repulsive approach in the conflict 

negotiation process towards the Republic of Nagorno-Karabakh and 

the Republic of Armenia are point-blank evidences to a direct military 

threat. Our neighbor is acquiring a great deal of weaponry of aggressive 

and especially of long-range character. As for the training of their 

armed forces and its use, they are aggressive too. The subversive 

intelligence groups’ operations at the Armenian border and with the 

NKR forces contact line are of intentionally planned character and 

aim to grope for the Armenian forces defense strength. The information 

war waged by them is no less worth of importance, within the 

framework of which the anti-Armenian propaganda is pushed afore at 

state level and at all the platforms including falsification of facts and 
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forgery of evidences. In parallel with refusing to ease the tension at 

the contact line and strengthen trust as initiated by international 

authorities, we can be ascertained that there does exist a real threat to 

unleash war by our neighbor state. I think the defense-political 

administration of Azerbaijan should seriously reconsider the possible 

outcomes of the Nagorno-Karabakh Conflict resolution by force. Are 

they ready indeed to undertake the responsibility of that fatal action for 

both of the nations and unpredictable for its results? 

Armenia is interested in establishing long-lasting peace and mutual 

trust in the region, which will bring stable development and prosperity to 

all the nations in the South Caucasus. By running a transparent, balanced 

and constructive policy in the defense sphere we focus our efforts not on 

divergences, but rather on the development of a security atmosphere 

based upon common interest and reinforcement of mutual trust. I am sure 

that the constructive presence of various power centers and in parallel to 

that the activation of integration processes at regional and international 

levels will greatly contribute to maintaining regional stability and 

consolidating security. All this may more smoothly be implemented in 

case of inculcation of democratic system of values in the South Caucasus 

and due to the sufficient political will in all the states. 

The Honourable participants, 

I conclude my address with the strong conviction that the discussions 

to be held in this dimension within the upcoming days will result in 

molding competent international expert opinions on establishing peace 

and stability in our region. 

I wish you fruitful and constructive work! 
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ÈÔÐ ²ðî²øÆÜ ¶àðÌºðÆ Ü²Ê²ð²ð  

Î²ðºÜ ØÆð¼àÚ²ÜÆ  àÔæàôÚÜÆ ÊàêøÀ  

Ð³ñ·»ÉÇ° Ù³ëÝ³ÏÇóÝ»ñ, 

îÇÏÝ³Ûù ¨ å³ñáÝ³Ûù 

ÂáõÛÉ ïí»ù ßÝáñÑ³Ï³ÉáõÃÛáõÝ Ñ³ÛïÝ»É ·Ç-

ï³ÅáÕáíÇ Ï³½Ù³Ï»ñåÇãÝ»ñÇÝ` Ð³Û³ë-

ï³ÝÇ Ð³Ýñ³å»ïáõÃÛ³Ý å³ßïå³ÝáõÃÛ³Ý 

Ý³Ë³ñ³ñáõÃÛ³Ý ²½·³ÛÇÝ é³½Ù³í³ñ³Ï³Ý 

Ñ»ï³½áïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ ÇÝëïÇïáõïÇÝ, ø³Õ³-

ù³Ï³Ý ·ÇïáõÃÛ³Ý Ð³Û³ëï³ÝÇ ³ëáóÇ³-

óÇ³ÛÇÝ ¨ ³ÝÓ³Ùµ ¹áÏïáñ Ð³ÛÏ øáÃ³ÝçÛ³ÝÇÝ, ³Ûë Ñ»ÕÇÝ³Ï³íáñ 

ÙÇç³½·³ÛÇÝ ·Çï³ÅáÕáíÇ ³ßË³ï³ÝùÝ»ñÇÝ Ù³ëÝ³Ïó»Éáõ ¨ »ÉáõÛÃáí 

Ñ³Ý¹»ë ·³Éáõ` ÇÝÓ ÁÝÓ»é³Í ÑÝ³ñ³íáñáõÃÛ³Ý Ñ³Ù³ñ: ºí, ÇÑ³ñÏ», 

û·ïí»Éáí ³éÇÃÇó, áÕçáõÝáõÙ »Ù ·Çï³ÅáÕáíÇ µáÉáñ Ù³ëÝ³ÏÇóÝ»ñÇÝ 

¨ ÑÛáõñ»ñÇÝ: Ð³Ùá½í³Í »Ù, áñ ³ÛëåÇëÇ ÙÇçáó³éáõÙÝ»ñÁ É³í ³éÇÃ 

»Ý ù³Õ³ù³·»ïÝ»ñÇ ¨ ¹Çí³Ý³·»ïÝ»ñÇ Ñ³Ù³ñ` ï»ë³Ï»ïÝ»ñ ¨ 

Ùïù»ñ ÷áË³Ý³Ï»Éáõ Ð³ñ³í³ÛÇÝ ÎáíÏ³ëÇ ï³ñ³Í³ßñç³ÝÇ ÷á-

÷áËíáÕ ³Ýíï³Ý·³ÛÇÝ ÙÇç³í³ÛñÇ, Ýñ³ ÑÇÙÝ³Ñ³ñó»ñÇ ¨ ËÝ¹Çñ-

Ý»ñÇ í»ñ³µ»ñÛ³É: 

²Ûëûñ ³éÏ³ Ù³ñï³Ññ³í»ñÝ»ñÁ ¨ ³Ýíï³Ý·áõÃÛ³Ý ËÝ¹ÇñÝ»ñÁ 

áõÝ»Ý ï³ñµ»ñ ³ÏáõÝùÝ»ñ ¨ áõÕÕí³ÍáõÃÛáõÝ: ¸ñ³Ýó ÙÇ Ù³ëÁ ï³-

ñ³Í³ßñç³Ý³ÛÇÝ ½³ñ·³óáõÙÝ»ñÇ ³ñ¹ÛáõÝù ¿, ÙÇ Ù³ëÝ ¿É å³ÛÙ³-

Ý³íáñí³Í ¿ ³ñï³ï³ñ³Í³ßñç³Ý³ÛÇÝ ·áñÍáÝÝ»ñáí ¨ ½³ñ·³-

óáõÙÝ»ñáí: ºë ÏËáë»Ù ÙÇ³ÛÝ áñáß ËÝ¹ÇñÝ»ñÇ Ù³ëÇÝ, áñáÝù Ñ³ë-

Ï³Ý³ÉÇ å³ï×³éÝ»ñáí ÇÝÓ Ñ³Ù³ñ ³í»ÉÇ Ù»Í Ñ»ï³ùñùñáõÃÛáõÝ »Ý 

Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝáõÙ, Ù³ëÝ³íáñ³å»ë` Õ³ñ³µ³Õ³-³¹ñµ»ç³Ý³Ï³Ý Ñ³-

Ï³Ù³ñïáõÃÛ³Ý Ï³ñ·³íáñÙ³Ý ·áñÍÁÝÃ³óÇ ¨ ¹ñ³ÝáõÙ ³éÏ³ Çñ³-

íÇ×³ÏÇ Ù³ëÇÝ:
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È»éÝ³ÛÇÝ Ô³ñ³µ³ÕÇ Ð³Ýñ³å»ïáõÃÛáõÝÁ Ñ»ï¨áÕ³Ï³Ýáñ»Ý Ñ³Ý-

¹»ë ¿ ·³ÉÇë Ñû·áõï Õ³ñ³µ³Õ³-³¹ñµ»ç³Ý³Ï³Ý Ñ³Ï³Ù³ñïáõÃ-

Û³Ý Ë³Õ³Õ Ï³ñ·³íáñÙ³Ý` Ñ³Ù³ñ»Éáí, áñ ³ÛÉÁÝïñ³Ýù ãÏ³: Â»

½ÇÝí³Í Ñ³Ï³Ù³ñïáõÃÛ³Ý ¹»åùáõÙ ÇÝã Ñ»ï¨³ÝùÝ»ñ ÏÉÇÝ»Ý áã 

ÙÇ³ÛÝ Ñ³Ï³Ù³ñïáõÃÛ³Ý ÏáÕÙ»ñÇ, ³ÛÉ¨ ³ÙµáÕç ï³ñ³Í³ßñç³ÝÇ 

Ñ³Ù³ñ, Ï³ñÍáõÙ »Ù, ÝÙ³Ý Ñ»ÕÇÝ³Ï³íáñ Éë³ñ³ÝáõÙ Ý»ñÏ³Û³óÝ»ÉÁ 

ï»ÕÇÝ ã¿: ²Ûë ³éáõÙáí, Ï³ñÍáõÙ »Ù, áñå»ë ³é³çÝ³Ñ»ñÃ ù³ÛÉ 

³ÝÑñ³Å»ßï ¿ Ë³Õ³Õ Ï³ñ·³íáñÙ³Ý ·áñÍÁÝÃ³óÁ ³Ýßñç»ÉÇ ¹³ñÓ-

Ý»Éáõ ç³Ýù»ñ ·áñÍ³¹ñ»É ¨ ÏáÝÏñ»ï ÙÇçáóÝ»ñ Ó»éÝ³ñÏ»É Ïñ³ÏÇ 

¹³¹³ñ»óÙ³Ý é»ÅÇÙÇ ³Ùñ³åÝ¹Ù³Ý áõÕÕáõÃÛ³Ùµ: Ð³Ùá½í³Í »Ù, áñ 

º²ÐÎ ØÇÝëÏÇ ËÙµÇ Ñ³Ù³Ý³Ë³·³ÑáõÃÛ³Ý ÙÇçÝáñ¹³Ï³Ý Ý»ñáõÅÁ 

³Ûë ³éáõÙáí ëå³éí³Í ã¿: ´³Ý³Ïó³ÛÇÝ ·áñÍÁÝÃ³óÇ ³ñ¹ÛáõÝ³-

í»ïáõÃÛ³Ý Ù»Í³óÙ³Ý Ñ³Ù³ñ ³ÝÑñ³Å»ßï ¿ ³å³Ñáí»É å³ßïáÝ³-

Ï³Ý êï»÷³Ý³Ï»ñïÇ ÉÇ³ñÅ»ù Ù³ëÝ³ÏóáõÃÛáõÝÁ: 

ò³íáù, ³Ûëûñ Ù»Ýù ³Ï³Ý³ï»ë »Ýù, áñ ²¹ñµ»ç³ÝÁ ß³ñáõÝ³ÏáõÙ ¿ 

é³½Ù³Ï³Ý ëå³éÝ³ÉÇùÝ»ñÇ, áõÅ³ÛÇÝ ×ÝßÙ³Ý ¨ ³Ñ³µ»ÏÙ³Ý íñ³ 

ÑÇÙÝí³Í Çñ ³í³Ý¹³Ï³Ý í³ñù³·ÇÍÁ: ´³Ý³Ïó³ÛÇÝ ·áñÍÁÝÃ³óÇ 

ßñç³Ý³ÏÝ»ñáõÙ ²¹ñµ»ç³ÝÇ áñ¹»·ñ³Í ù³Õ³ù³Ï³ÝáõÃÛáõÝÁ, Çñ 

ëï³ÝÓÝ³Í å³ñï³íáñáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇó Ññ³Å³ñáõÙÁ, Ñ³ë³ñ³ÏáõÃÛ³Ý 

Ù»ç é³½Ù³ï»Ýã ïñ³Ù³¹ñáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ µáñµáùáõÙÁ, Ñ³Û»ñÇ ÝÏ³ï-

Ù³Ùµ ³ï»ÉáõÃÛ³Ý ¨ ³ÝÑ³Ý¹áõñÅáÕáõÃÛ³Ý ù³ñá½áõÙÁ, Ù³ñ¹³ëå³Ý 

è³ÙÇÉ ê³ý³ñáíÇÝ ²¹ñµ»ç³ÝáõÙ Ý»ñáõÙ ßÝáñÑ»ÉÁ ¨ Ñ»ñáë³óÝ»ÉÁ 

Ë³Ã³ñáõÙ »Ý µ³Ý³Ïó³ÛÇÝ ·áñÍÁÝÃ³óÁ ¨ ëå³éÝáõÙ ï³ñ³Í³-

ßñç³Ý³ÛÇÝ ³Ýíï³Ý·áõÃÛ³ÝÝ áõ Ï³ÛáõÝáõÃÛ³ÝÁ: ÐÇß»óÝ»Ù ÙÇ³ÛÝ, 

áñ ³Ù»Ý³µ³ñÓñ ù³Õ³ù³Ï³Ý Ù³Ï³ñ¹³Ïáí ²¹ñµ»ç³ÝÁ å³ñ-

ï³íáñí»É ¿ ß÷Ù³Ý ·ÍáõÙ Ýí³½»óÝ»É É³ñí³ÍáõÃÛáõÝÁ ¨ Ñ³Ù³-

Ó³ÛÝí»É, áñ ³ÝÑñ³Å»ßï ¿ Ñ»ï³ùÝÝ»É Ññ³¹³¹³ñÇ ÑÝ³ñ³íáñ 

Ë³ËïáõÙÝ»ñÁ: ²Ûë å³ÛÙ³Ý³íáñí³ÍáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ ·áñÍáõÙ Ø²Î-Ç 

¶ÉË³íáñ ù³ñïáõÕ³ñÁ, º²ÐÎ ·áñÍáÕ Ý³Ë³·³ÑÁ ¨ º²ÐÎ ØÇÝëÏÇ 

ËÙµÇ Ñ³Ù³Ý³Ë³·³ÑÝ»ñÁ ÏáÕÙ»ñÇÝ ³é³ç³ñÏ»É ¿ÇÝ ×³Ï³ï³ÛÇÝ 

·ÍÇó Ñ³Ý»É ¹ÇåáõÏ³Ñ³ñÝ»ñÇÝ: ²Ûë ³é³ç³ñÏÁ ÁÝ¹áõÝí»É ¿ñ 
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È»éÝ³ÛÇÝ Ô³ñ³µ³ÕÇ ¨ Ð³Û³ëï³ÝÇ ÏáÕÙÇó: ê³Ï³ÛÝ ²¹ñµ»ç³ÝÁ 

Ññ³Å³ñí»ó Ï³ï³ñ»Éáõó ³ÛÝ, ³å³ ¨ Ù»ñÅ»ó ÙÇçÝáñ¹Ý»ñÇ ³é³-

ç³ñÏÝ»ñÁ ß÷Ù³Ý ·ÍáõÙ ÙÇç³¹»å»ñÇ Ñ»ï³ùÝÝáõÃÛ³Ý Ù»Ë³ÝÇ½ÙÝ»ñÇ 

í»ñ³µ»ñÛ³É: ²í»ÉÇÝ. ²¹ñµ»ç³ÝÁ ï³ñµ»ñ ËáãÁÝ¹áïÝ»ñ ¿ ëï»ÕÍáõÙ 

º²ÐÎ ·áñÍáÕ Ý³Ë³·³ÑÇ ³ÝÓÝ³Ï³Ý Ý»ñÏ³Û³óáõóãÇ ·ñ³ë»ÝÛ³ÏÇ 

ýÇÝ³Ýë³íáñÙ³Ý Ù»Í³óÙ³Ý, Ýñ³ ÉÇ³ñÅ»ù ·áñÍáõÝ»áõÃÛ³Ý Ñ³Ù³ñ, 

Ù³ëÝ³íáñ³å»ë` ½ÇÝ³¹³¹³ñÇ Ùßï³½ÝÝÙ³Ý ¨ Ïñ³ÏÇ ¹³¹³ñ»óÙ³Ý 

é»ÅÇÙÇ Ë³ËïáõÙÝ»ñÇ Ñ»ï³ùÝÝÙ³Ý Å³Ù³Ý³Ï: Ð³ïÏ³Ýß³Ï³Ý ¿, áñ 

³Ûë ù³ÛÉ»ñÁ ½áõ·áñ¹íáõÙ »Ý ²¹ñµ»ç³ÝÇ ÏáÕÙÇó Ññ³¹³¹³ñÇ é»ÅÇÙÇ 

Ë³ËïáõÙÝ»ñÇ ³ÏïÇí³óÙ³Ùµ ¨ ³ßË³ñÑ³·ñáõÃÛ³Ý ÁÝ¹É³ÛÝÙ³Ùµ: 

Î³ñÍáõÙ »Ýù, áñ ïíÛ³É Ë³ËïáõÙÝ»ñÁ Ñ³Ï³ëáõÙ »Ý Ë³Õ³ÕáõÃÛ³ÝÁ 

Ý³Ë³å³ïñ³ëïí»Éáõ å³ñï³íáñáõÃÛ³ÝÁ: 

¶³ÕïÝÇù ã¿, áñ ²¹ñµ»ç³ÝÇ ÇßË³ÝáõÃÛ³Ý Ùßï³å»ë ÑÝãáÕ Ñ³Ûï³-

ñ³ñáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÁ ³ÛÝ Ù³ëÇÝ, áñ ³ßË³ñÑÇ Ñ³ÛáõÃÛáõÝÁ ²¹ñµ»ç³ÝÇ 

Ñ³Ù³ñ Ù»Ï ÃßÝ³ÙÇÝ ¿, ãÇ Ï³ñ»ÉÇ áñ³Ï»É áñå»ë Ë³Õ³ÕáõÃÛ³ÝÁ 

Ý³Ë³å³ïñ³ëïí»Éáõ ù³ÛÉ: î³ñ³Í³ßñç³ÝáõÙ Ë³Õ³ÕáõÃÛ³Ý ¨ 

³Ýíï³Ý·áõÃÛ³Ý Ñ³ëï³ïÙ³ÝÁ ãÇ Ýå³ëïáõÙ Ý³¨ ²¹ñµ»ç³ÝÇ 

ÏáÕÙÇó È»éÝ³ÛÇÝ Ô³ñ³µ³ÕÇ ¨ Ð³Û³ëï³ÝÇ ßñç³÷³ÏÙ³Ý ¨ ï³-

ñ³Í³ßñç³Ý³ÛÇÝ Íñ³·ñ»ñÇó ¹áõñëÙÕÙ³Ý ù³Õ³ù³Ï³ÝáõÃÛáõÝÁ, áñÁ 

²¹ñµ»ç³ÝÇ Ý³Ë³·³ÑÁ ¹³ñÓñ»É ¿ ³ñï³ùÇÝ ù³Õ³ù³Ï³ÝáõÃÛ³Ý 

³é³çÝ³Ñ»ñÃáõÃÛáõÝ: ¸ñ³Ýù áõÕÕ³ÏÇáñ»Ý ¹ñë¨áñíáõÙ »Ý êï»÷³-

Ý³Ï»ñïÇ û¹³Ý³í³Ï³Û³ÝÇ í»ñ³·áñÍ³ñÏÙ³Ý Ñ³Ù³ñ ³Ù»Ý³ï³ñ-

µ»ñ ËáãÁÝ¹áïÝ»ñÇ Ó¨áí` ÁÝ¹Ñáõå ÙÇÝã¨ Ù³ñ¹³ï³ñ ÇÝùÝ³ÃÇéÝ»ñÇ 

íñ³ Ïñ³Ï»Éáõ ëå³éÝ³ÉÇùÁ: ØÇÝã¹»é êï»÷³Ý³Ï»ñïÇ û¹³Ý³í³-

Ï³Û³ÝÇ í»ñ³·áñÍ³ñÏáõÙÁ Ñ»ï³åÝ¹áõÙ ¿ µ³ó³é³å»ë ù³Õ³ù³-

óÇ³Ï³Ý ¨ Ù³ñ¹³ëÇñ³Ï³Ý Ýå³ï³ÏÝ»ñ, Ý»ñ³éÛ³É` Ù³ñ¹áõ ³ÛÝ-

åÇëÇ ÑÇÙÝ³ñ³ñ Çñ³íáõÝùÇ Çñ³óáõÙÁ, ÇÝãåÇëÇÝ ¿ ï»Õ³ß³ñÅÇ 

³½³ïáõÃÛáõÝÁ, ¨ Ï³ñáÕ ¿ Í³é³Û»É Ý³¨ áñå»ë º²ÐÎ ØÇÝëÏÇ ËÙµÇ 

Ñ³Ù³Ý³Ë³·³ÑÝ»ñÇ Ñáí³Ýáõ Ý»ñùá ÁÝÃ³óáÕ µ³Ý³Ïó³ÛÇÝ ·áñÍÁÝ-

Ã³óÇÝ Ýå³ëïáÕ íëï³ÑáõÃÛ³Ý ³Ùñ³åÝ¹Ù³Ý ÙÇçáó: Î³ñÍáõÙ »Ù, áñ 

²¹ñµ»ç³ÝÇ ÝÙ³Ý ¹ÇñùáñáßáõÙÁ Ýñ³Ý µÝáõÃ³·ñáõÙ ¿ áñå»ë áã 



KAREN MIRZOYAN 

53

íëï³Ñ»ÉÇ µ³Ý³Ïó³ÛÇÝ ·áñÍÁÝÏ»ñáç, ËáãÁÝ¹áïáõÙ Ë³Õ³ÕáõÃÛ³Ý 

Ñ³ëÝ»Éáõ ÙÇç³½·³ÛÇÝ ç³Ýù»ñÇÝ ¨ Ë³÷³ÝáõÙ ï³ñ³Í³ßñç³ÝáõÙ 

³Ýíï³Ý·áõÃÛ³Ý ÙÃÝáÉáñïÇ Ó¨³íáñáõÙÁ: 

Ð³ñ·»ÉÇ° Ù³ëÝ³ÏÇóÝ»ñ, »ÉáõÛÃë Ïß³ñáõÝ³Ï»Ù ÙÇ å³ñ½ ¨ µáÉáñÇÝ 

Ñ³ÛïÝÇ ×ßÙ³ñïáõÃÛ³Ùµ. ³Ûëûñí³ ï³ñ³Í³ßñç³Ý³ÛÇÝ ËÝ¹ÇñÝ»ñÇ 

¨ Ù³ñï³Ññ³í»ñÝ»ñÇ ³ÏáõÝùÝ»ñÁ ³ÝÑñ³Å»ßï ¿ ÷Ýïñ»É ·ÉË³íá-

ñ³å»ë ³ÝóÛ³ÉáõÙ, »ñµ Ð³ñ³í³ÛÇÝ ÎáíÏ³ëÁ ¹ÇïíáõÙ ¿ñ áñå»ë 

Ñ½áñ å»ïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ ¨ Ï³ÛëñáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ ³é×³Ï³ïÙ³Ý Ã³ï»ñ³-

µ»Ù ¨ Ù³ëÝ³ïí³Í ¿ñ µ³Å³Ý³ñ³ñ ·Í»ñáí: ²Û¹ Çñ³íÇ×³ÏÁ áñáß 

ã³÷áí å³Ñå³ÝíáõÙ ¿ Ý³¨ ³Ûëûñ: ²ÝóÛ³ÉÇ Å³é³Ý·áõÃÛáõÝÁ Ï³ñ»ÉÇ 

¿ Ñ³ÕÃ³Ñ³ñ»É Ù»ñ ³éç¨ ¹Ý»Éáí ³é³çÇÝ Ñ³Û³óùÇó Ñ³í³ÏÝáï 

Ãí³óáÕ Ýå³ï³Ï, ³ÛÝ ¿` Ù»ñ ï³ñ³Í³ßñç³ÝáõÙ ÷áË·áñÍáõÃÛ³Ùµ ¨ 

Ñ³í³ë³ñáõÃÛ³Ùµ ëï»ÕÍ»É Ñ³ÙÁÝ¹Ñ³Ýáõñ ³Ýíï³Ý·áõÃÛ³Ý ÙÃÝá-

Éáñï: Ð³Ùá½í³Í »Ýù, áñ ¹ñ³ ÑÇÙùáõÙ å»ïù ¿ ÉÇÝÇ Ñ³ñ·³ÝùÁ Ù³ñ-

¹áõ Çñ³íáõÝùÝ»ñÇ, ÑÇÙÝ³ñ³ñ ³½³ïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ ¨ ûñ»ÝùÇ ·»ñ³Ï³-

ÛáõÃÛ³Ý ÝÏ³ïÙ³Ùµ: 

È»éÝ³ÛÇÝ Ô³ñ³µ³ÕÇ Ð³Ýñ³å»ïáõÃÛáõÝÝ Çñ ·áÛáõÃÛ³Ý ³é³çÇÝ 

ÇëÏ ûñ»ñÇó ³é³çÝáõÃÛáõÝ ¿ ïí»É ³½³ï ¨ ÅáÕáíñ¹³í³ñ³Ï³Ý 

Ñ³ë³ñ³ÏáõÃÛ³Ý Ï»ñïÙ³ÝÁ, ³½³ï ¨ Ùñó³Ïó³ÛÇÝ ÁÝïñáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ 

³ñ¹ÛáõÝùÝ»ñáí Ó¨³íáñáõÙ ¿ Çñ Ï³é³í³ñáõÃÛáõÝÁ: ²Ûëûñ Ù»Ýù 

Ñëï³Ï Ï»ñåáí Ï³ñáÕ »Ýù ³ë»É, áñ È»éÝ³ÛÇÝ Ô³ñ³µ³ÕáõÙ ÁÝï-

ñáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÁ ¹³ñÓ»É »Ý ·áñÍáÕ å»ï³Ï³Ý Ñ³Ù³Ï³ñ·Ç ³Ýµ³Å³-

Ý»ÉÇ Ù³ëÁ ¨ ³ÝÏ³Ë å»ï³Ï³ÝáõÃÛáõÝ Ï³éáõó»Éáõ Ï³ñ¨áñ³·áõÛÝ 

ï³ññÁ: È»éÝ³ÛÇÝ Ô³ñ³µ³ÕÇ Ð³Ýñ³å»ïáõÃÛáõÝáõÙ ³ÝóÏ³óí»É »Ý 

ÑÇÝ· Ý³Ë³·³Ñ³Ï³Ý ¨ ÝáõÛÝù³Ý ËáñÑñ¹³ñ³Ý³Ï³Ý ÁÝïñáõÃÛáõÝ-

Ý»ñ: È»éÝ³ÛÇÝ Ô³ñ³µ³ÕÇ Ð³Ýñ³å»ïáõÃÛ³Ý Ñ³çáÕáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÝ ³Û¹ 

áõÕÕáõÃÛ³Ùµ ³ÏÝÑ³Ûï »Ý ¨ ã»Ý Ï³ñáÕ ³Ýï»ëí»É: ¸ñ³ í³é ûñÇÝ³ÏÝ 

»Ý 2012 Ãí³Ï³ÝÇ ÑáõÉÇëÇ 19-ÇÝ Ï³Û³ó³Í Ý³Ë³·³Ñ³Ï³Ý ÁÝïñáõÃ-

ÛáõÝÝ»ñÁ, áñáÝù, ÇÝãå»ë íÏ³ÛáõÙ »Ý ÙÇç³½·³ÛÇÝ ¹Çïáñ¹Ý»ñÇ, ³Û¹ 

ÃíáõÙ` ºíñ³ËáñÑñ¹³ñ³ÝÇ å³ï·³Ù³íáñÝ»ñÇ, Éñ³·ñáÕÝ»ñÇ, Ñ³-
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ë³ñ³Ï³Ï³Ý ·áñÍÇãÝ»ñÇ µ³ñÓñ ·Ý³Ñ³ï³Ï³ÝÝ»ñÁ, ¨ë Ù»Ï ù³ÛÉ ¿ÇÝ 

ÅáÕáíñ¹³í³ñ³Ï³Ý ³í³Ý¹áõÛÃÝ»ñÇ ³Ùñ³åÝ¹Ù³Ý ³ñÙ³ï³íáñÙ³Ý 

¨ Ñ³Ù³Ù³ñ¹Ï³ÛÇÝ ³ñÅ»ùÝ»ñÇ áõÕÕáõÃÛ³Ùµ: ²Ûëûñ È»éÝ³ÛÇÝ Ô³ñ³-

µ³ÕÇ Ð³Ýñ³å»ïáõÃÛáõÝÁ ³½³ï, ÇÝùÝÇßË³Ý ¨ ÅáÕáíñ¹³í³ñ³Ï³Ý 

å»ïáõÃÛáõÝ ¿` Çñ ·áñÍáÕ å»ï³Ï³Ý Ï³éáõÛóÝ»ñáí, Ù³ñïáõÝ³Ï µ³-

Ý³Ïáí ¨ ÅáÕáíñ¹³í³ñ³Ï³Ý ³ñÅ»ùÝ»ñÇÝ Ñ³í³ï³ñÇÙ ù³Õ³ù³óÇ-

Ý»ñáí: Ð³ÕÃ³Ñ³ñ»Éáí µáÉáñ ¹Åí³ñáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÝ áõ Í³Ýñ ÷áñÓáõÃÛáõÝ-

Ý»ñÁ` »ñÏÇñÁ ³é³çÁÝÃ³ó ¿ ³åñáõÙ, ³Ùñ³åÝ¹áõÙ Çñ å»ï³Ï³Ý Ñ³ë-

ï³ïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÁ, ½³ñ·³óÝáõÙ ïÝï»ëáõÃÛáõÝÝ áõ Ùß³ÏáõÛÃÁ: 

ò³íáù, Ù»Ýù ã»Ýù ï»ëÝáõÙ ²¹ñµ»ç³ÝÇ ÏáÕÙÇó å³ï³ëË³Ý ù³ÛÉ»ñ 

Ñ³Ù³·áñÍ³ÏóáõÃÛ³Ý ¨ ÅáÕáíñ¹³í³ñ³Ï³Ý ³ñÅ»ùÝ»ñÇ Ñ³ñ·Ù³Ý 

íñ³ ÑÇÙÝíáÕ Ñ³Ù³å³ñ÷³Ï ³Ýíï³Ý·³ÛÇÝ ÙÃÝáÉáñïÇ ëï»ÕÍÙ³Ý 

áõÕÕáõÃÛ³Ùµ: ²Ûë Çñ³íÇ×³ÏáõÙ Ù»Í ¿ ÙÇç³½·³ÛÇÝ Ñ³ÝñáõÃÛ³Ý ¹»ñÁ: 

È»éÝ³ÛÇÝ Ô³ñ³µ³ÕÇ Ð³Ýñ³å»ïáõÃÛ³Ý Ý»ñÏ³ÛÇë Ï³ñ·³íÇ×³ÏÁ 

ãå»ïù ¿ ËáãÁÝ¹áï ¹³éÝ³ Ñ³Ù³·áñÍ³ÏóáõÃÛ³Ý Ñ³Ù³ñ: Ð³ñ³í³-

ÛÇÝ ÎáíÏ³ëáõÙ ³Ýíï³Ý·áõÃÛ³Ý ó³ÝÏ³ó³Í Ùá¹»É å»ïù ¿ ³ÙµáÕ-

çáõÃÛ³Ùµ Ñ³ßíÇ ³éÝÇ È»éÝ³ÛÇÝ Ô³ñ³µ³ÕÇ ·áñÍáÝÁ: ²í»ÉÇÝ. È»é-

Ý³ÛÇÝ Ô³ñ³µ³ÕÇ ûñÇÝ³Ï³Ý ß³Ñ»ñÇ ³Ýï»ëáõÙÁ Ï³ñáÕ ¿ ²¹ñµ»-

ç³ÝÇ ÏáÕÙÇó Ù»ÏÝ³µ³Ýí»É áñå»ë ³ç³ÏóáõÙ Çñ ù³Õ³ù³Ï³ÝáõÃÛ³ÝÝ 

ÁÝ¹¹»Ù È»éÝ³ÛÇÝ Ô³ñ³µ³ÕÇ ÅáÕáíñ¹Ç: 

Ø»Ýù Ñ³í³ïáõÙ »Ýù, áñ È»éÝ³ÛÇÝ Ô³ñ³µ³ÕÇ Ð³Ýñ³å»ïáõÃÛ³Ý 

Ý»ñ·ñ³íáõÙÁ ÙÇç³½·³ÛÇÝ Ñ³ñ³µ»ñáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ Ñ³Ù³Ï³ñ·áõÙ 

ÏÝå³ëïÇ ÁÝ¹Ñ³Ýáõñ ÅáÕáíñ¹³í³ñ³Ï³Ý ³ñÅ»ùÝ»ñÇ íñ³ ÑÇÙÝíáÕ 

Ñ³í³ë³ñ ¨ Ñ³Ù³å³ñ÷³Ï ³Ýíï³Ý·áõÃÛ³Ý ·³Õ³÷³ñÇ Ï»Ýë³-

·áñÍÙ³ÝÁ: Îëï»ÕÍíÇ ³í»ÉÇ µ³ñ»Ýå³ëï ³Ýíï³Ý·³ÛÇÝ ÙÇç³í³Ûñ, 

ÇÝãÁ ÏëïÇåÇ ²¹ñµ»ç³ÝÇÝ Ññ³Å³ñí»É Çñ ³å³Ï³éáõóáÕ³Ï³Ý 

ù³Õ³ù³Ï³ÝáõÃÛáõÝÇó, áñÁ Ï³ñáÕ ¿ Ñ³Ý·»óÝ»É ³ÙµáÕç ï³ñ³Í³-

ßñç³ÝÇ Ñ³Ù³ñ ³Õ»ï³ÉÇ Ñ»ï¨³ÝùÝ»ñÇ: 

º½ñ³÷³Ï»Éáí »ÉáõÛÃë` ·Çï³ÅáÕáíÇ Ñ³ñ·»ÉÇ Ù³ëÝ³ÏÇóÝ»ñÇÝ Ù³Õ-

ÃáõÙ »Ù ³ñ·³ë³µ»ñ ¨ ³ñ¹ÛáõÝ³í»ï ³ßË³ï³Ýù: 
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WELCOMING SPEECH OF KAREN MIRZOYAN,

MINISTER OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF THE NKR 

Dear participants, 

Ladies and gentlemen! 

I am grateful for this opportunity offered to me to participate in this 

prestigious International Forum and to make a speech. My special 

thanks to the organizers of the Forum – the Institute for National 

Strategic Studies of the Ministry of Defense, Republic of Armenia, 

Political Science Association of Armenia, and personally to Doctor 

Kotanjian. And of course, I’d like to take the chance and welcome all 

the participants and guests of the Forum. I believe such events are great 

occasions for political scientists and diplomats to exchange views and 

ideas on the instable security environment of the South Caucasus, on its 

fundamental issues and problems. 

The challenges and security issues existing today have different origins 

and directions. Some of them derive from regional developments; some 

are conditioned by supraregional factors and processes. I will dwell 

upon only a number of them, which due to obvious reasons are far 

more interesting to me, particularly, the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict 

resolution process and the situation emerged around it.  

The Nagorno-Karabakh Republic has been consistently acting for the 

peaceful resolution of the Azerbaijani – Karabakh conflict, finding no 

other alternatives to it. I think there is no need to depict in this 

reputable auditorium what consequences will entail the armed conflict 

not only for the parties-in-conflict but also for the entire region. In this 

regard I think that necessary efforts in making the peace process 
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irreversible and taking specific measures to strengthen the ceasefire 

regime are urgent. I am convinced that the potential of the OSCE 

Minsk Group Co-Chairs in the present mediatory format is not 

exhausted at all. So as to increase the effectiveness of the negotiation 

process it is necessary to ensure the full participation of the official 

Stepanakert.  

Unfortunately, today we witness Azerbaijan to continue its traditional 

mode of behavior based on military threats, power pressure and terror. 

The policy adopted by Azerbaijan in the frameworks of the negotiation 

process, refusal of its own commitments, instigation of the militaristic 

mood within the society, propaganda of hatred and intolerance towards 

the Armenians, pardoning and heroizing the axe-murderer Ramil 

Safarov in Azerbaijan–all this undermines the negotiation process and 

threatens the regional security and stability. Let me remind you that 

Azerbaijan at top political level has committed to reduce the tension 

at the contact line and agreed on the necessity of investigating the 

possible ceasefire violations. Within the framework of these agreements 

the UN Secretary General, the OSCE Chairman-in-Office and the 

OSCE Minsk Group Co-Chairs had offered the parties to withdraw the 

snipers from the front line. This suggestion was accepted by Nagorno-

Karabakh and Armenia. Nevertheless, Azerbaijan refused to implement it, 

later withdrawing the mediators’ proposals on the mechanisms of 

investigating the incidents at the contact line. Moreover, Azerbaijan 

puts various obstacles for the increase of funding and functioning of 

the personal representative’s office of the OSCE Chairman-in-Office, 

particularly in the ceasefire monitoring and investigating the cases of 

ceasefire regime violations. It is noteworthy that these steps are being 

accompanied by the intensification of the ceasefire regime violations 

and their geographical expansion by Azerbaijan. We believe such 

violations contradict the commitment to peace preparation.  
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It’s not a secret that Azerbaijani authorities have been constantly 

voicing that the worldspread Armenians are number one enemies for 

Azerbaijan. These declarations can’t be regarded as actions towards 

peace preparation. The policy of blockade and ousting Nagorno-

Karabakh and Armenia from regional programs regarded as a foreign 

policy priority by the President of Azerbaijan does not contribute to 

establishing peace and security in the region either. Azerbaijan’s 

attempts to impede the launching of functioning of Stepanakert 

Airport through the creation of various obstacles right up to the 

threats to shoot passenger aircrafts are direct manifestation of this 

policy. Meanwhile, Stepanakert Airport reopening aims at exclusively 

civil and humane objectives, including the fulfillment of the 

fundamental human right such as the freedom of movement, and may 

also serve as a confidence-building measure for the negotiation process 

ongoing under the auspices of the OSCE Minsk Group Co-Chairs. In 

my opinion, such orientation of Azerbaijan characterizes it as an 

unreliable counterpartner in negotiations, hinders the international 

efforts in gaining peace and sets back the shaping of the security 

environment in the region.  

Dear participants, let me tell you one simple and well-known truth, that 

is, the roots of current regional problems and challenges are to be 

sought mainly in the past, when the South Caucasus was considered as 

a confrontation arena between powers and empires and was separated 

by dividing lines. This situation in some way exists up to now. The 

heritage of the past may be overcome by setting an objective before us, 

which may seem at first ambitious, namely, building a global security 

environment in our region through cooperation and equality. We 

believe that it ought to be based on the respect towards the fundamental 

human rights and freedoms, and the rule of law. 
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The formation of a free and democratic society has been set as a top 

priority by the Nagorno-Karabakh Republic from the very first day of 

its existence. Its Government is formed upon the free and competitive 

elections. Today we can clearly say that the elections in Nagorno-

Karabakh have become an integral part of the ongoing state system and 

an important element in building the independent statehood. Five 

presidential and five parliamentary elections have been held in the 

Nagorno-Karabakh Republic. The success of the Republic in this 

sphere is evident and can’t be ignored. The July 19, 2012 Presidential 

Elections are the vivid evidence of it, which have become one more 

step towards the enhancement of democratic traditions and universal 

values–as witnessed by international observers–including the high 

assessments by the members of the European Parliament, journalists 

and public figures. Today the Nagorno-Karabakh Republic is a free, 

sovereign and democratic state with its functioning state structures, 

efficient army and citizens committed to the ideas of democratic 

values. Overcoming all the difficulties and severe hardships, the 

country goes on progressing, strengthens its state institutions, develops 

its economy and culture.  

Unfortunately, Azerbaijan does not take retaliatory measures shaping 

an environment of comprehensive security based upon cooperation and 

respect for democratic values. In such a situation the role of interna-

tional community is of great importance. The current status of the 

Nagorno-Karabakh Republic should not be an obstacle for cooperation. 

Any model of ensuring security in the South Caucasus should completely 

take into consideration the Nagorno-Karabakh factor. Moreover, as 

regards the ignorance of the legal interests of Nagorno-Karabakh, they 

may be well interpreted by Azerbaijan as a support in its policy 

towards the people of Nagorno-Karabakh. We are confident that the 
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integration of the Nagorno-Karabakh Republic into the system of 

international relations will ensure the realization of the equal and 

comprehensive security concept based on common democratic values. A 

more favorable security environment will be created which will force 

Azerbaijan to abandon its destructive policy fraught with catastrophic 

consequences for the entire region. 

Dear participants to the Forum, in conclusion to my speech I wish you 

a fruitful and productive work!  
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REGIONAL SECURITY DYNAMICS

IN THE SOUTH CAUCASUS: ARMENIA’S PERSPECTIVE 

ASHOT HOVAKIMYAN, PhD, Ambassador Extraordinary and 

Plenipotentiary, Deputy Foreign Minister of the Republic of Armenia 

Excellencies, ladies and gentlemen.  

I’d like to thank the Ministry of Defense of the 

Republic of Armenia, and particularly Mr. 

Kotanjian, who invited me to this Conference. I 

have not a very easy task to present the regional 

security dynamics, because this dynamics is 

changing almost every day and very quickly. 

Armenia is situated in a region which is 

characterized by conflicts, closed borders, 

heavy militarization, use of force, and threat of use of force as a means 

of foreign policy, lack of confidence, resulting in constant deterioration 

of the security environment. These challenges have both enduring and 

variable nature. Armenia is sensitive, even very sensitive to any change 

in its surrounding and supports solution of existing problems only 

through the means of peaceful political negotiations and mutual 

compromise that will respect the interests of all the parties. 

We are ready to employ whatever we have to prevent creation of new 

dividing lines. But as I told at the very beginning, security dynamics 

is changing very quickly, much quicker than our possibilities or 

imagination, and our response is much more difficult and less quick than 

the developments themselves. We are enforced to adjust very quickly our 

policies to the quickly changing environment. Often unduly contention, 

attempts to coerce by threats of use of force continue to cripple our 
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security environment. It is true also in regard to strategic economic 

projects that tend to involve some and exclude the others.  

Armenia has its very straight way and we know what we want to have 

and what we want to do. Armenia wants to be developing economically, 

we want to create the democratic state, where the rule of law will 

dominate and human rights will be fully protected, we want to have 

prosperous country which will have good relations with all its neighbors 

and our security policy is aimed to achieve these goals through the 

variation of security models and choices. You know that Armenia has 

close and strategic relations with the Russian Federation, we are a 

member to CSTO and this is the main pillar of our security policy. We 

are close to conclude an association agreement with the European Union 

in the framework of the Eastern Partnership policy. Armenia has quite 

developed relations with NATO, in the framework of IPAP program, and 

we have our peacekeepers in Afghanistan and Kosovo. 

The main security threat for Armenia is Azerbaijani policy of not 

accepting the peaceful and compromised solution of the Nagorno- 

Karabakh conflict and increasing Turkish support for such a policy. Why 

Azerbaijan is the main threat to the security of Armenia? Because we 

hear on the daily basis statements to use force against the Nagorno- 

Karabakh Republic and Armenia. Azerbaijan rejects the proposal of 

Minsk Group Co-Chair states concerning the consolidation of the 

ceasefire agreement and the creation of mechanism for investigation of 

the incidents on the line of contact. Azerbaijan is organizing subversive 

actions not only along the border between Nagorno-Karabakh and 

Azerbaijan, but also along Azerbaijan – Armenia border. Azerbaijan is 

conducting its anti-Armenian propaganda almost in all international 

organizations, the main goal of which is to promote economic, scientific 

and cultural cooperation among all the states.  
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Having rich internal experience in corruption Baku is attempting to 

transfer it to interstate relations exploiting it as a tool to impose its own 

misperceptions on others and to replace the rule of law with the rule of 

oil. Azerbaijan has expectations from changing military and economic 

balance and resort to force for cleansing NK from the Armenians. 

Already now when NK population is beyond reach of Azerbaijan, the 

high officials of that country are engaged in the mental ethnic cleansing 

by reducing the number of the Armenian population 5 times. The huge 

military buildup by Azerbaijan leads to further escalation and increase of 

tension. A recent analysis of the Azerbaijani arms acquisitions, based on 

solely official sources and its comparison with the Annual Information 

Exchange for the years 2004– 2011 provided by Azerbaijan in the 

framework of the CFE Treaty showed that even in the cases when Azer-

baijan acknowledged the purchase of certain conventional armaments it 

regularly failed to reflect the data in the Annual Information Exchange. 

Azerbaijan’s actual holdings are well above – 2 and more times, the 

maximum levels of holdings established by the legally binding CFE 

Treaty. It constitutes an open and unapologetic violation of its own 

commitments. The military budget of Azerbaijan is among the fastest 

growing in the world: 20 times in 6 years. 

Azerbaijan’s calls to put aside the almost agreed upon Madrid Principles 

and start negotiations of practical steps, which they name a “Road Map”, 

is yet another misleading tactics. Everyone who is familiar with the 

concept of negotiation will agree that it is an absolute waste of time and 

effort to discuss practical steps when there is no agreement on basic 

principles.

The Presidents of Armenia and Azerbaijan committed themselves to 

accelerate the endorsement of the Basic Principles in Sochi Joint 
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Declaration on January 23, 2012. Unfortunately, Azerbaijan did not 

stand any record of implementing its own commitments vis-à-vis the 

conflict resolution.  

Azerbaijan rejects proposal to withdraw snipers from the line of conflict. 

Everyone advocates for that to happen. What says Azerbaijan? Let’s 

continue killing each other and in the meantime organize meetings of 

representatives of Nagorno-Karabakh and Azeri community of NK who 

used to live there. How can there be a meaningful talk when young 

people die on both sides? We also wonder why the Azerbaijani side does 

not invite representatives of more than two hundred thousands of 

Armenians that used to live in Baku and hundreds of thousands in other 

parts of Azerbaijan to engage in dialogue.  

Safarov's scandalous affair has seriously undermined the Nagorno- 

Karabakh negotiation processes and endangered the fragile regional 

security and stability. The Azeri side heightens the level of hatred 

propaganda, pardons and glorifies despicable act of brutal killing of 

Armenian officer by Ramil Safarov. Every society, every dignified 

military would have been ashamed of having such a person to be in their 

ranks, but Safarov has been promoted and rewarded. 

Azerbaijani leadership is implementing the state policy of racism and 

xenophobia against Armenians. The last example of such a deliberate 

policy is the recent post by President Aliyev in his Twitter account with 

glorification of murderers.  

The lack of democracy in Azerbaijan should also be emphasized, 

widespread abuses of human rights, deteriorating situation regarding 

freedom of media and freedom of assembly. Some Azerbaijani officials 

are hinting that Azerbaijani leadership needs some kind of victorious war 

to reproduce itself. 
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Unlike Azerbaijan, Armenia and the international community are 

speaking in one language regarding the Nagorno-Karabakh issue. The 

documents on the settlement of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict adopted 

in the frameworks of the OSCE Astana Summit of 2010 and Ministerial 

Conferences of Helsinki 2008, Athens 2009, Almaty 2010, Vilnius 

2011, the statements of Presidents of the Co-Chair countries in the 

frameworks of the G8 Summits in L’Aquila in 2009, in Muskoka in 

2010, in Deauville in 2011 and during the G20 Summit 2012 in Los 

Cabos are proofs of that. Armenia’s position is in line with these 

documents, is in line with the position of the international community – 

to go for the settlement on this basis. The preservation of current status 

quo is unacceptable both for Armenia and Nagorno-Karabakh. But the 

change to status quo does not mean the return to status quo ante; the 

change means movement forward taking into full account also the 

existing and irreversible realities. Regardless of Azerbaijan’s destructive 

stance, Armenia will continue to exert efforts towards the settlement of 

the Karabakh issue exclusively through peaceful means and on the 

basis of the purposes, principles and norms reflected in the UN Charter 

and International Law.

Thank you. 
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US INTERESTS IN THE WIDER BLACK SEA REGION 

SERGEI KONOPLYOV, PhD, Director of the Harvard Black Sea  

Regional Security Program, Executive Director  

of the US – Russia Security Program 

Developments in the Black Sea Region, as in 

many other regions in Europe, have always 

depended not only on littoral countries but 

external players. Twenty years ago the Black 

Sea Region was not even present on any 

political map. Only in the nineties of the last 

century did its role become more visible in 

transporting energy resources from the Caspian 

Sea and Central Asia to Europe. Historically, it 

was always a sea of contention, mostly between 

Russia and Turkey. During the Cold War the Black Sea served as the 

division line between NATO, represented by Turkey and Greece, and 

the Warsaw Pact with the Soviet Union, Bulgaria and Romania. With 

the demise of the Soviet empire many new independent states appeared 

around the Black Sea, and they started to look for new security formats 

that could bring them closer to other countries of the region. 

The Black Sea Region is occasionally referred to as a «political project»1.

Should the project be realized, it would unite lands and peoples in an 

unprecedented manner. However, and perhaps only for the time being, its 

diversity in cultures, political ideologies, faiths and histories appears to 

impede oversight, effective coordination, as well as the development of a 

1 See Felix Ciuta. Parting the Black Sea (Region): Geopolitics, Institutionalization 

and the Reconfiguration of European Security. «European Security», 2007, Vol. 16, 

Issue 1, P. 51.  
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single US policy for the Black Sea Region. To the dismay of some states, 

and perhaps to the satisfaction of others, the US Government does not 

have a consolidated approach to security in the Black Sea Region. The 

lack of a public policy document, however, does not indicate a lack of 

interest on behalf of the US. Rather numerous US institutions are 

making concerted efforts to identify and realize US objectives for the 

region. It is the combination of the way the US Congress appropriates 

money, and the region’s diverse character which appears to be the reason 

for the lack of a single US policy on the Black Sea Region. 

In this paper the author would try to analyze US interests and foreign 

policy in that part of the world using three US administrations as 

benchmarks, namely: the Clinton, Bush and Obama Administrations. 

Speaking in 2005, during the Conference on Black Sea Maritime 

Security, the US Ambassador to Bulgaria Beyrle noted that the interest 

of the US in the Black Sea actually goes back a very long way. One of 

the founders of the US Navy  John Paul Jones, served on the Black 

Sea as an admiral for the fleet of the Russian Empress Catherine the 

Great. This could serve as a good illustration of cooperation between a 

Black Sea nation and the US. A memorial plaque with the name of 

Admiral Jones still hangs on a building in the center of St. Petersburg. 

During the Cold War, Turkey was the country that would cover the 

southern border for NATO. After the breakdown of the Soviet Union 

the US policy was based on the strong belief that it will benefit from 

promoting peace and democracy in countries that used to belong to the 

Soviet sphere of influence – the so-called «socialist camp». The main 

focus, however, was at first, the reintegration of the Eastern and Central 

European countries. NATO changed its strategic concept and became 

one of the most important instruments to westernize former socialist 
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countries. Together with the EU enlargement it proved the usefulness 

of the US policy. Then, the Balkans exploded with a new war. 

Needless to say, the Black Sea Region could not get so much attention 

at that time. The region also lacked charismatic leaders like Vaclav 

Havel or Lech Walesa. However, some processes to build economic, 

political and security partnerships – mostly initiated by Turkey (BSEC 

and later BLACKSEAFOR) – were already taking place. 

The region didn’t exist and it was a black hole which nobody wanted to 

acknowledge. By definition of Ron Asmus from German Marshall Fund 

«it was Bermuda triangle of Western strategy»2.

Ambassador Matthew Bryza has noted that the Black Sea Region has 

not always been treated in the US policy as a region unto itself. It 

became increasingly apparent in recent years that a political and 

economic identity of this distinct geographical area may be in 

formation3. Separatist conflicts, the lack of common goals and identity 

between regional states, and the lack of well-developed regional 

institutions were the main obstacles to the policy formulations. That 

was at the last year of the Clinton Administration. Then September 11 

tragedy happened. To project force in the subsequent US interventions 

in Iraq and Afghanistan the US government needed friendly countries 

near the theater of war. The Black Sea Region suddenly emerged as a 

security issue for the US. However, this was not the only factor which 

drove the Bush Administration to think about crafting a more coherent 

2 See Ronald Asmus and Bruce Jackson. The Black Sea and the Frontiers of Freedom. 

«Policy Review», June 2004, N 125.  

3 See Matthew J. Bryza. The policy of the United States toward the Black Sea Region. 

«Next Steps in Forging a Euro-Atlantic Strategy for the Wider Black Sea». German 

Marshall Fund of the United States, 2006, P. 38.
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and comprehensive strategy toward the region. What were the other 

factors? Successful NATO enlargement was one of them. At the 2002 

Prague summit, seven states were invited to begin accession talks with 

NATO, including three former Soviet republics, and, in 2004, two 

Black Sea countries  Romania and Bulgaria became official members. 

According to the US State Department NATO was a tool to secure the 

democratic gains in Eastern Europe and erase Stalin’s artificial dividing 

lines. NATO’s post-Cold War Open Door Policy was also reaffirmed 

sending a signal to other Black Sea countries – Ukraine and Georgia 

which also were trying to get membership in Western security 

frameworks. 

Another factor was the «colored» revolutions in the region: the Rose 

revolution in Georgia and the Orange revolution in Ukraine. Those 

democratic transformations proved that the Bush Administration was 

right in using democratization as a backbone of its foreign policy. In 

his January 2002 State of the Union Address, President Bush stressed 

the importance of the region’s democratization: «America will always 

stand firm for the nonnegotiable demands of human dignity: the rule of 

law; limits on the power of the state; respect for women; private 

property; free speech; equal justice; and religious tolerance. America 

will take the side of brave men and women who advocate these values 

around the world…»4. Democracy support was viewed at that time as a 

long-term investment in the post-Soviet countries. Both the Georgian 

President Mikheil Saakashvili and the Ukrainian President Victor 

Yushchenko became icon leaders who also helped the US to project its 

influence into what was regarded by Russia as its «sphere of interest» 

and «near abroad». 

4 «George W. Bush's Second State of the Union Address», January 29, 2002 (http:// 

en.wikisource.org/wiki/George_W._Bush's_Second_State_of_the_Union_Address). 
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In his article «Parting the Black Sea» Felix Ciuta mentions another factor 

that finally made the US officially use the term «Black Sea Region» – it 

was lobby headed by the German Marshall Fund. Ron Asmus – former 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of State, and his colleagues put the Black Sea 

on the agenda by organizing conferences before NATO summits and 

publishing policy papers which drew attention of the US Administration 

to that region. 

In 2005, the Committee of Foreign Relations of the US Senate held 

hearing entitled «The Future of Democracy in the Black Sea»5. Among 

the people who spoke there were Vladimir Socor from Jamestown 

Foundation, Zeyno Baran, at that time Director of International 

Security and Energy programs at Nixon Center, and Bruce Jackson, 

President of Project on transitional Democracies. 

After that official recognition there were several articles published by 

US scholars and presentations made by US officials debating the US 

policy in the Black Sea Region. It is worth mentioning some of them. 

In 2006, Ariel Cohen from the Heritage Foundation published his 

article «US Strategy in the Black Sea Region»6. In brief the rational for 

such a strategy was needed because of the geopolitical significance of 

the region. Importantly, Cohen mentioned energy security as a 

precondition for economic stability and a top priority for the US. He 

proposed the Bush Administration to pursue a balanced and realistic 

strategy to enhance the security and stability of the Black Sea Region. 

5 See «The Future of Democracy in the Black Sea», 8 March 2005 (http:// 

frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=109_senate_hearings&docid=f: 

23171.pdf).

6 See Ariel Cohen and Conway Irwin. US Strategy in the Black Sea Region, 13 

December 2006 (http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2006/12/US-Strategy-in-the-

Black-Sea-Region). 
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Cohen noted that the US should: increase NATO cooperation with non-

NATO countries through Partnership of Peace, including technical and 

training assistance in security areas; alleviate Turkey’s concerns about 

losing its dominant position in the Black Sea Region to the dominant 

influence of the US; encourage Bulgaria and Romania to start new 

initiatives in the region; contribute to the existing regional security 

structures as participants or observers; maintain good relations with 

Russia and, at the same time, maintain and strengthen US influence by 

developing cooperation across a broad spectrum of issues of common 

interest and mutual concerns. 

The statements from US officials were usually more general and 

cautious. The US Ambassador to Turkey Ross Wilson in his speech  

at ARI Movement’s 9th Annual International Security Conference 

describes the region as «a major body of water that draws together the 

countries around it. But in the recent history, this area has not acted 

like a region at all. Real interaction has been, at times, blocked and 

sometimes it has been an opportunity waiting to happen, but, it has 

always been disappointing and less than it should be. American policy 

toward the region flows from what has been its policy toward Europe 

since the fall of the Berlin Wall: to promote a region that is free, 

prosperous, peaceful, secure and whole»7. There are several other 

statements which are similar in their general content. 

According to Daniel Hamilton, US interests in the Wider Black Sea are 

derivative of four enduring US interests toward Europe itself: 

– The US has an enduring interest in Europe that is hospitable to 

democratic and economic freedom; 

7
Ross Wilson. US Policy in the Black Sea Region (http://www.turkishpolicy.com/ 

dosyalar/files/TPQ2006-2-wilson.pdf). 
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– The US has an interest in the European continent that is at peace 

with itself; 

– The US has an interest in insuring that Europe or significant part 

of it are not dominated by any power or constellation of powers 

hostile to the US; 

– The US has an interest in Europe as a partner with which it could 

work to deal with Transatlantic challenges that no nation can 

tackle alone8.

In 2004, the US Department of Defense decided to devise a Black Sea 

Security strategy. In seeking greater engagement with Black Sea states, 

Washington planned to use military aid as an incentive to encourage 

regional security cooperation. The US European Command in 

consultation with the Office of Secretary of Defense (OSD) and the 

Joint Staff drafted a concept and subsequent plan to implement its 

Black Sea Initiative (BSI) strategy in the region. According to Jennifer 

Moroney «A key facet of this strategy is regional ownership meaning 

that BSI is not meant to be US-led or -executed. The specific 

components of BSI, which included both military and civilian activities, 

are to be led by regional partners»9. The George C. Marshall European 

Center for Security Studies in Germany also started a series of 

conferences on Black Sea Security and Regional Cooperation. The 

Pentagon also supported the Black Sea Border Security Initiative and 

Black Sea Civil Emergency Response Planning. The Defense Threat 

8 See Daniel Hamilton. A Transatlantic Strategy for the Wider Black Sea? «The Wider 

Black Sea Region in the 21st Century: Strategic, Economic and Energy Perspectives». 

Washington, DC, Center for Transatlantic Relations, 2008.  

9
Jennifer D. P. Moroney and Colonel Joe Hogler. Romania’s Role in the Black Sea 

Region. «The DISAM Journal», 2006, P. 32 (http://www.disam.dsca.mil/pubs/Vol%2028 

_3/Moroney.pdf).
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Reduction Agency (DTRA) created its own Black Sea Strategy, holding 

a series of security workshops. The main emphasis of this initiative has 

been on combating terrorism, organized crime and the smuggling of 

weapons of mass destruction. According to DTRA «a Black Sea Program 

would test concepts and mechanisms which could be expanded to 

additional regions, such as the Persian Gulf, South Asia, Central Asia, 

and Northeast Asia»10.

Another less known initiative designed and implemented by the US 

National Defense Intelligence College and Defense Intelligence 

Agency is called the Black Sea and Caspian Sea Symposium which is 

hosted annually in the region. The main goal of this event is to bring 

together heads of defense intelligence of Black Sea countries to 

promote closer cooperation and information sharing. This program has 

taken place in the US, Romania, Bulgaria, Georgia, Ukraine and 

recently in Moldova. However, despite all those initiatives of the 

official Department of Defense the security strategy toward the region 

was never announced.  

BSI repeated the fate of a similar program–Caspian Guard–that was 

launched with great hopes but never was implemented due to the lack of 

attention from high levels of the Pentagon. The reasons are quite 

obvious: first, the US Department of Defense was too preoccupied with 

wars in Iraq and Afghanistan to fully put its weight behind this strategy, 

second,  nobody could figure out where Russia could fit this strategy and 

third, resistance of Turkey,  which already had BLACKSEAFOR and 

Black Sea Harmony in place. 

10  «Review Panel on Future Directions for Defense Threat Reduction Agency Missions 

and Capabilities to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction». Report, March 2008 

(http://www.docstoc.com/docs/29958611/Findings-and-Recommendations-Outline-of-

Final-Report). 
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There were other initiatives that US supported indirectly: GUAM that 

now has permanent headquarters in Kyiv, Ukraine, the Romania-led 

Black Sea for Partnership and Dialogue and the Community of 

Democratic Choice. In 2007 Black Sea Trust was launched. It is 

supported by the US Agency for International Development and other 

donors. At that time it became apparent that the US decided not to have 

a separate strategy toward the region but continue to cooperate with 

countries on bilateral base.  

The Bush Administration counted on integration of Georgia and Ukraine 

into NATO to create a strong presence in the region. The last year of 

the Bush Administration – 2008 – was crucial for the US engagement 

with the region. At the NATO Summit in Bucharest in April 2008, the 

US strongly supported the Membership Action Plan (MAP) status for 

Georgia and Ukraine. However, those efforts were blocked by Germany 

and France. Those countries thought it was too early to give Georgia 

and Ukraine the Membership Action Plan. Also, Russia made it clear 

that NATO and the US were about to cross an important redline. Many 

European countries were worrying about how that could impact on 

their relations with Russia. The summit communiqué, however, stated 

that both countries would be members of NATO, anyway. Steve 

Larrabee from the RAND Corporation noted that the Bucharest Summit 

sent a confusing and ambiguous message. On the one hand, the 

Alliance heads of state postponed a decision about MAP for Georgia 

and Ukraine, on the other – they gave a commitment that was more 

worrying to Moscow than if Georgia and Ukraine had simply received 

MAP11.

11 See Stephen Larrabee. The United States and security in the Black Sea Region. 

«Southeast European and Black Sea Studies», 2009, Vol. 9, Issue 3, P. 306.  
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Another event that changed the regional balance of power was the 

large-scale military attack by Georgia against South Ossetia and the 

following Russian invasion to Georgia. This paper doesn’t deal with 

the details of this conflict. Russia showed that it had important 

strategic interests in the region and was ready to use military force to 

protect them. Basically, Moscow sent a strong and clear message that it 

would not tolerate the US influence in the Black Sea, especially in its 

former republics. The US condemned the Russian invasion but despite 

the hopes of Georgian President Saakashvili, limited the US support 

only to loud statements. The NATO countries didn’t have a common 

view, thus, NATO issued a rather general statement asking Russia to 

move out of the Georgian territory. No matter who was responsible for 

starting this war, the chance of Georgia to receive MAP or to be a 

NATO member became practically zero. That was the situation at the 

end of the Bush Administration. 

Using the famous reset button, the Obama Administration, which 

inherited Afghanistan and Iraq together with the consequence of 

economic crises, made the rapprochement with Russia its foreign 

policy priority. Support to Georgia has continued but it was far from 

the previous level despite the efforts of Georgian diplomats. Mikheil 

Saakashvili visited the US in many occasions.  

Another major development in the region was the election of the new 

Ukrainian president Victor Yanukovich. One of his first steps was his 

decision to allow the Russian Navy to extend its stay in the Crimea 

until 2042. On July 25, 2010 when Russia marks its annual Navy Day, 

Prime Minister Putin visited the Crimea and told Ukrainian and 

Russian sailors that «Ukrainian and Russian sailors will be together, 

just like they were together, like our peoples were together, for many, 

many centuries even in the hardest and most difficult times. They will 
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be together tomorrow too. I particularly thank Ukraine’s leaders for 

this»12. The second step of Victor Yanukovich was to announce that 

Ukraine had no plans to join NATO. Surprisingly enough, the US 

Administration took both of these decisions (which pleased Russia and 

took its worries away) very calmly. Visiting Kiev in July 2010, State 

Secretary Clinton said that the US supported Ukraine’s efforts to 

strengthen its ties with Russia, as long as it did not come at the expense 

of Kiev’s relations with Europe and the US. «Ukraine is a sovereign 

and independent country that has the right to choose its own alliances 

and NATO’s door remains open. But it’s up to Ukraine to decide 

whether or not you wish to pursue that or any other course for your 

own security interests», said Mrs. Clinton13.

This was the first stop in the US State Secretary tour which also 

included visits to Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan. Two days later in 

Azerbaijan, she said Washington was «committed to helping you and your 

fellow citizens build a prosperous, independent, democratic, sovereign 

Azerbaijan»14.

The same message she delivered in Armenia urging the use of peaceful 

means to solve the dispute over Nagorno-Karabakh. And, closing out 

her trip in Georgia, Clinton pledged to «do everything we can to assist 

12 «Putin Promotes Russian Black Sea Fleet On Controversial Ukraine Visit», 24 

July 2010 (http://www.rferl.org/content/Putin_Promotes_Russian_Black_Sea_Fleet_On_ 

Controversial_Ukraine_Visit/2108648.html).

13 See Andrey Volkov. «NATO’s Door Remains Open to Ukraine», Says Clinton. «The 

Epoch Times», 3 July 2010 (http://www.theepochtimes.com/n2/content/view/38470/). 

14 «Travel Diary: Secretary Clinton Meets With Azerbaijani Civil Society and Youth 

Leaders», 4 July 2010 (http://blogs.state.gov/index.php/site/entry/travel_diary_azer 

baijani_civil_society).
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our partners, inside and outside the Georgian Government, as they 

strive to strengthen democratic institutions and processes»15.

With her repeated vows of support, Clinton appeared to be attempting 

what could be called a «readjustment to the reset»  a pledge that the 

US could be friends with Russia without abandoning its smaller allies 

in the region. The message from the US State Department was vague: 

the US has not forgotten those countries, however, no concrete actions 

were mentioned. 

Recently, on June 4 7, 2012, Secretary Hillary Clinton made another 

visit to Armenia, Georgia and Azerbaijan to discuss regional security, 

democracy, economic development and counterterrorism. The language 

of the State Department has not changed for the last two years. 

However, the US Department of Defense continues to strengthen its 

presence in Bulgaria and Romania where, since 2005, the Pentagon 

acquired the use of seven military bases. Japanese magazine «Sentaku» 

published an article in July 2010 dealing with the US military build-up 

in the Black Sea16. Since last year, the US has spent $50 million to 

expand bases to accommodate 1700 troops. The principal facility is the 

Mikhail Kogalniceanu Air Base located in Constanta facing the Black 

Sea. There is nothing new about the US maintaining military bases in 

Romania. It dates back to the beginning of the Iraq war. What is new is 

Washington’s announcement of its intention to use them indefinitely. 

15 «Secretary Clinton's Press Conference with President Saakashvili», 5 July 2010

(http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2010/07/05/secretary_clintons_press_conf_ 

with _president _saakashvili_106202.html).

16 See «Black Sea challenge by U.S. set to keep Russia on edge», 26 July 2010 (http:// 

search.japantimes.co.jp/rss/eo20100726a2.html).
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In May of 2010, a Marine Corps unit centered on a tank battalion was 

dispatched to the Mikhail Kogalniceanu base for the first time. 

In Bulgaria, meanwhile, the US plans to expand bases there to 

accommodate 2500 troops. The core facility is the Bezmer Air Base, 

about 50 km from the southern coast of the Black Sea. When the 

project is complete, the US will have a strategic air base in Bulgaria 

comparable, in scale, to the air bases in Turkey and in Italy. Joint 

American–Bulgarian Air Force drills were conducted in May 2010. It 

is important to note that all these moves represent only the initial step 

Washington has taken to expand its military presence in the Black Sea 

Region. Upon completion of these base expansion projects in 2012, 

two-thirds of the highly mobile Rapid Reaction Corps of the US 

Army in Europe would be concentrated in Romania and Bulgaria. 

Recently the US and Romania signed the Ballistic Missile Defense 

Agreement which entered into force on December 23, 2011. The 

facility will be located in Deveselu Air Force Base near Caracal where 

24 interceptor missiles will be deployed.  

The establishment of US and NATO naval, air and infantry bases and 

interceptor missile installations in the Black Sea states is the prototype 

for expansive and permanent military build-ups in the Eastern Europe 

and into the former Soviet space, which is being replicated in the Baltic 

Sea Region, writes Rick Rozoff from Global Research17.

This military build-up in the Black Sea and potential confrontation with 

Russia makes Turkey a vital player. As Colonel Saffet Akkaya from 

Technical University of Ankara writes, «Turkey has no luxury to 

17 See Rick Rozoff. U.S. And NATO Accelerate Military Build-Up In Black Sea 

Region. «Global Research», 21 May 2010 (http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php? 

context=va&aid=19259).
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attempt any step to deviate from its traditional stable foreign affair 

policies. In this respect, Montreux Convention is one vital factor to 

preserve the interests of coastal states in the Black Sea, and also to 

abstain from being a potential area for any future conflicts in its 

periphery…»18. Although the US has not made its policy towards the 

Black Sea Region public and much of its activity continues to take 

place on the bilateral level, it does have legitimate interests in promoting 

peace and security there. Thus, throughout the years, more than three 

presidential administrations of the US have increasingly recognized the 

value and importance of the Black Sea Region. Special attention has 

been given to broad matters ranging from democracy and institution 

building to hard military issues including the projection of power.  

The projection of power plays a specific role in this regard. The 

ongoing wars, conflicts and tensions in Iraq, Afghanistan and Iran have 

led the US to reevaluate its policies in the region to the extent of 

resetting its relations with the Russian Federation. We see here how 

intervening variables from global politics are able to penetrate regional 

and even state level ones. Nonetheless, at least two factors remain 

stable, the fact that the region’s cultural, political and societal diversity 

continues to complicate cooperation, and, the fact that Turkey, because 

of its rich historical character and its control of the Bosporus Strait, 

will continue to be a key player in the promotion and realization of 

peace and cooperation in the region and far beyond. 

18
Saffet Akkaya. US Military Bases in Romania and Bulgaria and their Possible 

Implications on Regional Security. Ljubljana, 23 January 2009 (http://pdc.ceu.hu/ 

archive/00004960/01/IFIMES_US-military-bases-in-Romania-and-Bulgaria_2009.pdf).  
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REGIONAL SECURITY IN THE SOUTH CAUCASUS: 

FROM DECLARATIONS TO SANCTIONS 

NIKOLAY HOVHANNISYAN, DSc, Professor,  

Corresponding member of NASA, Honored Scientist of Armenia,  

Advisor to the Head, INSS, MOD, RA 

SUMMARY 

After the Cold War declarations became the center of gravity in interna-

tional relations and diplomacy. Though most of them have not been 

transformed into practical actions. Their implementation is not provided 

by relevant political, economic and military resources, reserves and 

concrete practical steps. Therefore, they often remain a piece of paper 

without yielding any tangible results.   

In the context of the arms race unleashed by Azerbaijan and the military 

rhetoric of its leadership the continuation of the declarations’ current 

practice thwarts the stability and security of the South Caucasus. 

The current international system requires new steps for solving the 

conflicts. The only way is to switch from declarations to sanctions 

wisely combining both of them. Sanctions do not necessarily mean use 

of military force: they can be the adoption and implementation of 

military, political, economic, financial, information sanctions by 

international organizations and leading powers. International community 

should stop providing any assistance to the state, which is ready to 

launch a war and poses threat to the regional and international security.
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TURKEY’S GROWING ROLE  

IN THE CENTRAL CAUCASUS 

E. WAYNE MERRY, Senior Fellow for Europe and Eurasia,  

American Foreign Policy Council 

Mr. Chairman, thank you. Let me express my 

appreciation for the invitation to participate 

today, and for the continuing hospitality I have 

received both from your institution and from 

you personally. I speak today entirely in a non-

official capacity.  

Turkey today is the most dynamic factor in the 

Caucasus. Dynamic, both because it is important 

and because that importance is growing. I think it is valid to say that, 

today, nothing in the Caucasus region can be resolved or significantly 

improved without the active participation of Turkey. Therefore, it is 

not an abstract question whether or not Turkey plays a role, the 

question is what kind of a role. For a country like Armenia to engage 

Turkey directly on the issues of the Caucasus, including Karabakh, is 

therefore a matter of making a virtue of a necessity.  

Turkey’s changing role in the Caucasus reflects a broader change in 

Turkey’s overall external relations in the past twenty years. During the 

Cold War, Turkey focused on Europe and on the Transatlantic 

relationship both to counter the Soviet Union and to open new avenues 

for modernization. Since the end of the Cold War, Turkey has altered 

both the orientation and the priorities of its foreign policy to 

concentrate much more on its immediate neighborhood in all the 

directions and has, to a certain extent, disengaged from the previous 

centrality of ties with both Europe and the United States. One of the 
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most important aspects of this new orientation has been an improvement 

in Turkish relations with Russia, which I think is a key factor for 

Turkey’s future role in the Caucasus.  

I think it is obvious, but needs to be said, that in any new conflict over 

Karabakh the Turkish role would be important and perhaps decisive; 

that Turkey would play a passive role is almost unthinkable. Turkey 

borders both countries – Armenia and Azerbaijan; it has important 

relations with Azerbaijan and could not, if only due to domestic 

political considerations, play an entirely standoffish role in such a 

conflict. Turkey’s role could in fact be decisive in a renewed conflict, 

even if that role were not direct or of a military character.  

It is also, in my view, true that Turkey can play a role in the prevention 

of a renewed conflict, and it is on that role that I wish to place 

particular emphasis. In the past decade, Turkey has developed a 

patron–client relationship with Azerbaijan. In some respects, this is 

positive. It has given Baku an external relationship parallel to – not 

identical to, but parallel to – the relationship which Russia has with 

Armenia. An unfortunate aspect of the current international mediation 

effort on the Karabakh problem is that the mediator countries all have 

an intrinsic political bias in favor of Armenia. Turkey has an inherent 

political bias in favor of Azerbaijan, which gives Ankara potential 

influence on policy-making in Baku. Turkey can exert influence on 

Azerbaijan – whether for good or for ill – of a kind that no other 

country can or will.  

However, there is a well-known phenomenon in patron–client 

relationships, that sometimes the «tail wags the dog». This is a 

common problem for great powers. The number of times in which 

clients have wagged the American dog is greater than I even care to 

think. It is therefore very important that, within the formulation of its 
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policy, the government in Ankara be conscious of its own national 

interest and not let itself be excessively influenced by its Azerbaijani 

client. To this end, Turkey needs a greater understanding and 

sophistication of the Karabakh problem so that its interests are served 

rather than letting its interests be abused.  

Today, of course, between Turkey and Armenia there is only what one 

might characterize as a lose-lose relationship. I need not dwell on the 

details. However, I would note that this is neither inevitable nor 

necessarily permanent. In 1987, I took a post in the American Embassy 

in Athens at the time when Turkey and Greece came within a few hours 

of an open war. In the following two years the two governments 

managed to establish a foundation for improving their relations, to the 

extent that, today, a quarter-century later, the Greek–Turkish relationship 

has been transformed almost beyond recognition.  

If one looks at the all-azimuth policy that Turkey has pursued in the 

aftermath of the Cold War, its relations with Greece and with Bulgaria 

demonstrate that the potential for a rapprochement and for a dramatic 

improvement in its relations with Armenia exists. That doesn’t mean 

that it will happen, but the potential certainly exists. In addition, there 

is actually more engagement between the two countries than is 

generally understood, of an economic and human character. The fact 

that regular airline service operates between Istanbul and Yerevan 

comes as a surprise to many outside observers who assume no such 

contacts exist. It is the lack of political relations that is the major 

problem between these two countries, not human relations. One should 

be cautious, however, because relationships can also deteriorate. If one 

looks at the relationship between Turkey and Israel in recent years, one 

can see there is no necessarily positive course for how relations 

between Turkey and Armenia will develop in the future.  
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The bilateral relationship in the Caucasus that is perhaps the most 

important is between Turkey and Russia. These are both regional great 

powers. These are both themselves Caucasian states – Turkey in the 

Southern Caucasus, Russia in the Northern Caucasus. Both countries 

have long-term and active ties with the parties to the Karabakh conflict, 

each as a patron to one of the two contending parties. I think it is very 

fair to say that Russia enjoys a much higher level of knowledge, 

experience, sophistication and understanding of these problems than 

does Turkey. Turkey is still, I would say, relatively low on the learning 

curve of the Karabakh conflict and in other aspects of the Caucasian 

region. I can think of no better way for Turkey to improve its 

understanding than by an active dialogue with Russia.  

It may seem odd that two countries which have historically done so 

much harm to each other should have the potential for partnership, but 

I think that as post-Cold War regional great powers in the Caucasus, 

Turkey and Russia are natural partners – not allies, but natural in their 

mutual shared interests. There will always, of course, be divergences in 

their policies and priorities, but active communication and indeed 

active collaboration between Ankara and Moscow seem to me absolutely 

essential for improving prospects for the maintenance of peace in the 

Central Caucasus.  

Finally, I would note the role of the United States. The only treaty-

based and legally-binding obligation my country has in the Caucasus is 

our alliance with Turkey. All other relationships the United States 

conducts in the region are secondary to that alliance. It is therefore in 

the national interest of the United States that, as Turkey increases its 

role in Caucasian affairs, that role be a positive one for the avoidance 

of renewed armed conflict and for the resolution of outstanding 

disputes. Certainly, the form of patron–client relationship, which 
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existed in the Cold War between the United States and Turkey, is 

relegated to the past and I am happy to leave it there. There will not 

necessarily be agreement between Washington and Ankara on all the  

Caucasian issues, but I think we should welcome an increased Turkish 

role. Turkey’s more active engagement in the Caucasus provides a new 

dynamic factor which can be – but not necessarily will be – positive and, 

from my point of view, something the United States should welcome.  

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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US PRESIDENTIAL ELECTIONS: 

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE SOUTH CAUCASUS SECURITY 

BENIAMIN POGHOSYAN, PhD, Deputy Director, INSS, MOD, RA 

The main foreign policy priority of Obama’s 

second term will be the Asia Pacific Region. 

This notion was entrenched in the US new 

defense strategy published in January 20121

which emphasized the significance of pivot on 

Asia, and was reiterated by Obama’s National 

Security Advisor Tom Donilon days after the 

November 6 elections in his remarks touching 

US Asia policy2. Obama’s first foreign destination 

after reelection was also Asia Pacific with landmark visits to Myanmar 

and Cambodia and participation in East Asia Summit. Meanwhile it 

should be emphasized that pivot on Asia does not mean US exclusion 

from other regions and, particularly, from the Middle East. America 

will continue to be involved in the Middle Eastern geopolitics which 

will have impact also on the South Caucasus. In this regard, for the 

region the most important is the US policy regarding Iranian nuclear 

program, US stance on unfolding Syrian crisis and possible developments 

in the US–Russian relations. 

The Iranian nuclear program and in general the US – Iranian relations 

are among the key priorities of US foreign policy in the Middle East 

1 See «Sustaining U.S. Global Leadership: Priorities for 21st Century Defense», 

January 2012 (http://www.defense.gov/news/defense_strategic_guidance.pdf). 

2 See «Remarks by National Security Advisor Tom Donilon – As Prepared for Delivery», 

15 November 2012 (http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2012/11/15/remarks-

national-security-advisor-tom-donilon-prepared-delivery).
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taking into account both the Iranian involvement in the region as well 

as the impact of this issue on the US – Israel relations. Iran now yields 

tangible influence on Syria, Iraq, Lebanon, Western Afghanistan and 

as was proved during recent developments along Israel–Gaza strip 

border, also on some Palestinian groups. Thus, any efforts toward 

more stable and secure Middle East could not be successful without 

taking into account Iranian views and perceptions. Meanwhile, as it 

was reiterated in the International Atomic Energy Agency Director 

General’s latest report on Iranian nuclear program published on 

November 163, there are still some points which need further 

clarifications and till now the Agency is unable to provide credible 

assurance about the absence of undeclared nuclear materials and 

activities in Iran. 

Obama’s Iranian policy is based on the notion that economic sanctions 

are the best way to persuade Iranian leadership to change its policy on 

nuclear issue and on broader problems concerning Iranian activities in 

the Middle East. The US efforts are aimed at implying the hardest 

possible sanctions in bilateral and multilateral levels especially 

targeting Iranian oil sector through involvement of the EU and other 

Iranian oil importers. The economic hardships in Iran including steep 

devaluation of Iranian currency have proved at least some effectiveness 

of the US policy. The recent report published by the Iranian Intelligence 

Ministry regarding possible military confrontation over Iranian nuclear 

policy and emphasizing the importance of diplomatic solutions can be 

perceived as a harbinger of some changes in the Iranian leadership’s 

3 See «Implementation of the NPT Safeguards Agreement and Relevant Provisions of 

Security Council Resolutions in the Islamic Republic of Iran». Report by the Director 

General. IAEA, 16 November 2012 (http://www.isis-online.org/uploads/isis-reports/ 

documents/Iran_safeguards_report_November_2012.pdf). 
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approach4. As for the South Caucasus the most important thing is the 

Obama Administration confidence that all the problems concerning 

Iran should be and still may be resolved by diplomacy, and the use of 

force is perceived only as the last and less desirable option. This 

approach was reiterated by Obama during both the third presidential 

debate on foreign policy and his first press conference after reelection5.

Obviously, any military action against Iran would dramatically 

exacerbate the security situation in the South Caucasus and may also 

have serious humanitarian implications in case of refugee flow from 

bordering Iranian regions. Taking into account the uncontrolled armed 

race launched by Azerbaijan and its leadership’s bellicose rhetoric with 

almost daily threats to use force against both Armenia and Karabakh, 

hostilities in Iran may trigger Azerbaijani miscalculations on right 

moment to launch military attack on Armenia and/or Karabakh with 

devastating effects for the entire region. 

Armenia has a clear position on Iranian nuclear program issue. Iran has 

the same rights and responsibilities as all other members of non-

proliferation treaty and it is entitled to use peaceful nuclear energy 

simultaneously providing necessary guarantees to international com-

munity. Armenia firmly believes that this issue should be resolved only 

through diplomatic efforts and any military action against Iran will 

have ramifications for the South Caucasus. 

4 See Jason Rezaian. Iranian ministry suggests openness to nuclear talks. «The 

Washington Post», 8 November 2012 (http://www.washingtonpost.com/world/middle_ 

east/iranian-ministry-suggests-openness-to-talks/2012/11/07/dbd0fa18-28f2-11e2-bab2-

eda299503684_story.html). 

5 See «Remarks by the President in a News Conference», 14 November 2012 (http:// 

www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2012/11/14/remarks-president-news-conference).
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Another important issue on US foreign policy agenda which may have 

impact on the South Caucasus security is the unfolding Syrian crisis. 

Obama Administration has circulated three clear messages regarding 

Syria: President Bashar al-Assad should resign, Syrian territorial integrity 

and sovereignty should be respected, future Syrian government should 

be inclusive and democratic6. Obviously current Syrian crisis is not 

confined only within Syria and is a manifestation of broader Shia – 

Sunni competition for the leadership positions in the Middle East. That 

is the main reason behind Sunni Gulf States, as well as Turkey’s 

support for various Syrian opposition groups, as Syrian authorities are 

backed by Iran.  

Meanwhile it should be emphasized that for the South Caucasus and 

especially for Armenia the main concern is increasing terrorist activities 

inside Syria. Various radical Islamist groups, sometimes openly 

connected with Al-Qaida, have penetrated into Syria and are exploiting 

current security vacuum there being involved in indiscriminate killings 

of civilians. The deteriorating security situation in Syria and especially 

increased terrorist activities are reasons for grave concerns among ethnic 

and religious minorities living in Syria for centuries. Evolving situation 

has already compelled some 10.000 Syrian Armenians to leave their 

homes and seek asylum in neighboring countries especially in Lebanon, 

as well as in Armenia. Any further developments aiming at ousting 

minority groups from Syrian political and economic life will only 

deteriorate security situation there and will trigger more violence.   

Armenia is interested in the peaceful resolution of current stalemate 

based on negotiations between various groups. The clear US position 

regarding the mandatory inclusion of all the Syrian groups in any 

6 See «Remarks by Hillary Rodham Clinton». Palais de Nations, Geneva, Switzerland, 

30 June 2012 (http://www.state.gov/secretary/rm/2012/06/194328.htm).
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future political configurations, US demand to respect all the rights of 

ethnic and religious minorities in Syria, as well as American efforts to 

prevent the rise of terrorist activities inside Syria and to thwart the arm 

supplies to the terrorist groups may foster the confidence among 

minorities regarding their future in Syria. As for the Syrian Armenian 

community, they are holding neutral position urging all the sides to 

resolve problems through negotiations. Meanwhile, the Armenian 

community is concerned by rising terrorist activities inside Syria which 

targeted also minorities, among them the Armenians as well.    

Another aspect of US foreign policy with possible impact on the South 

Caucasus is the US–Russian relations. Obama Administration launched 

the US – Russia reset within few months of coming into power in 2009. 

Despite different views regarding the success or the failure of reset, it 

should be stressed that there were some important achievements in 

bilateral contacts in comparison with George W. Bush second term 

which was marked by significant deterioration of the US–Russian 

relations. Among them the new START treaty, Russian membership to 

the World Trade Organization and secure functioning of Northern Transit 

Supply Route for NATO forces in Afghanistan should be mentioned. 

In contrast to the republican candidate Mitt Romney who mentioned 

Russia as a number one geopolitical foe of the US, Obama is stressing 

the importance of keeping right track with Russia7. Obviously the US 

and Russia have serious disagreements over several significant issues 

such as the elaboration of NATO ballistic missile defense system in 

Europe, but nevertheless, Obama Administration is inclined to foster 

cooperation in areas where both states’ interests meet. Pragmatic US – 

Russian relations are beneficial for the South Caucasus as they 

7 See «Transcript and Audio: Third Presidential Debate», 22 October 2012 (http:// 

www.npr.org/2012/10/22/163436694/transcript-3rd-obama-romney-presidential-debate). 
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contribute to the regional stability and do not trigger possible creation 

of dividing lines based on the so-called pro-Russian or pro-Western 

oriented foreign policy of regional states.  

The US–Russian partnership is especially important for Armenia that 

is cultivating balanced foreign policy without any attempts to 

manipulate with great powers’ disagreements. Being one of the most 

active members of the CSTO and having strategic partnership with 

Russia, Armenia continues to deepen its cooperation with Euro-

Atlantic community implementing the third NATO–Armenia Individual 

Partnership Action Plan and being involved in robust negotiations 

with the EU aimed at signing Association Agreement in 2013. 

Another aspect for the US–Russia cooperation in coming years will be 

the efforts to achieve stability in post-2014 Afghanistan. Both Russia and 

the US are interested in thwarting radical Islamists’ attempts to regain 

momentum there. Taking into account geographical vicinity of Central 

Asia, where three from five former Soviet republics are the CSTO 

members, NATO – CSTO cooperation in post-2014 Afghanistan seems 

quite possible. Here Armenia as a founding member of the CSTO and 

active partner of NATO, may play significant role by sharing its 

experience both with the CSTO members and NATO partners. 

Armenia believes that the US–Russia cooperation could also contribute 

to the normalization of the Russian–Georgian relations which will have 

positive impact on the overall security situation of the region. The 

Russian–Georgian relations were among the top issues during Assistant 

Secretary of State Philip Gordon’s visit to Georgia in mid November 

which proves the important role that US may play here8.

8 See «U.S. Envoy discussed Georgia’s new approach to Russia», 17 November 2012 

(http://dfwatch.net/u-s-envoy-discussed-georgias-new-approach-to-russia-76948). 
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And finally I would like to touch upon the US role in the Nagorno- 

Karabakh conflict resolution process. After the June 2011 Kazan 

Summit failure due to last-minute Azerbaijani attempts to make 

significant changes in the draft document the top priority for both 

conflict sides and mediators is the keeping negotiation process alive. It 

should be stressed that the Azerbaijani leadership efforts to change the 

negotiation format, its bellicose rhetoric with daily threats to launch 

hostilities both against Armenia and/or Nagorno-Karabakh and the 

uncontrolled arms race propelled by oil and gas revenue are only 

widening the gap between Azerbaijani and Karabakh societies making 

any compromise-based solution even more difficult task to achieve. 

Armenia continues to believe that resolution of the Karabakh conflict is 

possible only through negotiations within current format of the OSCE 

Minsk Group. In this regard Armenia appreciates the US clear position 

reiterated many times by top US officials including Secretary of State 

Hillary Clinton during her June 2012 visit to the region that Karabakh 

conflict has no military solution and should be settled only through 

negotiations9.

Armenia appreciates also the US position regarding the shameful act of 

glorification of the «axe-killer» Ramil Safarov with clear objective to 

undermine Karabakh negotiation process currently held within the 

scope of Madrid Principles. It should be emphasized that the US was 

the first state which condemned Azerbaijan within hours after Safarov 

pardon by Azerbaijani President and was the only state which made 

clear statement on this case both at the level of President10 and the level 

9 See «Remarks by Hillary Rodham Clinton». Presidential Palace, Yerevan, Armenia, 4 

June 2012 (http://www.state.gov/secretary/rm/2012/06/191781.htm). 

10 See «Statement by NSC Spokesman Tommy Vietor on Azerbaijan’s Decision  

to Pardon Ramil Safarov», 31 August 2012 (http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-
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of State Department11. In this regard it should be added that recent 

Azerbaijani attempts toward political manipulations of international 

society targeted at escalating xenophobia and cultivating anti-Armenian 

sentiment, such as absolutely baseless claims that in 1918 the 

Armenians committed genocide against Jews living in Guba (region 

near Baku) are destroying any base for confidence building between 

two societies.  

Conclusion 

The reelection of President Obama for the second term will intensify 

US pivot into Asia Pacific with more focus on both economic 

engagement through the projects like Trans-Pacific Partnership and on 

military installment with increasing US Navy presence in the region 

and fostering bilateral defense cooperation with states like Japan, 

South Korea, Philippines, Australia. Meanwhile the US will continue 

pursuing active policy in the Middle East especially dealing with the 

Iranian nuclear project and the Syrian crisis, as well as trying to keep 

balanced and cooperation-oriented relations with Russia. The South 

Caucasus as a region is not among US top-priority foreign policy list 

but the US policy toward the Middle East and perspectives of the US – 

Russian relations will influence the geopolitical juncture of the region. 

Foreign policy goals stated by Obama Administration will, in general, 

contribute to the stability and security in the South Caucasus. 

office/2012/08/31/statement-nsc-spokesman-tommy-vietor-azerbaijan-s-decision-

pardon-ramil-). 

11 See «Pardon of Azerbaijani Soldier», 31 August 2012 (http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ 

prs/ps/2012/08/197250.htm). 
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DISCUSSION  

: , -

, , . Please, introduce 

yourself, would you please. 

James Nixey: Good morning, my name is James Nixey, I work for the 

Chatham House. My question is addressed to the Deputy Minister. I’ll 

be as specific as it is possible. You say that the CSTO is the main core 

of the Armenian security. Can I ask you for the top five tendences of 

the Armenian membership of the CSTO, that’s it, thank you. 

Hayk Kotanjian: Is it possible to answer, would you please? 

Ashot Hovakimyan: So, I told that the CSTO and Armenia–Russia 

mutual cooperation are one of the main pillars of the Armenian 

security. We want to have five priorities. I can not just make it which is 

more important, but of course, to be a member of the important Security 

Treaty Organization by itself is already critical, because Armenia is a 

small country and being together with other countries in the same 

military political alliance is a means of protecting and providing the 

security for Armenia. The second thing is that in the framework of the 

CSTO there are a number of different agreements in the different 

spheres. But these countries together have different programs, I mean, 

including the fight against terrorism, and different military threats. We 

have recently created the common reaction policies. We are working 

together in the CSTO framework against the narcotrafficking, there is a 

very important cooperation named «Channel» or «Canal», which is very 

workable. We are trying to support each other in different international 
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organizations. It is also very important that in the framework of the 

Organization the real military cooperation is developing and there are 

different possibilities of the exchange of equipment, different possibilities 

to modernize the Armed Forces, modernization and reformation of the 

Armed Forces are also very important.  

Hayk Kotanjian: Thank you, I can add also cooperation in the fields of 

military professional education, as well as military-technical issues. 

Thank you. What other questions? 

Neil Macfarlane: Thank you, Chairman, my name is Neil Macfarlane. I 

am working in the Oxford University and also in Tbilisi State University. 

My question is also to the Deputy Minister. It’s a specific question. I 

noted in your statement that in the Armenian view the status quo ante is 

not relevant in all the negotiations on Karabakh because of the mis-

establishment of the USSR. I was wondering if you tell the same 

principle about Abkhazia and South Ossetia. Thank you. 

Ashot Hovakimyan: Thank you, I can answer as we have the usual 

answer on this issue. We cannot be very expressive on the recognition 

of the status of the other non-recognized entities like Kosovo, Abkhazia 

or South Ossetia, first, because Armenia itself haven’t recognized the 

Nagorno-Karabakh Republic, and second, we think that every conflict 

has its own history, with its own very specific roots, and it’s not very, 

let’s say, odd that Armenia does not put different conflicts in the one 

basket. So, this is the Armenian position. We all have positions on this 

specific conflict, we are ready that the other conflicts will be discussed 

in the agreed formats, which were established for the very specific 

conflicts and this specific conflict that you’ve asked, there is an agreed 

format, which means Geneva discussions and all the discussions, and 

all the concentrations, all the elaborations should be in that agreed 

format. Thank you. 
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Hayk Kotanjian: Thank you, Doctor Hovakimyan, for professional and 

candid answer. , ? , -

.

: , .

. : « , ,

?», .

Wayne Merry: Thank you for the question. So, I think it would 

probably be more appropriate for addressing the question to our Turkish 

colleague here present, who is in the better position both of knowledge 

and authority, my all respectful reaction would be that Turkey wants a 

peacefull Caucasus on its Eastern border. At last twenty years Turkey 

has experienced through the very positive way the problems of having 

conflict first in Iraq and now in Syria. I can see nothing more than a top 

priority for the Turkish Republic seeking to avoid a new conflict. 

Turkey has engaged in the normalization of its relations with the 

number of other countries which previously had difficulties in external 

relations, countries like Greece, Bulgaria, Romania and Russia. I will 

think that the objectives of the Turkish policy would be to repeat that 

type of experience in the Caucasus. Turkey today is an important 

participant in decisions and it is therefore very important that Turkish 

policy be sophisticated, well informed, carefully coordinated with other 

regional players and therefore there may be positive competition. As I 

said in my comments, in case of the conflict over Karabakh Turkey will 

inheritively play a role even if not directly of a military nature, but I 

would like to hope that Turkey’s increasing role in this area would be 

conflict-preventive, thank you.    
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Hayk Kotanjian: Thank you, estimable professor Aydin, as this question 

was passed to you also is it possible to keep a floor on this question, 

would you please? 

Mustafa Aydin: Exactly, the answer was quite sufficient, I think, that I 

could add, what kind of Caucasus Turkey would like to see. That’s my 

opinion of Turkish foreign policy. I am sure Turkey would like to see a 

liberal Caucasus economically, meaning that Turkey could trade with 

the Caucasian countries including all the territories. Turkey would like 

to see democratic Caucasus coming from the understanding that this 

kind of countries could talk to each other much better. Turkey would 

like to see westernized Caucasus as much as Turkey westernizes, 

peaceful status quo power is much correct for Turkey. How could 

Turkey go about it? Of course, one of the challenges is Turkish–

Armenian relations and much more important may be the relations 

within Turkey–Armenia–Azerbaijan triangle. It’s not easy, it’s not 

preferred by the Government and by the people in Turkey to have this 

triangle relationship. I am one of those to argue for coupling of the 

relationship. Understanding in Turkey seems not possible, it’s difficult. 

Turkey’s relationship with Azerbaijan is becoming much more 

strategically deeper than simple relationship and so it’s affecting on 

decision making in Turkey. Under the current conditions, I am afraid 

and I am really sorry to say that the Caucasus is loosing its place in the 

priorities of Turkey. When people are talking, thinking about the 

politics and foreign policy in Turkey today, they would definitely think 

about the Middle East. There is a civil war in Syria, there is a possibility 

of a big war definitely, we have to prevent Israel attacking Iran, we have 

to prevent the United States attacking Iran, we have to prevent Iran to 

create conflicting region, so this is really taking too much time of 

Turkey and no other international issues are able to make a top twenty 

list in the Turkish political speaking at the moment and the Caucasus 
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seems now too peaceful for Turkey. We are too much occupied now 

with the domestic issues in Turkey, therefore we prefer kind of quiet 

Caucasus at the moment. 

Neil Macfarlane: I have a question for Doctor Poghosyan. his is, 

perhaps, a sensitive question, but we are friends, so it is often maintained 

that lobbyists and interest groups have less interest over presidencies 

and administrations during the President’s second term in office 

because he or she does not need to worry for reelection. In this context 

I was wondering what the impact of this election would be on the 

political influence of the Armenian  lobby in the United States. 

Beniamin Poghosyan: Thank you for the question. As for the Armenian 

lobby organizations, definitely they have some influence in the United 

States, mainly with legislative bodies in the Congress, but also they 

have some relations with State Department and White House. Regarding 

the issues prioritized by the Armenian community, they are: first, 

Genocide Recognition by the US, also the US policy in the South 

Caucasus, the US views on Karabakh issue, the US support for 

Armenia. I believe these issues are not directly intersecting the US 

domestic policy, so I believe that Armenian lobby organizations will 

continue to pursue their strategy trying to deliver their messages to the 

US Administration and trying to influence as much as possible on the 

US Administration’s policy regardless the first or second term of the 

Presidency. Thank you. 

Hayk Kotanjian: You’re welcome to make comments. Yes, professor 

Hovhannisyan from Yerevan State University, please.
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ALTERNATIVES FOR THE NAGORNO-KARABAKH 

CONFLICT RESOLUTION IN THE CONTEXT  

OF REGIONAL SECURITY DYNAMICS  

IN THE SOUTH CAUCASUS 

VLADIMIR KAZIMIROV, Chairman of the RF Foreign Ministry's Council  

of Veterans, Head of the Russian mediation mission (from 1992 to 1996),  

Ambassador-at-Large and Plenipotentiary Representative of the President  

of the Russian Federation to the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict resolution 

process, Former Co-Chairman of the OSCE Minsk group representing Russia, 

Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 

SUMMARY

In the context of regional geopolitics the rising tension along the 

Armenian Azerbaijani line of contact has a negative impact on the 

regional security dynamics in the South Caucasus. The resolution of the 

Nagorno-Karabakh conflict is perceived as a pillar of regional security 

and stability in the South Caucasus.  

One of the main reasons undermining the peace process in the 

Karabakh conflict is the deep mutual mistrust, exacerbated by the 

possibility of resumption of hostilities. The elimination of the threat of 

military revenge by Azerbaijan in Nagorno-Karabakh conflict will 

serve as a powerful incentive to move to a more realistic peace talks.  

Minsk Group Co-Chair states should press harder on the side of 

conflict, which overtly states its intention to choose military solution. 

The emphasis should be on the unacceptability of the war. Russia, the 

US and France should implement a peace enforcement course through 

the use of «soft power» thus preventing the new hostilities. 
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TURKEY’S GEOSTRATEGY AND THE SOUTH CAUCASUS 

RUBEN SAFRASTYAN, DSc, Director, Institute of Oriental Studies, 

National Academy of Sciences 

SUMMARY

The geopolitical thought of Turkey and the ideology of the ruling 

moderate Islamist «Justice and Development Party» have their impact 

on Turkey’s geostrategy in the South Caucasus.  

After the collapse of the Soviet Union Turkey began to develop a new 

geopolitical vision, the core pillar of which is the interpretation of 

Turkey’s geopolitical posture as «central power», which not only 

resists external pressure, but also has the potential to expand its sphere 

of influence. This vision was further developed by professor and 

incumbent Turkish Minister of Foreign Affairs Ahmet Davuto lu’s 

theory of «strategic depth», which includes the ensuring of Turkey’s 

leading role in the areas which were part of the Ottoman Empire. The 

other pillar of Davuto lu’s theory is the notion of strengthening 

Turkey’s influence in the Islamic World. 

In this context the South Caucasus plays significant role in the Turkey's 

geostrategy. Changing priorities of the regional policy of Turkey and 

the strengthening of Russia's position in the region after the armed 

conflict with Georgia in 2008 have led to certain adjustments in Ankara's 

policy towards the South Caucasus. These developments mark the 

beginning of a new stage in the history of the geopolitical confrontation 

of Turkey and Russia in the region. 
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ISRAEL AND THE SOUTH CAUCASUS  

REGIONAL SECURITY 

BARUCH BEN NERIAH, Ambassador Extraordinary  

and Plenipotentiary, former Ambassador of Israel 

 to Armenia and Georgia, Lecturer, International Relations,  

Russian and Soviet Military History, Jerusalem University 

Ladies and gentlemen, colleagues  

First of all, let me express my deep gratitude to 

the organizers of this Conference, the Institute 

for National Strategic Studies of Armenia, and 

especially the Head of the Institute, honorable Dr. 

Hayk Kotanjian for inviting me to this important 

and stimulating event. 

As Israel’s first Ambassador to Armenia and Georgia, Armenia grew 

close to my heart and I always visit here with great pleasure and 

delight. I am glad to have this unique opportunity to share with you 

some of my personal thoughts, views and ideas about one of the most 

interesting regions in the world. 

The years I had served in the South Caucasus were an extraordinary 

cultural, intellectual and diplomatic experience which left a great 

impression on me which has lasted to this very day. Moreover many of 

the dramatic events and turmoil, which took place between states, 

peoples and ethnic groups of this region, reminded me a lot of the 

region I come from, the Middle East and Israel.  

Like these areas, which have occupied the global and regional agenda 

for many years with all around it boiling peoples and societies, that are 
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going through seismic changes, it is not yet clear when these ones 

would come to an end, and give way to stability and calm. The two 

areas, the South Caucasus and the Middle East  there is no need to look 

at a geographic map for it  became two geopolitically, economically 

and strategically strongly related regions. Not even two decades ago 

many Israelis had only superficial acquaintance with the Caucasus 

countries and thought of them as of a distant land that lies beyond the 

Caucasus mountains, Terra Incognita.  

With the collapse of the Soviet Union, Israel discovered a new boiling, 

mostly unknown world full of contradictions, which started to create its 

national and political independence via complex struggles and a search 

for a political and economic formula to develop each state of the South 

Caucasus and bring them to the same line with the countries with 

democratic political systems.  

By the end of the 1990’s the South Caucasus states didn’t occupy the 

high priority of the Israeli foreign policy. The central Israeli Foreign 

Office (FO) activity was directed mainly towards Europe and the US, 

over other parts of the world. As for the new states of the South 

Caucasus, several reasons contributed to the relative lack of the focus. 

First, the unstable internal situation in the countries that were in the 

complicated process of national and political changes involving harsh 

power struggles and armed conflicts in and between the countries. 

Some of these struggles still exist, though in a dormant mode. Second, 

the unclear economic potential of these states and Israel’s uncertainty 

in its ability to fully develop its relations with the states of the region. 

But at the beginning of the 2000s Israel’s FO altered its policy in a 

multi-vectored direction.  

One example of this was the establishment of new departments and 

sections dealing with the South Caucasus and Central Asia that became 
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important for Israel. The profound geopolitical, strategic and domestic 

political changes, that took place in the South Caucasus and the Middle 

East, especially after 9/11, caused changes in Israeli policy and Israel’s 

position towards the South Caucasus and other countries in its vicinity, 

one of those is Iran which holds on to the extreme and hostile anti-

Israeli, anti-American and anti-Western ideological strategic perception 

and through the development of nuclear weapons poses one of the most 

severe strategic threats to Israel and aspires to destroy Israel as it has 

declared more than once.  

Due to these threats to Israel’s security there is a great importance for 

Israel to preserve friendly relations with all the countries of the area. 

One of the goals of the Israeli FO is to have the so-called «envelope» 

Iran, meaning constructing reciprocal relations with the countries of the 

regions and primarily with the countries of the South Caucasus.  

Another feature of the political change in the Middle East and 

surrounding areas is the new Government in Turkey acting from 2002. 

The Turkish Government recently adopted a relatively criticizing 

approach towards Israel which has become a strong component of 

Turkey’s new foreign policy, especially after the 2010 Flotilla Crisis.   

At the same time the rift in the relations between Turkey, the US and 

the EU has grown deeper. Partially owing to the cooling of the 

relations and the crisis that broke between Israel and Turkey the 

status of the South Caucasus was elevated considerably. But it seems 

that the Israeli Turkish crisis appears to be temporary  since serious 

efforts are made to end it and to open a new chapter in the relations 

between the two countries. The tradition of close and cooperative 

relations between Turkey and Israel brings both countries to look for 

a solution and to end the crisis.  
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Several reasons contribute to the increase of importance of the South 

Caucasus for Israel:  

1. The geographic location of these countries between Central Asia 

and Europe, in proximity to the Middle East.   

2. The energy sources and transportation of energy from Azerbaijan 

and the Caspian Sea area and beyond, and the energy pipelines crossing 

Georgia to the terminal at Ceyhan in the south of Turkey.  

3. In addition to Azerbaijan, moderate Muslim countries beyond the 

Caspian Sea, such as Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan and others that have 

excellent relations with Israel. 

4. Israel has advanced economic and technological abilities useful to  

the  states mentioned above. Israel does not pose any threat and has no 

involvement in the problems of the region. Israel’s well-known 

experience in high technology, security systems and economy in fields 

required by the South Caucasus states include for example protecting 

and securing the border, fighting smuggling and drug trafficking and 

special security activity against extremist Islamic terrorism.  

Israel is widely known for its experience in economic development, 

media, agriculture and high tech industries, and in different forms of 

aid the country provides it to the countries in the region and other 

countries on the globe.  

The importance of the South Caucasus states to Israel differs for each 

state, because of their unique national characteristics. Among the three 

countries, Azerbaijan is the leader and has the strongest connections 

with Israel, in terms of energy supplies, economy, communication, 

security and agriculture.  
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The importance of Azerbaijan as a leader of the relations with Israel 

among the Caucasus states, is the fact that it is a Muslim moderate 

country and despite its interests in the Muslim world, the Azerbaijani 

ties with Israel are acute because of its strategic defensive and 

geopolitical importance and the existence of bilateral relations that 

allow both countries to derive mutual benefit.  

The cooperation between Israel and Azerbaijan causes some tension 

between Armenia and Israel due to the ongoing conflict in Nagorno-

Karabakh (NK) but the issue must be viewed in a wider geopolitical 

and strategic background  taking into consideration Iran’s threats 

towards Israel, and the continued conflict between Iran and the West 

and the US and, especially, considering the development of the nuclear 

weapons by Iran.  

Azerbaijan’s sensitivity towards Israeli presence in Armenia often 

comes to filing complaints to the FO in Jerusalem. Recent causes for 

complaint include a group of women from Israel that had a group SUV 

trip last summer in Armenia, and also reached NK, and a group of 

international observers in the elections, among them Israelis, that 

arrived in NK last summer and observed the elections for president in 

the region. 

When discussing the issue of relations between Azerbaijan and Israel it 

must be noted that the recent growth of the production of oil and gas 

from the Caspian Sea area and Central Asia changes the entire Eurasian 

energy map, and has opened significant opportunities for safer oil 

supply sources for Israel. Israel’s energy source situation is unique, 

since it imports almost all its oil and gas consumption but cannot expand 

its importation from its energy-rich Arabic neighbors without creating 

strategic vulnerability.  
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With the recent social and political changes taking place in Arabic 

countries (the Arab Spring), Israel’s supply of gas from Egypt suffered 

many difficulties, and as a result Israel is forced to diversify both the 

geography of its energy suppliers and the type of oil it consumes. The 

oil and gas from Euro-Asia can play a major role in the new energy 

supply. There is an especially high significance to operating the 

Southern corridor – an energy production line incorporating 3 key 

countries in production and delivering energy: Azerbaijan, Georgia and 

Turkey or the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan (BTC) pipeline. The Southern 

Corridor project gives Israel the opportunity to eventually benefit from 

the oil and gas systems supplying the energy needs of Europe and the 

world via the Mediterranean.  

It is in Israel’s interest that the supplied energy will be delivered in a 

reliable and safe manner. Another challenge Israel is facing is to 

properly judge which of the pipelines (competing projects) is the more 

essential one, geopolitically and economically.  

Israel’s interest in the Southern Corridor has to do with the proximity 

and the state of political risk in the region, since these risks have been 

particularly high in the past few years due to simmering in the region the 

following: a. the military clash between Russia and Georgia in 2008 

over Abkhazia and South Ossetia regions recognized by Moscow as 

republics after this war. b. The ongoing confrontation between Armenia 

and Azerbaijan over NK, and the Armenian takeover of other Azeri 

territories, and c. The spread of Islamic fundamentalism in Azerbaijan 

and the North Caucasus.  

Let me shortly discuss the fundamentals of Israel’s relations with states 

of the South Caucasus formed in recent years. 
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Israel and Azerbaijan 

As mentioned before, Azerbaijan is one of Israel’s most important allies 

in the Muslim world, especially in the reality following the relations of 

Israel and Turkey and the political and regional changes raging in the 

Middle East.

Some of the noticeable aspects of the social and political upheavals in 

Arab states is the overthrowing of the secular centralist regimes, the 

radicalization of Arabic societies and the wide spread Islamization of 

these nations. As far as I understand, the Azerbaijani government 

attempts to lead a cautious independent foreign policy but has to regard 

its regional neighbors, Russia, Turkey and Iran. The Israeli diplomacy 

is sympathetic to Azerbaijan’s political complexities. Israeli relations 

with Azerbaijan are going to positive directions and this is expressed 

not only in trade of energy and industrial products but also related to 

cooperation in trade and economy and in the national security and the 

security technologies.  

The political problems between Israel and Turkey bring Azerbaijan to 

take a cautious position and avoid any unilateral political complica-

tions. The formal Azeri media refrains from using anti-Israeli language 

that is sometimes common in other Muslim countries. 

At the center of Azerbaijani Israeli cooperation lie their problematic 

relations with Iran. Israel has reasons for distrusting the Islamic 

republic: Iranian leaders to current president Ahmadinejad all called for 

Israel’s destruction. Azerbaijan has more complicated relations with 

Iran. On the one hand, Azerbaijan shares historic ties and religious 

bond with predominantly Shiite Iran. Far more ethnic Azeris live in 

Iran than in Azerbaijan. But the relations between Baku and Tehran are 

under constant political regional tension.  
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Israel and Georgia  

Georgia was one of Israel’s first partners in the post-Soviet space and 

the ties grew especially strong following the Rose Revolution in 2003. 

One of the indications of the strengthening of the relations was the 

economical and defense technological cooperation in the 2000s. The 

peak of these relations was at the years of 2007 and first half of 2008 

when economic plans between the states were put into action and Israeli 

businessmen started to invest in land, properties and construction on a 

vast scale and got involved in building oil and gas pipelines and in 

other branches of economy. Israel was trading with Georgia with 

defense technology but all these transactions were in keeping with the 

general practiced treaties and regulations similar to parallel technologic 

deals conducted with other countries.  

Since Israel wishes to preserve good relations with Russia and Georgia 

it took a neutral stand about the Georgian–Russian conflict and avoided 

giving any public support to either of the countries. Moreover, during 

the talks between the heads of the Israeli FO and the Russian Minister 

of Defense it was agreed by both sides that in order to preserve the 

power balance Israel will not supply a certain types of defense technology 

to Georgia and Israel similarly expected Russia to hold off supplying a 

variety of models of weapon to Syria, Iran and other countries posing 

threat to Israel, which can change the power balance in the Middle East.  

After the August 2008 war, relations between Israel and Georgia were 

drastically cut down. Israeli investments in Georgia stopped and 

defensive and security technology was in affect put on hold. It should 

be noted that the eruption of violence between Georgia and Russia took 

by surprise not only Israel but many countries as well, including the 

US. The security and defensive technology relations and collaboration 
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between Israel and Georgia were done via business companies 

exporting their knowledge and technology to many countries in the 

world on a commercial basis like many other firms for defense export 

and trade in the world. Another reason for cooling of the relation was 

the arrest and incarceration of the two Israeli businessmen to whom the 

Georgian Government owed enormous amount of 100 million dollars 

according to the International Arbitrary Court decision. Israel’s heads 

of state appeals to Georgia’s president to release them were turned 

down and the tension augmented more. The pardon eventually given to 

the two after serving one and a half out of six years they were 

sentenced to, points to the mistake in the judgment of the Government 

of Georgia. Georgia’s attempt to right the wrong and fix the 

deteriorated relations shows that the rebuilding of the relations still 

continues and a new chapter has been opened in the relations between 

the two countries.  

With the switching of the Government in the Georgian Parliament 

elections in last October, it seems that the relations are set to continue 

in the bilateral, economic, commercial and touristic planes because of 

the great potential for this activity.  

Israel and Armenia  

It seems that the bilateral relations between Israel and Azerbaijan could 

not step up the bilateral relations between Israel and Armenia to the 

degree which both states wish to achieve. Azerbaijan reacts with 

objection if Israel shows intent of developing its relations with 

Armenia. Israel would like to solve the NK dispute while using politics 

and diplomacy and in favor of direct negotiations and agreements 

which will be based upon the conclusions of the Minsk Group for NK. 

Israel supports territorial integrity of Azerbaijan just as it supports the 

territorial integrity of Georgia, but would like to suggest to reach these 
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goals without forcing the solution on either side. This position of Israel 

is based upon its own experience with the Israeli–Palestinian Conflict.  

The diplomatic relations between Israel and Armenia were established 

in April 1992, and in November 1993 Yours truly delivered his credentials 

to the Vice President of Armenia serving as the Israeli Ambassador to 

Armenia and Georgia. Although in 1994 there was a visit of the 

Armenian Minister of Foreign Affairs Papazian to Israel, I regret to say 

that the mutual economic cooperation and a number of business trades 

was few in number and the relations between the two states never 

developed to the desired level, especially in light of their diverse 

economical potential.  

Negotiations between the delegates of the FO which took place in 

Yerevan in May of 1999, indicated the will of both sides to deepen 

the extent of relations and cooperation. These negotiations caused 

objections from Turkey and Iran, but the first ever visit of an 

Armenian President to Israel took place in September 2000. These 

relations ceased after the event of the Al-Aqsa Intifada, September 

2000. Later on the relations between Armenia and Israel became more 

active through the work at joint committees in the UN and through 

relations at the governmental levels.  

Thanks to the Armenian initiative the relations between states peaked 

during 2005 when in May a large Armenian delegation, with more than 

80 members came to visit Israel, among them ministers, businessmen, 

the Patriarch Garegin II and high-level diplomats. In light of this visit’s 

outcomes the Patriarch-Catholicos declared «a new era in the relations 

between the Armenians and Jews».  

One of the most important issues in the relations between Armenia and 

Israel is the agenda of the formal recognition of the Armenian Geno-
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cide during the WW I. In Israel there were always lots of groups which 

demanded Israel to take a formal recognition. Recently this issue was 

brought up again on the agenda of the Israeli Knesset, but they are yet 

to reach a decision concerning this sad and tragic event. This subject 

was also brought to light by Israeli public and media, with people 

taking sides on the debate of whether Israel should recognize the 

Armenian Genocide as means of punishing Turkey for its anti-Israeli 

declarations but no serious Israeli politician or public figure supported 

these views, thus, this issue did not develop any further.  

It is important to say that the decision of whether to recognize the 

Armenian Genocide or not is a very serious issue in the history and 

present of both nations, than to try and leverage this subject for a 

temporary political gain. Today I feel that there is a certain awakening 

of bilateral relations between both sides, while Israel is acting carefully 

not to irritate her Azerbaijani partner. It seems that Armenia has also 

different takes on the subject of future relations with Israel and because 

of some opposition of several Arab and other states who would rather not 

to see a strengthening of relations between Armenia and Israel.  

One cannot talk about security issues in the South Caucasus, without 

addressing the unresolved subject of the NK conflict. The Armenian 

side demands a reinvestigation for the process of separation from 

Armenia, and also demands the right for self-determination for the NK 

region’s population. The Azerbaijani side insists on keeping the 

integrity of the country and annexation of NK to Azerbaijan along with 

the territories taken by Armenia in the 1990s. Despite their similarities 

you cannot compare this conflict to the Middle East conflict due to its 

complexity and historic background. To a large extent, the establishment 

of an Independent Palestinian State has already been agreed upon 

through the agreements signed between Israel and the Palestinian 
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authority and the International recognition of the Palestinian right for 

self-determination.  

What stands between the Palestinians and their states are issues of the 

arrangements of future borders between the two states and the issues of 

Israel’s need to defend itself against the Islamic terror which operated 

in this region. The NK dispute does not qualify for these parameters 

because in its core it is an ethnopolitical conflict and because the debate 

over NK independence does not take place in the international community.  

The solution for this ethnic conflict about the borders of the states of 

the South Caucasus can mainly be reached through negotiations and 

political agreements mediated by international organizations which will 

bring all the sides to an agreement and while these terms might not 

satisfy completely they are much better than the alternative. As we like 

to quote former US President Jimmy Carter in our war-saturated zone 

«a cold peace is better than a hot war». In order to reach the settlement 

and solution that will bring a reasonable coexistence for this area, the 

leaders of all the sides must realize that they have to renounce some of 

their demands and dreams and that no agreement can be reached 

otherwise.  

In order to do so they must abandon sometimes the misleading view 

that it is possible to defeat your rivals and make them surrender as was 

prevalent in the 19th and 20th centuries wars. It seems that in the second 

decade of the 21st century you can no longer force the enemy to accept 

your terms or subdue him using your economical or military superiority. 

The best evidence for this is the US, an economic and military super-

power which is yet unable to use its powers in order to overcome its lesser 

and unorganized rivals and instead it uses a strategy of low-intensity 

conflict while trying to convince the world and the inflicted regions in 

its moral righteousness and not just trying to win by brute power.  
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In conclusion, I have not addressed all the issues and subjects I could 

have talked about, nevertheless I would like to emphasize once again 

several aspects which concern Israel’s position towards the South 

Caucasus states and furthermore to the whole post-Soviet area:  

Israel has a special interest in developing and maintaining high-level 

relations with all new post-Soviet states. Israel has a special interest in 

the stability and economical and national development of the region’s 

new states. Also Israel has interest in sharing its experience in countries 

of this region and would be glad to assist in the areas of which Israel 

has achieved tremendous accomplishments; economy, technology, com-

munications, science, agriculture, cultural and all other aspects of today’s 

global environment. Israel has much interest to reduce the activities of the 

radical ideologies which strive against Israel and also strive against the 

new democratic regimes which rose in the post-Soviet area and the 

South Caucasus States. Israel views the South Caucasus states with 

critical importance for its own development and existence in a problematic 

and complex region and sees the developing and stabilizing the South 

Caucasus states as its partners and allies.  
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DEVELOPMENTS IN THE ARAB WORLD  

AND THEIR IMPACT ON ARMENIA 

DAVID HOVHANNISYAN, PhD, Ambassador Extraordinary  

and Plenipotentiary, Director of the Center for Civilization  

and Cultural Studies at Yerevan State University

SUMMARY

The current crisis in the Arab world unfolded since 2011 (particularly 

in Tunisia, Libya, Egypt, Yemen, Bahrain, Syria) has widely been 

perceived as a watershed event, which is changing the geopolitical 

landscape of the region. These developments are of great importance 

for the entire megaregion, which includes Armenia.  

Armenia has already experienced the direct impact of the Syrian crisis. 

Facing serious social economic problems, Armenia has to accommo-

date thousand refugees who have lost all their properties in Syria. 

Geopolitical changes that now underway in the Arab world have a 

potential to influence regional security dynamics in the South Caucasus. 

In the context of rising tensions in Armenian Azerbaijani relations and 

repeated subversions by Azerbaijani military in the line of contact, it 

should be emphasized that Russia and Turkey working together can 

restrain both Armenia and Azerbaijan from renewed war and compel 

them to start real negotiations. Meanwhile, Turkey–seeking a leading 

role in the Middle East–is so bogged down on its southern frontier that 

it pays inadequate attention to the looming danger in the east. 
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CHANGES IN SECURITY SYSTEM:  

THE SOUTH CAUCASUS AT THE CROSSROADS 

GAYANE NOVIKOVA, PhD, Director of the Center for Strategic Analysis 

(Yerevan), Visiting Fellow at the Davis Center for Russian and Eurasian 

Studies, Harvard University 

SUMMARY

Here are the main external factors that influence the security system of 

the South Caucasus:  

Russia has strengthened its military presence in the South Caucasus

and continues to expand its economic presence.  

The level of confrontation between Russia and the United States 

because of problems of post-Soviet space has been reduced. 

The European Union, despite serious problems, tries to deepen relations 

with Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia. The Euro-Atlantic institutions 

openly avoid to directly be involved in the problems of Abkhazia, 

South Ossetia and Nagorno-Karabakh. 

Turkey remains one of the key actors in the region and strengthens its 

positions through the active involvement of Georgia and Azerbaijan in 

its economic and military projects. 

There is a trend to greater militarization of the South Caucasus, where 

unresolved conflicts contribute to the arms race. But as the field of 

maneuver of each regional actors is limited, internal dynamics can not 

lead to global changes in the security system of the South Caucasus. 

The current military-political balance and participation of all the 

regional actors in different security alliances can be seen as a factor of 

deterrence for starting another South Caucasus war. In this context, 

almost all the parties are interested in preserving the status quo.
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THE US – ARMENIA «SMART POWER» COOPERATION: 

DEEP EDUCATIONAL REFORMS

AS A STRATEGIC FACTOR  

FOR FACILITATING REGIONAL SECURITY 

HAYK KOTANJIAN, Major General, DSc (RF), Distinguished 

Visiting Fellow (NDU, US), Counterterrorism Fellow (NDU, US), 

Head, INSS, MOD, RA, Full Member of the Academy of Military 

Sciences, Russian Federation  

Dear Colleagues, 

I have the honor to make known to the Forum 

participants that Defense Security Reforms in 

Armenia launched in 2005 during the following 

years of purposeful hard work have become a 

factor of strategic contribution to the Regional 

Security and stability in the South Caucasus. 

The compatibility of the Armenian Defense 

Security thinking with the «smart power» 

approach of our partners is the «lessons learned» oriented key strategic 

and system-organizing axis around which the defense education reforms 

system and beyond is forming. In this dimension, scholarly preparing 

the new generations of defense security policymakers at the national 

level of the interagency scope is the way ahead for gaining smart 

power. This strategic smart power oriented approach of overall reforms 

in the Armenian defense security sector brings both more credibility 

and accountability into the Armenian Armed Forces and the National 

Security System as a whole. Within this broad perception of the «smart 

power» concept we understand that defense education reforms have to 
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reflect dynamically also the growing intensity of the introduction of 

new sophisticated armed systems.  

Armenia in the past 10 years has smoothly turned his defense security 

thinking – through comparative analysis and innovative decision making 

– into a goal oriented approach synthesizing both soft and hard security 

dimensions within the one holistic «smart power» oriented defense 

security policymaking system. The other important dimension of these 

improvements is the gradual transition from an obsolete «apparatchik»-

Stalinist style military governance of the Ministry of Defense to the 

modern leadership and management culture with redistribution of powers 

between defense-policy institutions and military bodies, and delegation 

of powers and duties to the bottom tiers. 

EARLY STAGE OF ARMENIA’S DEFENSE EDUCATION SECTOR 

DEVELOPMENT

Drafting the main design of the Armenian Regular Army in parallel 

with establishing Armenian independent statehood became a challenge 

that needed to be addressed precisely. For me it was a matter of great 

responsibility and commitment to be ordered by the leadership of the 

newly born Ministry of Defense to develop the «Basics of Military 

Policy of the Republic of Armenia» published in 1992 as the first 

military-political national document of doctrinal content and strategic 

caliber of Independent Armenia1. This document became the initial 

framework essential to developing the national defense education policy.

1 See Hayk S. Kotanjian. Basics of Military Policy of the Republic of Armenia: 

Military-Political Aspect of National Security (in Armenian). Military Policy 

Department, MOD, Armenia. Yerevan, 1992. « .

». . ., 

2010, . 486 – 556. 
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Meanwhile, the Armenian leadership was well aware of the importance 

of defense education in the overall process of building the Armed 

Forces. The Ministry of Defense launched the process of establishing 

defense education institutions in 1994; first two junior officers’ 

military schools for Army and Air Force were established in June and 

September 19942. Simultaneously, the Ministry also established a 

special military high school with the core mission of preparing the 

younger generation for future service in the Armed Forces. 

The Russian – Armenian cooperation in defense education field was 

based on the 1997 agreement on Friendship and Mutual Assistance3.

Russian – Armenian strategic partnership in defense security field has 

played and is playing significant role in supporting the regional balance 

of power and contributing to the security and stability in the South 

Caucasus. Simultaneously, the first steps were launched to establish 

contacts also with NATO member states. In 1994 Armenia joined the 

NATO-led Partnership for Peace (PfP) program envisioning the 

framework for bilateral cooperation between individual countries and 

NATO. Later Armenia joined the PfP Planning and Review Process 

(PARP) which was considered as the main instrument within the 

cooperative security framework. 

2 See «On the Establishment of Diversified Military Command School of the Ministry of 

Defense of the Republic of Armenia». The RA Government Decision, 24 June 1994, N 279 

(in Armenian) (http://www.arlis.am/DocumentView.aspx?docid=5475); «On the Status 

of Flying-Technical Military Aviation School of the Air Forces of the Ministry of Defense of 

the Republic of Armenia». The RA Government Decision, 20 September 1994, N 447 (in 

Armenian) (http://www.arlis.am/DocumentView.aspx?docid=5525). 

3 The full text of agreement see in «Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Aid 

Between the Republic of Armenia and the Russian Federation» (in Armenian) (http:// 

www.parliament.am/library/erkoxm/1996-1998/73.pdf).
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CURRENT PHASE OF PME REFORMS 

One of the core problems of the Armenian Armed Forces was the fact 

that despite the existence of two military institutions, Armenia had no 

capacity to deliver education for senior level officers and was obliged 

to send a growing number of officers to the foreign defense education 

institutions – mainly to Armenia’s strategic partner Russia. Another 

obstacle on the way to developing the defense education system was 

the growing gap between the civil and defense education spheres. 

Armenia, since mid 1990s, has been actively involved in a civil 

education reform process seeking to introduce the European model of 

higher education, but the defense education system, however, mainly 

remained untouched by these Bologna standards oriented reforms 

continuing to offer diplomas and, in some cases, BA degrees with no 

MA degrees in military art or military science.  

The Ministry of Defense leadership was well aware of the problem and 

was seeking ways to significantly improve the situation. The main 

directions of this policy were the fostering relations in the field of 

defense education with NATO as well as planning the establishment of 

defense education institutions with core capabilities to prepare senior 

military officers, as well as undertaking necessary steps toward 

launching the defense security interagency education institution based 

on the US National Defense University Model. An important milestone 

in this process was the signing of the first Armenia – NATO Individual 

Partnership Action Plan in 20054. To better understand the US 

perspective on the content of IPAP crafted by NATO after its 2002 

Prague Summit, I was sent in 2003 by the MOD leadership to the NDU 

NATO Staff Officers Orientation Program. After receiving this valuable 

4 See «Armenia’s commitments under Individual Partnership Action Plan with NATO» 

(http://www.mil.am/files/IPAP-English.pdf). 
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experience from the «horse’s mouth» in Washington and Brussels, 

Armenia’s leadership made a decision to apply to the NATO IPAP. 

IPAP requires elaboration and approval of strategic calibre defense 

security documents such as the National Security Strategy and the Military 

Doctrine. The application of the US methodology for interagency 

development of the National Security Strategy, and its comparative 

analysis with the Russian methodological principles and monograph 

research on «Guidelines on Developing Armenian National Security 

Strategy in the Context of Regional Security Architecture» were done 

during my on-the-job training fellowship at the US INSS, NDU in 

2003–20045. Under the auspices of the Honorable Serzh Sargsyan, then 

Minister of Defense and incumbent President of Armenia, an interagency 

committee was formed to draft the first Armenian National Security 

Strategy based on American methodology acquired from the US NDU.  

Since 2009 the Armenian Ministry of Defense in parallel with productive 

ties with Russian professional military education system has maintained 

strong cooperation with NATO Defense Education Enhancement 

Program Team. One of the main aspects of DEEP team activities in 

Armenia was its involvement in the process of developing the military 

education reforms concept. 

In March 2012, the Armenian Government approved the concept of 

military education reforms as well as an action plan to implement the 

concrete programs put forward in the concept6. The action plan 

5 See Hayk S. Kotanjian. Guidelines on developing Armenian National Security Strategy 

in the context of regional security architecture. SNSEE-INSS-NSOOC, NDU. 

Washington–Yerevan, 2004–2005. 
6 See «Armenia’s Military Education Concept». Appendix N 1 of the N 9 Protocol 

from the RA Government 2012 March 7 Session (in Armenian) (https://www.e-

gov.am/u_files/file/ decrees/arc_voroshum/2012/03/MAR9-18_1.pdf).
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envisaged reorganization of both Military and Military Aviation 

Institutes, establishment of Command and Chief Academy and the 

launch of the transformation process of the Armenian Institute for 

National Strategic Studies into the Armenian NDU in 2013. 

It should be emphasized that Armenia is inclined to continue its robust 

cooperation with Russia in the defense education field, especially 

taking into account the fact that Russia herself is implementing defense 

education reforms aimed to modernize its current system through active 

use of western methodology. At the same time, we have to mention 

some shortcomings in the process of reforming professional military 

education in allied Russia which resulted in lack of innovative and 

systemic approach. This is the main reason for which we prefer to use 

methodologically more innovative and efficient source for education 

reform – a rich experience of our American partner in the field of 

advancing the education system. 

THE ARMENIAN NDU PROJECT  

The Armenian NDU Project is one of the main pillars and perhaps the 

most ambitious step in the Armenian defense education system reforms. 

The Armenian NDU will be established through the transformation of 

the current Institute for National Strategic Studies. Since its launching 

in 2005, INSS has become the intellectual, as well as organizational 

powerhouse for the development of two main strategic documents: the 

Armenian National Security Strategy and its Military Doctrine. INSS is 

the only state think-tank dealing with regional security issues and elabo-

rating both classified and non-classified policy papers with strategic 

evaluations and recommendations for the Armenian military political 

leadership. INSS also publishes two quarterlies – «Armenian Army», as 

well as its strategic studies supplement «Working notebooks», often 
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involving intellectual resources from the other Armenian agencies, as 

well as experts within the scope of Armenian Universities and National 

Academy of Sciences.  

INSS has already brought the American culture of interagency coope-

ration into the process of policy drafting by steering the interagency 

commission set forward for the development of the National Security 

Strategy.

The executive component of the Armenian NDU project was developed 

and reviewed during my academic-research fellowship at the Harvard 

National Security Program at the Harvard Kennedy School of 

Government in spring 2010 with two week extensive discussions and 

research at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts 

University. The project then advanced to a full-fledged American 

research university model in the US NDU Center for Technology and 

National Security Policy in September – November, 2011. During 

summer 2010 the project was reviewed and further developed through 

close cooperation with the experts of the Armenian State Committee of 

Science as a part of the overall concept of establishing Research 

Universities in Armenia7.

In November 2011 the Project was presented during a special meeting 

in the Armenian MOD with the participation of Ministers of Defense 

and Science and Education, the US NDU academic consultant, 

distinguished professor Jim Keagle, as well as the international group 

7 See Hayk S. Kotanjian. Creating Strategically Oriented Interagency Environment: 

Senior Defense-Security School Model (Visiting Scholar at Eurasia Security Program, 

Harvard University, USA, 1 of March–1 of May, 2010) (in Armenian, English and 

Russian). « . -

», . 724–762.



200

of DEEP experts from Canada and Europe8. The amended project with 

a clear cut road map was introduced during a workshop held in 

Yerevan in June 2012. 

The project envisages the development of both research and educational 

components of the University based on the notion of combination of 

research and education activities. The research component will be 

comprised of three centers dealing with international and regional security 

studies; cyber security; and applied strategic learning. The educational 

component will be comprised of two colleges offering 10-month MA 

programs as well as 1-month interagency training programs for mid and 

high level military and civil officials. INSS Postgraduate School and 

Academic board for conferring of Doctoral degrees in political science 

and international relations will continue its activities within the future 

ANDU. The Armenian NDU project targeting the strategic innovative 

changes in the interagency system of forming the new generation of 

Armenia’s strategic calibre leaders is scheduled to start in 2013.  

It should be noted, that the DEEP educational reforms in Armenia are 

not an end in itself but has much to do with the contribution to the 

regional security in whole. The first thing that it brings to the region is 

the culture of smoothly combining the tools of hard and soft powers, 

thus possibly bridging the interests not only of the regional states but 

of the major actors interested in the region.  

It should be emphasized that Armenian NDU project with its research 

and education components, will play a significant role in bringing new 

culture of policy drafting in Armenia aimed at combining interagency 

8 See «From November 23 26, within the scope of regular visits, International Group 

of Experts under the aegis of NATO was in Armenia to assist the military-educational 
reforms conducted in Armenia». Press Release, 24.11.2011 (http://www.mil.am/ 
1322144501/page/23).  
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potential with expert community vision. The education component of 

NDU will put forward a new leadership equipped with the knowledge 

and capability for its implementation compatible with the most advanced 

standards in defense security sphere. Inception of modern policy drafting 

culture in Armenia will contribute to the regional security and stability 

bringing more professionalism and predictability to the Armenia’s foreign 

and defense policymaking process. Naturally, the creation of a new 

highly professional generation of strategic calibre elite engaged in 

defense and security domains of decision-making and skilled military 

officers has a critical place in this endeavour. 
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THE DYNAMICS OF REGIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL 

RELATIONS IN THE SOUTH CAUCASUS  

AS A CHALLENGE TO RUSSIAN FOREIGN POLICY  

IN THE REGION 

ANDREY RYABOV, PhD, Visiting Scholar,  

Carnegie Endowment Moscow Branch 

SUMMARY

Within the last twenty years the main goal of Russian foreign policy in 

the South Caucasus was the maintenance of status quo and its role of 

the leading power. 

From the Russian point of view the absence of war is perceived as the 

solid basis for regional security and stability in the South Caucasus.  

Increasing tensions in the Middle East, revolutionary changes in 

several Arab states and growing role of Islamic fundamentalists have 

led to new international realities and marked the end of the former 

political-geographical isolation of the South Caucasus. The South 

Caucasus is becoming the part of the system of international relations 

of the Greater Middle East. This fact poses great challenges to Russia. 

Russia considers the South Caucasus as a transit region through 

which Islamic terrorism from the Middle East may penetrate into its 

territory. 

Geopolitical changes in the Greater Middle East undermine Russian 

policy of maintaining the status quo in the South Caucasus as many 

factors affecting the region are beyond the Russian influence. 

One of the recent factors which may influence the regional dynamics 

and Russian policy in the South Caucasus is the political developments 
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in Georgia. The new Georgian government which came into power 

after 2012 October parliamentary elections stated its intention to 

normalize relations with Russia. The growing militarization of 

Azerbaijan and its expanding military cooperation with Israel also 

may influence Russian policy in the region potentially having 

negative impact on the Russian Azerbaijani relations.
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THE LEGACY OF THE PAST AND THE PRAGMATISM  

IN THE ARMENIAN RUSSIAN RELATIONS 

ALEXANDER ISKANDARYAN, Director of Caucasus Institute

SUMMARY

The current level of Armenian Russian strategic partnership is based  

on the pragmatism and rational political calculations of both sides. 

Meanwhile it should be emphasized that the legacy of common history, 

as well as the religious and cultural connections also play significant 

though not vital role in Armenian – Russian relations.  

The core reason for Armenia to develop strategic partnership with 

Russia is the provision of its security. Armenia has close borders with 

two of its neighbors and «no war  no peace» relationship with Azer-

baijan due to Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. Armenia perceives Russia as 

its main security guarantor and sees no viable alternatives for this role. 

The main goal of Russia’s foreign policy in the South Caucasus within 

past 20 years has been the maintenance of its great power role in the 

region. From Russian perspectives any negative change in the Russian

Armenian strategic partnership jeopardizes the balance of power in the 

region which may result in dwindling the Russian influence.  

Thus, both Armenia and Russia are interested in fostering their 

strategic relations based on purely pragmatic calculations of their 

mutual geopolitical interests. 
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GEORGIA IN THE CAUCASUS 

NEIL MACFARLANE, DSc, Professor, Department of Politics  

and International Relations, Oxford University,  

Lecturer, Tbilisi State University 

What effect does the October 2012 Georgian 

election have on the regional dynamics of the 

Caucasus? This is a significant question for 

the region. The other South Caucasus countries 

are strategically dependent on transit through 

Georgia. There are large Armenian and Azer-

baijani minorities in southern Georgia. The 

internal dynamics of Georgia can generate 

significant shifts in the region’s balance of 

power, as they did in the August 2008 war in 

South Ossetia.  

In attempting to answer the question, this paper deals with four 

issues. One is the election itself. The second is Georgia’s relations 

with the West. The third is the relationship with Russia. The fourth 

concerns the effect of the election on Georgia’s policies towards its 

neighbours. 

1. The Elections and Their Consequences 

The October 2012 parliamentary elections were free enough and fair 

enough to produce a decisive victory for Georgian Dream (GD), led 

by Bidzina Ivanishvili. The sitting government resigned and was 

replaced by one formed by the opposition. This result was a surprise 

to many observers outside Georgia, who had not anticipated such a 

resounding rejection of the ruling United National Movement (UNM) 

by the Georgian people. 
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In contrast, for people in Georgia, the idea that the UNM might lose a 

competitive election was no surprise. Polling data showed that the 

Tbilisi electorate rejected Mikheil Saakashvili’s government. Georgia’s 

population in the regions had seen very little benefit from post-Rose 

Revolution economic growth. The surprise for the Georgian people was 

that the country managed an election the results of which more or less 

reflected voter preferences.  

Then they managed a peaceful transfer of power. However, the 

Georgian Dream’s victory is a partial one. Mr. Saakashvili remains 

president until October, 2013. Under the current mixed presidential/ 

parliamentary constitution, the president retains significant powers, 

particularly in defence, internal security, and foreign affairs. In 

addition, Georgia’s local governments are dominated by officials from 

the UNM.

In other words, the two contending sides in the election now find 

themselves in a power-sharing arrangement. This is not going well. 

There is deep animosity between the two leaders and between the two 

movements. The new government is using its legal powers against 

Saakashvili. It has cut the presidential budget, as well as the budget of 

the National Security Council, which reports to the president. It has 

cancelled central subsidization of the Tbilisi local government, which 

is dominated by close allies of Saakashvili. The government’s auditors 

are now investigating the accounts of several public and private entities 

that are close to Saakashvili (for example, Georgian Public Broadcasting 

and, more recently, the Tbilisi city government). The police are arresting 

some former government officials and senior military and police officers. 

The prosecutor has reopened investigations into prominent cases from 

the Saakashvili era, such as the death of Prime Minister Zhvania in 2006, 

and the murder of bank employee Sandro Girgvliani.  
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In addition, the GD government for a time considered a constitutional 

amendment to shift presidential powers to the government, leaving 

Saakashvili as a figurehead for his last months in office1. Currently, 

they appear to have retreated and are discussing an amendment that 

prevents the president from appointing a new government in the event 

that he dissolves Parliament. Instead, the incumbent government would 

remain through the lead-up to elections.  

Many of these GD steps are appropriate, given the extent of alleged 

official criminality and abuse of power in the Saakashvili period. The 

new government is under immense popular pressure to move forward 

on “justice”. Unlike many of Georgian Dream’s electoral promises, this 

one does not require substantial infusions of money that does not exist. 

Justice is cheaper than, for example, the resurrection of Georgian 

agriculture, large increases in pensions, universal availability of quality 

health care or solving the unemployment problem. However, starting a 

campaign against former government officials while sharing power 

carries considerable risks.  

In the meantime, Saakashvili is employing the office of the presidency 

and his substantial lobbying network in the West to discredit the new 

government. There is concern in Georgia that he will dissolve the 

Parliament and call new elections in April2. As the investigations creep 

upward through the hierarchy of the previous government, there is a 

risk that the UNM leadership would react violently. 

1 The current constitution states that most presidential powers will be transferred to the 

government after the 2013 presidential election. The suggested change is to move up 

the date of the transfer. 

2 The president has the right to dissolve Parliament, but cannot do so in the first six 

months after an election.
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This escalating dynamic of conflict could be seriously destabilizing for 

Georgia. It is widely believed that inter-branch conflict is paralleled by 

a dynamic of conflict within Georgian Dream itself. The GD is a very 

diverse coalition ranging from traditionalist and sometimes «obscurantist» 

ethnic nationalism to liberal democratic perspectives. It will be hard to 

keep it together; the wide variety of opinions makes it vulnerable to 

splitting and defection. It is hard to see how it could survive intact 

without its leader. As it happens, Mr. Ivanishvili has stated his 

intention to leave politics within two years. Intracoalition competition 

might also generate instability in Georgia.  

Given the dependence of Georgia’s neighbours on access to and transit 

through Georgia, the possibility of instability in the interim period 

between parliamentary and presidential elections is a matter of concern 

for them. 

Two other aspects of the electoral result bear mention. The first concerns 

minority voting. The two largest minorities in Georgia (Armenians 

and Azeris, compactly settled in south-eastern and southern Georgia – 

Kvemo Kartli and Samtskhe-Javakheti) have developed a habit of 

voting massively for incumbents on the assumption they will stay in 

power. They voted with large majorities for the UNM. They got it 

wrong – the UNM lost. However, the UNM victories in these regions 

were a major factor in denying the Georgian Dream a constitutional 

majority in the Parliament3.

In this context, some Georgian commentators have suggested that this 

may cause problems in majority-minority relations, as the two 

minorities might be associated with the discredited former government, 

and held responsible for the failure to get a constitutional majority. 

3 Amending the constitution requires a two thirds majority in Parliament. 



NEIL MACFARLANE

227

Difficulties of this type within Georgia might generate difficulties in 

bilateral relationships with Armenia and Azerbaijan. 

The second concerns demonstration effects. Constitutional transfers of 

power from a ruling party to an opposition through elections are a rare 

phenomenon in the Southern Caucasus. They had certainly never 

occurred in Georgia4. Governments generally use state resources to stay 

in power. Oppositions are generally fragmented, weak, and resource-

poor. In some instances, oppositions are co-opted into the prevailing 

system of power. 

This Georgian election provides a striking contrast. A well-financed 

and united coalition overcame the government’s efforts to steal the 

election. Then the government resigned. This precedent may affect the 

political process elsewhere in the region by altering popular 

perceptions of what is possible. If it can be done in Georgia, it is 

possible elsewhere.  

2. Implications for Georgian Foreign Policy

The change in government may also bring adjustments in Georgia’s 

policy towards the region. The new government strongly embraces the 

European and Euro-Atlantic orientation of the previous government. 

On the other hand, it departs significantly from Saakashvili’s policy 

towards Russia, seeking a normalization of bilateral relations. The new 

government’s orientation towards the Southern Caucasus is also 

distinctive. Georgian Dream foreign and security policy planners are 

4 The previous two transfers of power (from Gamsakhurdia to the Military Council 

that invited Shevardnadze to return to Georgia, and from Shevardnadze to 

Saakashvili) both occurred in the streets. One was violent. The other was peaceful. 

Neither was constitutional. 
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aware that the region did not receive much attention under Saakashvili 

and that regional processes may generate significant opportunities, 

risks and costs for Georgia. So, they intend to pay greater attention to 

the neighbourhood. 

Concerning the West, negotiations on a Deep and Comprehensive Free 

Trade Agreement (DCFTA) with the EU, and also on a Membership 

Action Plan (MAP) with NATO are continuing. The DCFTA negotia-

tions may move more quickly since the new government is committed 

to reform the labour and competition codes along European lines. 

However, the NATO MAP discussions are likely to have less urgency 

now. The government understands that some NATO members are 

reluctant to move Georgia towards membership while Georgia’s relations 

with Russia remain poor. Georgian Dream officials also understand that 

moving too quickly would damage efforts to improve relations with 

Russia.

More generally, it is clear that the new government’s domestic policies 

are harming their relations with the West. The arrests of former or 

serving officials have been heavily criticised in Western media and also 

by leading figures in the EU, NATO, and the US for being political in 

character, a campaign of revenge and retribution. Along these lines, in 

November, 2012, the Washington Post published an editorial concluding 

that in view of his allegedly undemocratic and vindictive behaviour, 

Ivanishvili should not be invited to visit the United States. Such 

criticism is ill-informed, premature, and unfair. More recently, the 

Chairman of the European Peoples’ Party, evoking the analogy to 

Ukrainian arrests of opposition figures, reminded Georgia of the 

suspension of  EU relations with Ukraine. He warned that if Georgia 

behaved like Ukraine, Georgia would experience the same consequences. 

The torrent of hostility is likely in part a product of lobbying by 



NEIL MACFARLANE

229

supporters of the UNM. However, there is no doubt that this is a 

significant problem in post-election relations with the United States, 

NATO, and the EU. 

Moving to Russia, as already noted, the Georgian government seeks 

normalization with Russia for at least two reasons. A hostile Russia is a 

major security threat to Georgia. The interruption of trade with Russia 

has significant negative economic implications for Georgia. Hostile 

relations with Russia are an obstacle to integration into the EU and 

NATO. The issue of improving relations can be divided into two 

dimensions: things that Georgia cannot and/or will not do and things 

they can do.  

They will not recognise the independence of Abkhazia and South 

Ossetia. They have made clear that they will not reestablish diplomatic 

relations with Russia so long as Russia has embassies in Sukhumi and 

Tskhinvali. They will also not legitimise the illegal deployment of 

Russian forces on Georgian territory. They will not – so far anyway – 

allow the resumption of Russian military transit by road or by air 

across Georgian territory to Armenia. The domestic political risks of 

concessions on any of these points are huge. In addition, resuming 

military transit would damage the relationship with Azerbaijan. They 

are also not willing to abandon the effort for security integration with 

NATO and economic integration with the EU. 

On the other hand, they want a dialogue with Russia, and have 

appointed a special representative for that purpose. They are probably 

willing to reduce anti-Russian activities directed at the North Caucasus 

(e.g. radio broadcasting, propaganda efforts regarding the Circassian 

Genocide). They are eager to resume trade. The Georgian Minister for 

Reintegration has suggested discussion of reopening the railroad from 
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Sochi through Abkhazia and other parts of western Georgia to 

Armenia. And, although not abandoning the NATO direction, they may 

slow it down. They have already dropped the virulently anti-Russian 

rhetoric of the previous government. They may also move to relax 

restriction on Russian travel to Abkhazia and South Ossetia5.

Improvement in the bilateral relationship would be a good thing. The 

Russia–Georgia confrontation is one of the four most significant 

security challenges facing the Southern Caucasus region. 

Turning finally to Georgia’s other neighbours, as noted earlier, the new 

government has promised a greater focus on the immediate region. 

However, despite the possibly increasing attention, significant change 

in policy is unlikely. Georgia has positive relations with Armenia, 

Azerbaijan, and Turkey. This brings substantial trade benefits and 

transit revenue. Georgia also lacks any leverage to affect the issues in 

Armenian-Azerbaijani relations and also in Armenian-Turkish relations. 

In such conditions, the status quo is the best option. 

On the other hand, the post-election domestic dynamic inside Georgia 

may generate difficulties in relations with Azerbaijan. Two examples 

suffice. The first concerns gas supplies. These are reportedly delivered 

at a low price to the Georgian border (not least because Azerbaijan 

pays for gas transit with free gas). However, the gas is then sold on to 

Georgian consumers at a significant mark-up. The question is where 

the money goes. Some Georgian commentators have speculated that 

this is a device for those involved on the Azerbaijani side to export 

wealth from Azerbaijan to third countries. In this sense, Georgian 

5 Entry of  Russians directly into the breakaway regions is a criminal offence in 

Georgia. One solution would be simply to extend the visa-free regime to the 

breakaway territories as well. 
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efforts to control corruption may generate problems with influential 

elites in Azerbaijan.  

A second is the questions that Prime Minister Ivanishvili recently 

raised concerning the construction of the Baku–Tbilisi–Kars railroad 

from Azerbaijan to Turkey. Although the establishment of this new 

transit route would substantially benefit Azerbaijan, it could carry costs 

for Georgia, notably concerning reduction in transit volumes at Georgia’s 

ports and along the existing Poti–Tbilisi–Baku rail line. In other words, 

Georgia’s domestic reorientation may carry negative externalities for 

Georgia’s major economic partner in the region. 
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Neil Macfarlane: Thank you for asking the question about South 

Ossetia and Abkhazia and the Georgian election 2012. I think that there 

are about 3 major reasons why. There are wide differences in terms of 

rating political leaders, which is not surprising. But all of these calls 

did share all of these certain characteristics. One was that if you’re 

worried about your life, it was unemployment, it was health care, etc. 

But it was essentially the socio-economic issues that topped the polls, 

the relations with Russia down there. By the way, most people are 

starting to suggest that it would be a good idea to have better relations 

with Russia, perfect example, as a matter of fact, sometimes people are 

smarter than their leaders. But South Ossetia and Abkhazia didn’t 

believe that it was just a significant public opinion, because I think 

that Georgians understand: first, it’s their territory, second, there’s 

nothing they can do about the status quo, third, they’re not going to 

get any help. 

You know, as for the second reason, why didn’t South Ossetia raise it? 

It probably means that I’m going to bring back South Ossetia and 
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Abkhazia. Well, Mister President, you lost South Ossetia and Abkhazia. 

It’s an Olymp for him. And Ivanishvili, because he restarted to favor 

better relations with Russia he doesn’t want to have tough stands on 

South Ossetia and Abkhazia. He doesn’t need it. Well, let’s be clean. 

And, also at the end of the day, if you think about the positions of the 

two, are South Ossetia and Abkhazia to use a word that often comes up 

in its really American relations? Neither committed one to use force, 

both of them accepted it’s a Georgian territory, that you legally occupy, 

both of them reject recognition, and both of them, if you look at the 

National Strategy records on the occupied territories, accept that they 

need to do a people-to-people contact. 

Wayne Merry: Let me limit myself to a question to Doctor Macfarlane. 

It seems to me that the fundamental problem in Georgian politics has 

had been the tendency that the electorate waits for the Messiah, rather 

than the President. I welcome your judgement and I recognize I’m 

asking for judgement. Is he attained for that? Is he truly a pragmatic 

down-to-earth politician and businessman? And is he really a supporter 

of the Georgian people to tolerate him? Or I suspect he considers 

himself the Savior of his country and he’s not what his supporters 

pretty much required him to seek to be? 

Neil Macfarlane: Thank you for that question. You could ask, maybe 

he is a pragmatic, sort of a temporary politician, who wants to go back. 

But in the end of an hour he began to like it. He could become the 

Messiah figure. Personally, I’ve made it a couple of times. I think he is 

rather a pragmatic guy. I think it’s pretty clear for me that the reason 

for being in politics is both national and personal. It’s pretty clear that 

the national policy did not address the socio-economic needs of the 

Georgians. He was also infuriated about the high-level corruption, 

including the donations from him to the Government. And in his view, 
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he was personally insulted by Saakashvili in 2008. And I don’t think he 

takes insults likely. So he is personalistic. He has said to himself that 

he wants Georgian politics not to be personalistic. Then this gets it to 

this whole crap about «I want to leave office in 14 months» or «I will 

leave office in 14 months» as it was initially. And then it was: «I want 

to leave office after 14 months» and now it’s «If everything goes 

perfectly, I will leave office after 14 months». So you could see where 

his head is going. We could conclude that he would run longer than 14 

months. But that’s a different dynamic than the Messiah thing. 

Particularly since he knows very well that Georgian Dream would be 

unlikely to remain united if he were to walk away to join the civil 

society. So, whatever the Georgian public will accept a pragmatism, 

even if he’s rather personalistic pragmatist, longer than the Messiah, as 

you can probably guess, and my view is that «Messiah» ensured us that 

«Yeah, I got this personalistic, I did save Georgia». And so, I think the 

dynamic would be towards the professional politics but it’s an open 

question and there’s too much to tell. 

Mustafa Aydin: Neil, I think there is a Turkish traditional politician 

who has come to say: «You know, I don’t want to stay but everybody 

else, the country needs me», and I think Saakashvili is going to be only 

about 12 months, «unless the country needs me». 

I have a comment about this Turkish identity. I’m not of course, an 

anthropologist, but I have some views on that. Doctor Kharatyan 

argued that there is an attempt to create the Turkish identity based on 

Islam, or Islam needs new enemies, if I understood the translation 

correctly. If this is the case, then Government is going the wrong way 

because if you need to have new enemies with new identity then you 

could have some enemies in Christian countries or in Jewish countries. 

So far, the Government has failed to create the Christian enemy. They 
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have once created such one in Greece, they have tried to create such 

one in Armenia, despite the failing. The best new enemy is Syria, 

which is a Muslim country, and of course, Israel hasn’t been quite one.  

So, I think in analyzing Turkey one has to be more comprehensive than 

falling into simplifications. As I said yesterday, Turkey is a very 

complex country, it has 75 million people. A friend of mine says that if 

you have one crazy person in a million, in Turkey you have 75 million. 

So, you get all sorts of people arguing all sorts of arguments. Even if 

it’s not perfect, it’s a part of democracy. This is called anti-Armenian. 

As far as I can see in recent years, on the contrary, there is much more 

pro-Armenians in Turkey than anti-Armenians. Many people in Turkey 

in the old days who had Armenian origin, actually couldn’t explain 

themselves they had an Armenian origin. They are now able to come 

out saying they had Armenian ancestors in Turkey. Of course, the 

examples that you have mentioned are correct, there are people who 

argue, who voice against Armenia, but they are not majority, they are 

definitely minority. And especially, it’s just an example, in the last 

case Syria is coming into Turkey. I don’t even remember the name of 

the person who made the argument. But you were so overwhelmingly 

shocked down that he couldn’t make it again. There is a society in 

general now that is much more open and much more against anti-

Armenian arguments. 

And of course, there is a problem, you are trying to bring this argument 

to Azerbaijan, saying the Turkishness is an imperial idea, which is not 

correct. Because if they’re going to have an imperial identity, that 

cannot be Turkishness, Turkishness is an ethnic identity. So, the 

imperial identity has to be something else like the Ottomanism. But if 

Turkey is an imperial definition then Azerbaijan is an ethnic definition. 
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So, what is the definition that we’re going to use to those people who 

live in Azerbaijan, on the territory of Azerbaijan? 

You know, this is ridiculous. «Azerbaijan», «Azerbaijani» are totally 

non-ethnic definitions. Those people who used to live there during the 

Soviet times were used to call either Tatars, or Turks, or sometimes the 

Azerbaijani Turks. So, there was an argument, after 1990 it became a 

question what to call the people of Azerbaijan. And they decided to call 

themselves Azerbaijani just to give them a national identity not ethnic 

one. So, I think there is a hole in that kind of arguments. 
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James Nixey: Can you think of anything on this planet which could be 

swaying the Russian Federation pursuing historically conditioned 

mutually privileged interests because that’s the basic problem we’ve 

been discussing over here? 

Andrey Ryabov: Up to this day I do not use any objective reasons to 

change much a position today. It depends on many-many factors, 

internal factors, I want to say, difficulties of the post-Soviet transfor-

mation, which is the problem that must be on the table. And so, 
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therefore, all these factors really constrain the officials, those people 

who make decisions to keep more conservative position, I think. This is 

not only a concept for foreign policy issues, this is not only for both 

domestic politics, but also for political philosophy, social philosophy, 

political identity of the new world era, still a huge problem, a challenge 

for the Russian Federation, its political identity in a new global era of 

the changing world. So, therefore, having a lot of uncertainties, the 

government, it seems to me, keeps conservative, may be various, but, 

say, cornerstones for traditional policy-making. 

Alexander Iskandaryan: Also, Doctor Ryabov, in political perspective, 

and in historical perspective, I think it is very possible, but now in the 

modern situation I cannot see such a challenge. Thanks! 
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CHANGING DYNAMICS OF REGIONAL SECURITY

IN THE SOUTH CAUCASUS 

MUSTAFA AYDIN, DSc, Rector of «Kadir Has» University of Istanbul 

Thank you. Let me start with few ideas on how I 

see the situation in the Caucasus. After twenty 

years of independence of the three Caucasian 

countries, where we came to find ourselves from a 

geopolitical perspective and vis-à-vis regional 

security, the situation is not that very com-

mendable. There are a number of problems one can 

identify. Let me list few of them.  

First of all, none of the security problems that emerged in the early days 

of the independence of the Caucasian countries has been solved. There is 

no need for us now to go into detailed analysis about all these problems, 

but it is disappointing to say that none of the problems that emerged in 

the early 1990s or even earlier have been solved up until today. They are 

frozen in time, but not in reality. 

Secondly, the possibility of a full-scale military conflict in the region is 

still high and I think it is higher today than a few years ago, at least at 

two places: one is, of course, in Nagorno-Karabakh; the other one is in 

Georgia. Thirdly, all the attempts from the international community to 

mediate any of these conflicts have failed so far, and some of the 

international actors lost their credibility along the way. Twenty or fifteen 

years ago, we had hopes for the Minsk process, for example; or we had 

hopes for different countries mediating the conflicts in the region. But 

now, I have less hope for and faith in the outsiders for their ability to 

mediate the existing conflicts in the region. 
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Fourth, track-two efforts in the region to create an environment conducive 

to track-one action to move forward has not yet produced the desired 

results, either, mainly because the activities of NGOs and other civil 

society institutions are watched suspiciously by the governments in all 

the countries of the region. Not only the state actors in the three Caucasian 

countries mistrust NGOs, but the public trust is also rather low. There was 

a survey conducted by the Eurasia Partnership Foundation in 2010. It 

looked into the public trust in civil society in the three countries, and 

found that only 5 percent of the population in Armenia fully trusts the civil 

society initiatives, 7 percent – in Azerbaijan and 4 percent – in Georgia. 

This picture does not leave much room for optimism, so that a kind of 

second-track initiative could start and lead to a constructive action. 

Fifthly, state and non-state actors involved in the conflicts do not show 

any intention in preparing their populations for an eventual compromise 

solution or any possible solution involving less than their maximalist 

views. This is very problematic. If you are going to achieve any sort of 

solution at any point in time, the populations need to be prepared. 

Otherwise, it would simply fail. Just to give an example: the Turkish–

Armenian rapprochement is a case in point. The governments of Turkey 

and Armenia, as well as of Azerbaijan, failed, or neglected, to prepare 

their populations for what was going to come; so the process failed. 

Finally, over the years, all the conflicting actors in the region have 

enlisted support of third parties from the world in general. Existence of 

these supporters only helps to harden the position of the conflicting sides 

and their determination not to compromise or engage in any give-and-

take type negotiations, lest they appear weakening their national interests. 

As a result, they play a very dangerous game of wait-and-see. This kind 

of game without attempting at a serious solution and negotiation might 

end up in flaring up the so-called frozen conflicts in time. 
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This is how I see the situation in the Caucasus as far as the conflicts are 

concerned. Moreover, there are other regional problems besides the 

conflicts, which will have implications for the future of the region. First 

of all, despite the varying level of electoral involvement in different 

countries, democracy deficiency remains a problem throughout the 

region. This was exaggerated as a result of the lessons learned by the 

regional leaders from the August 2008 conflict. Eventually, conflict 

resolution between countries that do not have a workable democratic 

process internally is rather difficult to sustain, if not doomed to failure 

from the beginning. 

Secondly, the economic problems and differences within and between 

the countries of the region are increasing, not decreasing. Although there 

is no doubt that there is more money coming into the region from the 

outside world, this has not been reflected so far in raising general 

welfare and reducing the number of economically-induced migrations in 

all the three countries. 

Thirdly, a sizeable portion of the general economic potential of the region 

is spent on armaments, which also increases potential for resumption of 

conflicts. In addition, the armament securitizes the societies, diminishing 

the changes of democratization internally, and prevents wider populations 

benefiting from incoming money. The financial means that should have 

been allocated for the welfare of the general population are diverted from 

economic investments to military spending. 

Fourth, most of the political life in these countries is securitized and 

analyzed from this perspective, and thus, most of the actors are 

frightened to take steps towards each other and the third parties, lest 

they are seen as weakening their national positions on conflicting areas. 

They don’t want to deal with the opponents because of the possibility 

that they might be accused of endangering their national positions. 
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When this happens, a sort of paralysis sets in and prevents deve-

lopments in many aspects of the everyday life. I think this has already 

happened in the Caucasus; in all the three countries. 

Fifth, new realities are being created on the ground as a result of the 

conflicts and the use of military force. These realities, once created and 

hardened, are difficult to turn back, since various projects such as 

pipelines, railways, alternative road connections and border crossings 

and various international agreements and deals are being created 

according to existing realities on the ground. Thus, should we come one 

day to a point of solving any of these problems, we might find ourselves 

in a situation where the reality already moved ahead beyond the point of 

no return, and where negotiated solutions might be not feasible if 

implemented. All these issues make it more difficult by the day to turn 

around the situation even if a solution is found to some of the conflicts. 

Finally, on top of all these, the region has become a place where the 

international actors play an influence game and somehow have already 

locked themselves in an uneasy stalemate. They are not able to move 

forward or willing to go back; so they are stuck. Not only the three 

Caucasian countries but the international actors in the region also seem 

to have already fixed positions. 

With these observations in mind, let me say a few words on Turkey, too. 

Sitting on the border of the South Caucasus and clearly benefiting from 

its Western connection, Turkey had the potential of creating an 

environment of peace and stability in the Caucasus. I said “had”, because 

I think Turkey have lost that potential role due to various limitations that 

its historic connections, alliances and policy choices imposed upon it. Do 

not think that these were always rational or intentional choices; sometimes 

they were imposed on Turkey. I still believe that Turkey prefers a 

peaceful and stable region as it clearly benefits Turkey the most. 
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First of all, it would allow Turkey to become the biggest and dominating 

trading partner of the Caucasian countries. Turkey has long been the 

biggest trading partner of Georgia and, according to the figures announced 

just last week, it became the biggest trading partner for Azerbaijan as 

well, replacing Russia. I have no doubt that this would become the case 

if ever the Turkish – Armenian relationship is normalized. 

Secondly, it would go a long way to secure a substantial part of Turkey’s 

energy needs and diversify its resources. Moreover, as the region is 

stabilized, it would also allow Turkey to have a buffer zone between 

itself and Russia, which means even more security for Turkey. As most 

of us know (leaving aside current close relationship with the Russian 

Federation) the Turkish–Russian relations have not always been peace-

ful; so having a kind of a buffer zone is always a good idea. 

It would also expand Western economic, political and security structures 

to the region, thereby creating another layer of secure and stable area 

around Turkey. It would also limit the influences of other countries, 

specifically Russia and Iran in the region, thereby allowing Turkey to 

expand its political outreach. Furthermore, it would secure Turkey’s land 

connection to the Central Asia and to the other countries in the East. 

In short, having secure and stable Caucasus benefits Turkey in every 

aspect, and it is logical for Turkey to aim for stability in the region. 

However, the realities on the ground do not always correspond to the 

ideal options and preferences of the countries. In the early 1990s, kinship 

factor played a role in Turkish choices in the Caucasus. Two things hap-

pened as time passed. First, the kinship factor has lost its appeal in Turkey, 

as Turkey realized that it limited its options in the region and compli-

cated the relations with Armenia. Second, the relationship with Azerbaijan 

evolved significantly. It could be described now as «strategic» with 

significant political, economic, energy and security aspects. As a result, 



254

the kinship factor does not matter as much as it used to. Moreover, 

Turkey’s Caucasian policies in the early 1990s focused on establishing a 

foothold in the region  in the post-Soviet states. But its expectations 

exceeded its abilities. However, in the late 1990s and in early 2000s, 

Turkey was able to create a strong presence both in Azerbaijan and 

Georgia through various economic, political and security programs. 

I believe that Turkey’s foremost priority in the region today is still the 

preservation of regional security and stability. Moreover, it would prefer 

status quo and deepening its already existing connections. Normalization 

of its relations with Armenia is undoubtedly an important aspect of 

Turkey’s current regional strategy. However, Turkey’s ability to improve 

its relations with Armenia is limited by a number of factors. First, Azer-

baijani connection – I don’t think I need to explain the significance of 

this to this audience. Second, the failure to find a solution to Nagorno-

Karabakh problem prevents the normalization of the Turkish–Armenian 

relations. If not a solution than some sort of a movement towards a 

solution is needed to start the normalization process. And, we have to 

mention the reciprocal public suspicions towards each other. There was a 

survey conducted both in Turkey and Armenia in December 2010 about 

the protocols. A Turkish think-tank that conducted the survey in Turkey 

found that 39 percent of the population still supported the establishment 

of diplomatic relations with Armenia and opening the border, and only 

44 percent openly opposed it. At the same time, 50 percent of the popu-

lation supported political rapprochement between Armenia and Turkey, 

while only 37 percent opposed it. This was the picture in Turkey. 

On the other side, the Caucasus Research Resources Center’s survey 

found out that 69 percent of Armenians thought that the Turkish 

population’s general attitude towards Armenia was completely negative. 

So, while 50 percent of the Turks actually wished a rapprochement with 
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Armenians, 69 percent of the Armenians thought that the Turks did not 

want to have rapprochement with Armenia. Clearly, there exists a 

discrepancy between the perceptions. 

Finally, other regional and international issues have since then crowded 

the agenda in Turkey. These issues create an environment where the 

government finds itself under the barrage of criticism from different 

sectors of the society. This then forces the government to avoid 

controversial areas in its foreign policy, such as the rapprochement with 

Armenia. Moreover, the current political situation in both countries, as 

well as the forthcoming elections, especially the 2014 presidential 

elections in Turkey, prevents them to move on this area. As a result, I do 

not think there will be a new attempt in the short term from the Turkish 

government to restart the rapprochement process. That is why, even 

though it seems that the Armenians do not much trust the second track 

action, the NGO initiatives are still the best way to create trust between 

and among the civil societies of the two countries, at least in the short-

to-mid term. 

Thank you. 
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THE EU AND OSCE INTERESTS  

IN THE SOUTH CAUCASUS 

JAMES NIXEY, Head of Russia and Eurasia Programme, 

 «Chatham House»

If you are reading a long article about EU 

interests in the South Caucasus, then it must, by 

definition, be well padded. The fact is that the 

EU’s record in the South Caucasus is pitifully 

slow compared with that of major powers and 

even private corporations. Sadly, this is not a 

state of affairs that looks set to change at any 

point in the foreseeable future. 

For the meagre record, we have witnessed the funding of the Transport 

Corridor Europe – Caucasus – Asia in the early 1990s, the Black Sea 

Synergy Grouping, the funding of small elements of civil society in all 

three countries (and western conflict prevention/stabilization NGOs 

working in the region), the European Partnership on Nagorno-Karabakh, 

various legal missions and, since the Russia – Georgia war of 2008, the 

EU Monitoring Mission and the OSCE, which I will address in more 

detail towards the end. 

One should also add to this list the creation of the EU Special 

Representative for the South Caucasus, except, perhaps, that one 

should not, in view of the excessive caution the post-holders have 

shown, the EU’s own lack of enthusiasm for the position which led to 

it almost being abandoned in 2010 and whose future is still far from 

secure. 
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The EU is not even part of the Minsk Group (also analyzed in more 

detail below) which is responsible for mediating the conflict of South 

Ossetia, though some would argue its place is de facto taken by France. 

In just over 21 post-Soviet years, this is a dismal record.  

The Eastern Partnership is one of the more promising EU initiatives – 

laudable in its intentions to bring the countries of the South Caucasus 

and Belarus, Moldova and Ukraine closer to European norms. It has 

merit in its visa facilitation provisions and trade privileges with 

Association Agreements and Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade 

Agreements, but all these have been watered down by EU governments.   

A major flaw is that there is no membership perspective to the Eastern 

Partnership, and hence, less incentive to reform. This and the meagre 

600 million euro budget (a fraction of what has been given to, say, 

Greece) explain why Russia has been relatively quiet on something it 

ostensibly considers to be a threat to its near foreign policy interests. 

Russia, let it not be forgotten, was offered an Eastern Partnership place, 

but rejected it out of pride. 

It is worth asking what the EU’s interests in the South Caucasus are. In 

truth they are relatively small. The South Caucasus is, after all, just a small 

part of the former Soviet Union. Russia is, alas, seen by many as more 

important; the adjacent Caspian energy reserves are problematic; and of 

course, the region is bedeviled with awkward security, conflict manage-

ment and human rights issues which are both a barrier to closer relation-

ships and bottomless pits into which the little EU aid money is sunk. 

The EU is not quite sure what it wants from the South Caucasus. 

Energy Security? Stability? Democracy? It can also be downright 

duplicitous – it is not unknown for the EU to sell the interests of 

smaller states for larger geopolitical concerns. Just as bad, it is 
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inconsistent in the way in which «offenders» are treated. Broadly 

speaking, human rights are abused in Azerbaijan as much as they are 

in Belarus (some would say more so), yet criticism of human rights 

abuses in Belarus is much louder and it is hard not to deduce that the 

EU’s commercial interests in Azerbaijan (which are, by and large, 

absent from Belarus) are not taken into consideration. This makes a 

mockery of the EU’s credibility. EaP governments see the hypocrisy 

and it gives them a get-out clause for further misdemeanours. 

Yet, the EU should be allowed some measure of understanding. It has 

a lot on its plate – internally with the banking crisis: Greece, Cyprus, 

the Eurozone, and externally with the broader global financial crisis 

and a set of problems in its southern neighbourhood, which are 

arguably more urgent than those to the east. 

Yet, the countries of the South Caucasus should stick with Europe. In 

time, the EU should recover from its problems; it should improve as an 

organization – getting stronger and better at what it does. Most of its 

officials are well meaning and often competent, and perhaps more 

importantly, the EU is better than anything else on offer – not least the 

Eurasian Customs Union, Russia’s latest integration project with its 

overtones of Soviet-era economic dominance and long-term economic 

unattractiveness. 

Ultimately, however, the EU is gifted too much of an excuse for its 

poor performance from the governance deficits in all three South 

Caucasus states. It would not be entirely unreasonable for the EU to 

wash its hands of the South Caucasus in view of their lack of political, 

economic and democratic reforms. And it is, commensurately, entirely 

unreasonable, in the light of the EU’s aforementioned problems, for it 

to ask why it should expend scarce resources on countries whose 
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actions are often antithetical to European norms and values. If the 

countries of the South Caucasus really want to get closer to the EU, 

then they will need to get their own houses in order first. That would 

put serious pressure on – almost embarrass – the EU to do more. The 

problem, however, is an obvious one: the reforms required to 

«please» the EU are not just antithetical to the governments of the 

South Caucasus, they positively threaten them. Free and fair elections 

manifestly imply the possibility of losing power (and favour); a free 

press would evidently bring with it criticism of «sensitive» authoritarian 

politicians, and an independent judiciary, most worryingly of all, 

might mean a loss of freedom. 

The EU may need to improve its vision for the South Caucasus but it 

also has a stark choice. It must accept the truth that it has done little. 

That is fine if that is policy – though it must weigh up the consequences 

of inaction (conflict, Russia reassertion, market loss, energy loss). The 

EU should not, however, continually claim how important the Eastern 

neighbourhood is when it continually fails to put its money where its 

mouth is. Empty statements for diplomacy’s sake should be a thing of 

the past. The choice is to act or not to act. But don’t say you’re acting 

when you’re not. It is the need for tougher conditionality – more for 

more… and most especially, less for less. Fudging pre-ascribed 

Eastern Partnership rules is not just taken as a sign of weakness, it 

actually weakens the rule-makers’ own system – as it can be seen from 

the ill-health of the Eurozone. 

The Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe – the world’s 

largest regional security organization – is a key partner and platform 

for its funder, the EU, in the South Caucasus in the areas of democracy 

promotion, the rule of law, human rights and freedom of the media. But 

its record is also, sadly, patchy at best. Unlike the EU, however, this 
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depends on whether you judge it by results or by effort. For over 20 

years it has also suffered from funding problems and even more 

debilitatingly, been undermined by Russia.  

Vladimir Putin, speaking in Ashgabat in 2012, said he hoped that the 

OSCE would not pursue the interests of a narrow group of states. This 

can be taken to mean that the organization should not interfere in 

human rights (i.e. sovereign affairs) in «its» former Soviet space. He 

then said, ominously, that he hoped Ukraine would agree.  

Georgia, by contrast, has sought the OSCE’s further involvement but 

the loss of the OSCE Monitoring Mission in Georgia was a big blow to 

the region, to its partners, and to the organization’s own well-being. 

Handing its chairmanship to states with less than democratic intentions 

such as Kazakhstan and Ukraine, it has dealt a further, possibly fatal, 

blow to its credibility. 

Azerbaijan has preferred wider international involvement – the EU, the 

Council of Europe, the UN – due to its reliance on international legal 

argumentation. 

Armenia, again by contrast, has traditionally preferred the rather 

ineffectual OSCE Minsk Group, which better serves to reinforce the 

status quo. 

The Minsk Group is political – so it can offer political ideas… but that 

is its limit and its limitation. The OSCE can help to facilitate 

negotiations over Nagorno-Karabakh, but it can’t solve the problem. 

For that, the countries have to want a resolution themselves. And that, 

as with the broader Eastern Partnership requirements noted earlier, may 

lead to a loss of power for elites in a region where regime survival is 

the primary raison d’être.
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THE FORMATION OF FALSE PERCEPTIONS IN AZERBAIJAN 

AS A THREAT TO REGIONAL SECURITY 

EDUARD ATANESYAN, Research Fellow, Graduate Student,  INSS, MOD, RA 

SUMMARY 

The Azerbaijani government wages an information war against Armenia 

targeting both at foreign and domestic audience. In Azerbaijan the main 

goal of that war is the dissemination of false perceptions about the 

Armenian sides and Armenians in general among Azerbaijani population. 

The key pillars of that strategy are accusations of Armenians of being 

involved in overt and covert actions against Azerbaijanis and Turkic 

nations, as well as propelling the myth about world Armenians’ efforts 

to distort Azerbaijan’s history and assimilate its cultural heritage. 
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At the meantime Azerbaijani propaganda tries to create a vision of 

weak Armenian state with staggering drop of its role in the region and 

meanwhile fostering the perceptions of Azerbaijan as prosperous 

«regional leader», capable of waging short and victorious war against 

Armenia and Nagorno-Karabakh. 

The above mentioned Azerbaijani government policy contributes to the 

further destabilization of the region and increases the possibility of a 

new war with devastating outcomes  not only for the sides involved but 

also for the entire region. 
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THE ROLE OF CIVIL SOCIETY IN SECURITY/STABILITY 

AND PEACEBUILDING IN THE REGION: 

ACHIEVEMENTS, PROBLEMS, OPPORTUNITIES 

VAZGEN KARAPETYAN, Associate Country Director,  

Eurasia Partnership Foundation 

Undoubtedly, in the ever globalizing world, 

Civil Society Organizations are a genuine 

source of flexibility, creativity, innovation, 

rapid response, and international networking. 

This role of the civil society will only continue 

to rise in the times to come. There are 

numerous examples of the positive contribution 

of genuine civil society to increasing regional 

security and stability via promoting dialogue in 

war and conflict settings, and via promoting 

democratization and economic development in transitional societies. 

In countries like Armenia civil society has to overcome a number of 

difficulties to be able to properly accomplish its positive role in 

promoting regional security, stability, and development. The difficulties 

include but are not limited to the following: a) the government’s and 

general public’s mistrust towards the Civil Society Organizations and 

independent actors, and towards liberal thinking in general; and b) the 

lack of full understanding among the majority of civil society actors of 

their genuine role in the foreign policy processes they have been 

involved. 

The first issue (of the mistrust) originates from the fact that the 

mainstream propaganda in countries like Armenia puts forth the 

argument that in taking money from international donors and Western 
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governments, liberal civil society serves clandestine purposes that go 

against the genuine sovereignty and security needs of their own 

country. In an effort to counteract against this kind of accusations some 

of the NGOs assign to themselves the role of national champions. For 

instance, Armenian NGOs feel that during international forums their 

only role is to come together under a united agenda to be able to 

counteract the Azerbaijani NGOs’ attempts to turn the opinion of 

international actors in favor of Azerbaijan. The same happens in the 

Armenia–Turkey case. However, NGOs that seek unity in these 

complex matters are often prone to manipulation by those powers that 

want to suppress internal dissent, want to avoid real reform in-country, 

and want to go for a façade reform, while using patriotism and 

unresolved conflict as civil society unification tools. At the same time, 

one of the strengths of the civil society is its pluralism and an ability to 

express dissenting opinions even if these opinions might contradict the 

national government views. 

Regarding the second issue (lack of full understanding of their own 

role), a recent discussion organized by a newly established Armenian 

think-tank SKIL Foundation on the issue of the role of NGOs in 

Armenia’s foreign policy demonstrated that while NGOs engage in 

foreign policy issues by default, many of them do not recognize their 

own obligation to engage in such relations consciously. As a rule, Civil 

Society Organizations (CSO) are overwhelmingly concerned with one 

or two major foreign policy issues (those that are on the surface) while 

neglecting others. For instance, the Armenian CSOs are predominantly 

focusing on the two major issues that face Armenia’s foreign policy 

agenda: Armenia–Turkey relations and the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, 

while ignoring other foreign policy issues that are no less relevant for 

the security and stability in the region. 
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This is striking given that a good deal of CSOs from the region is in 

fact engaged in several foreign policy agenda issues relevant for 

security and stability. For example, a good deal of Armenian NGOs are 

deeply engaged in the European Union Eastern Partnership agenda, via 

the so-called Civil Society Forum uniting about 500 NGOs from the 

EaP and EU states. The Forum, initiated by the EU, is seeking the 

support of civil society in the six EaP states and in the EU for the 

implementation of the EaP, and it has several directions each of which 

contributes to security and stability. The democracy, security and 

stability direction includes HR, anti-corruption, judicial reform, public 

administration reform, and media. There are also economy, 

environment, people-to-people and youth directions, and some more. 

Today the 4th Forum is taking place in Stockholm. Over the last three 

years NGOs from the 6 states, together with their peers from EU states, 

are cooperating in order to support the policy reform agenda that the 

EU promotes in their countries. A year ago Russian NGOs were invited 

as observers. This year, for the first time, also Turkish NGOs are 

invited as observers. The Forum is one of the major initiatives that 

internationalizes and globalizes the civil society work in our region. 

The fact that many of the Armenian participants in this kind of forums 

do not recognize their own role fully, as well as do not see any other 

agenda points apart from relations with Turkey and Azerbaijan, 

demonstrates the lack of strategic preparedness of the Armenian civil 

society to tackle the regional security and stability issues professionally. 

In fact, these NGOs are working in an area where they do not fully 

understand their own role. 

At the same time, Armenian NGOs are closely watching what is going 

on in other countries. In Russia recent new laws further curtailed the 

capacity of NGOs to have policy opinions and international outreach. 

In Azerbaijan the clamp-down on independent organizations continues. 
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In Georgia, on the contrary, it is the second time that after free 

elections representatives of the civil society come to power: Paata 

Zakareishvili and Guram Odisharia both quite well-known in the 

Armenian NGO circles, have become ministers in the new government. 

In Turkey many NGOs are moving in the direction of independent 

approach to the internal and external issues that Turkey is facing, and 

they contribute seriously to the democratization agenda there, including 

the Armenian issue. 

Civil Society Organizations from Abkhazia, South Ossetia and 

Nagorno-Karabakh are still kept away from most of these processes 

and isolated, though they participate in peace-building projects. There 

is a likelihood, with changes taking place in Georgia, and recent events 

in Azerbaijan (Safarov events), that international community may 

become more inclined to engage these NGOs in networks despite the 

fact that the states from which these territories have separated from 

might or might not accept this kind of engagement.   

So, despite the mentioned difficulties there are also opportunities as de-

monstrated by the Georgian and Turkish examples. The recent 

International Conference in Istanbul (that brought together representatives 

from about 40 Armenian and Turkish Civil Society Organizations) 

voiced the need for advocacy and lobbying training, a coherent 

communications strategy, and greater financial support to ensure civil 

society’s proper engagement in the public policy process. This will 

make it possible to seriously engage genuine civil society in the 

security and stability architecture of the region: not as a perceived 

threat but rather as a crucial element of that architecture. 
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DISCUSSION  

Wayne Merry: As an American I cannot resist the opportunity to 

comment on the European Union in two regards. First, I keep encountering 

the notion of the European Union joining the Minsk Group. I noticed in 

Brussels that there are those who believe that the European Union has a 

God-given right to give a support of every people on Earth. The 

European role of the Minsk Group Co-Chairs is represented by France. 

And certainly the idea of the European Union joining the Minsk Group 

would create solidarity between Washington and Moscow. 

Secondly, I don’t think what we talk about is the EU’s Eastern policy, 

without really focusing on one country, that is Ukraine, which dwarfs 

all others taken together. And the EU is currently experiencing two 

phenomena, one of which is well-known – the Ukrainian fatigue, which 

hardly needs explanation. The other point is that in a number of 

European capitals, particularly in Berlin, Paris and some others there is 

a feeling that EU’s limited and perhaps even shrinking resources have 

other priorities somehow closer to EU electorates. The notion of the 

Central European Union is going to fill that space of «regular» skepticism, 

and I think that our participants throughout this week should basically 

understand that Washington or Brussels face financial and some other 

security problems and they tend to squeeze all the space in policy-

makers’ priorities and making. And they get very close at their 

expectance to a couple of American Secretaries of State and Defense. I 

understand how little time they had in their days even to think what 

was wrong to the world. And I can tell you that until there’s another 

Caucasian crisis which I’d prefer not to see, the genesis of getting 
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much real attention either from Europe, or America, I think, has little 

probability. Sorry about that. Thank you. 
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Mustafa Aydin: Any government has the right to put conditions on 

whatever it likes. There are conditions and preconditions that lots of 

diplomats should provide, that is, they should have diplomatic 

relations. But the absence of diplomatic relations doesn’t prevent us 

from rapprochement. Since you don’t have diplomatic relations, it 

doesn’t make sense to have a rapprochement. 

Secondly, I think this is quite exaggerated as well. Turkey and Armenia 

have had diplomatic connections since the independence of Armenia. 

We don’t have official national embassies in both countries, but there 

are Armenian diplomats in Turkey. There have been constant 

negotiations between Turkish and Armenian diplomats whenever they 
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wanted. So, it’s just one more step or one more argument to prevent 

diplomatic representations in Armenia. I have argued always for the 

diplomatic relations. 

But I don’t see the logic of asking why Turkey is putting conditions. It 

just starts. And that starts from there. And so, how to overcome those 

conditions? I can give a list of reasons, logical reasons by the Turkish 

Government why it’s putting conditions, but it makes no difference in 

the discussion. 

Second, about Doctor Kharatyan. Obviously, we are associating in 

different circles in Turkey. I don’t know and talked with racists and 

nationalists in Turkey. Obviously, you take care of your views you 

bring here to represent them as Turkish views. That’s not correct. I 

have been involved for 20 years both in Academia and also in scientific 

institutions and I never had associations with the Government, I never 

had dictations from the Government. No one in the Turkish 

Government has a number of NGOs. But this is normal. In Germany all 

the political parties have been NGOs. So it’s not totally abnormal as 

long as you know who is the governmental NGO in Turkey and who’s 

the independent NGO. They know who are speaking on behalf of the 

Government in Turkey. So, don’t associate with them if you see the 

problem. Come and talk to us. You know, there are other NGOs in 

Turkey that exist there. 

I don’t understand the perception that Turkey and the Turks cannot do 

anything right. I’m sure in the history and today there are so many 

mistakes, and we’re making so many mistakes. And everybody else 

does. But sometimes we do some things which we do having a motive 

behind. Thank you! 

Wayne Merry: As a former professor and a diplomat I’d just like to 

emphasize for people to understand that the diplomatic relations are not 
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somehow a gift or an honour that one government gives to another. 

There are normal states with interstate relations. Now, you all might be 

thinking why doesn’t the United States have diplomatic relations with 

Cuba? However, the United States does maintain a diplomatic 

representation in Havana, that looks very much like an embassy. 

Former Ambassador to Armenia John Evans pointed out that nothing 

prevents Armenia and Turkey from establishing diplomatic relations. 

Nothing would prevent them from moving the diplomatic 

representations in the respected capitals to embassies. The one thing 

that is absolutely foolish is to take this issue to the national parliaments 

that guarantees the failure. Diplomatic relations are normally done by 

the exchange of letters between foreign ministers. I personally was 

involved in establishing diplomatic relations between my country and 

Republics of Moldova and Turkmenistan. I only wrote a letter. But 

that’s all it really takes. I think it’s self-defeating for countries to 

imagine that somehow diplomatic relations are the end of the process. 

Diplomatic relations are the process. They tend a lot to deal with other 

issues, historical problems, contemporary problems, all kinds of 

problems. They are means to an end. People ascribe far too much glory 

to diplomacy and diplomats. We are nearly workers in the process for 

respected countries. You can’t do the process which doesn’t exist. And, 

to be candid, between Turkey and Armenia there is an asymmetry. 

Diplomatic relations, in my opinion, would be much better to Armenia, 

than to Turkey. Armenia is a small, landlocked, relatively energy- and 

resource-poor country. Not to have basic diplomatic relations with the 

most important neighbor strikes me, and my advice would be at least to 

start off with representations. You can do a couple of letters and then 

after a few months move those out until you have diplomatic relations 

and then start talking about issues.  

Neil Macfarlane: I have a comment on Mustafa’s presentation. Of 
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course, there would be a victim of the Turkish–Armenian normalization 

and that will be Georgia. 

You spoke and are concerned with the conflicts in the region. One of 

them was obviously the Karabakh Conflict, the other one was Abkhazia 

and South Ossetia. And I was simply perplexed that you mentioned 

Abkhazia and South Ossetia in this context. I think, Doctor Ryabov 

would agree with me that Russia has no particular reason to initiate the 

conflict, and as for the Georgians, they see that the Russian position is 

militarily preferable to their own. We know and they know from the 

2008 War that they have inadequate command and control of tactical 

operational capability. 

I think Georgians basically see the obvious negative impact associated 

with oppressive pursuit of NATO membership in terms of their efforts 

to improve relations with Russia. You provoked me with regard to 

democratic setbacks in Georgia. I see you are referring to the arrests of 

officials of the former government. Arrests occurred where there is 

considerable evidence in respect of the legal behavior on part of the 

people concerned. This evidence is gathered by prosecutors, the 

prosecutor interviews the person concerned and makes a decision as to 

whether the evidence demands an indictment. In the Georgian case, 

there was the question whether there should be a bail. In most cases 

there has been a bail. In many different group cases there has been no 

bail because of flight risk. I do not consider that unreasonable because 

many of Saakashvili officials seem to have a proximity for flight. We

are not at the stage of trial yet but when we get to trial the evidence 

will be presented, and a judge and possibly a jury will deliver a verdict 

of acquittal or guilt. In the West there is a notion that in civilized 

countries you don’t arrest former cabinet of ministers. But reality is 

that the former President of France Chirak was indicted, Mister 
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Berlusconi is under indictment. So, as I said in my presentation, I think 

there is an absence of fair treatment here directed towards Georgia.

Richard Giragosian: Let me take the pleasure of discussing the issue 

with you. In the Georgian case what we see is a recent perception of 

not the political prosecution but politically infected prosecutions. But I 

want to add something on the Armenian–Turkish relations. Mainly one 

thing that was missing was the clear recognition that Mustafa does not 

represent the Republic of Turkey and knowing Mustafa he certainly 

doesn’t represent today’s Government of Turkey. What’s also 

important here is that what we see in that context is the second mistake 

that Turkey made. Both Armenia and Turkey haven’t prepared their 

societies for normalization. The second mistake was bigger. Turkey 

underestimated Azerbaijan and its reaction. The second element – the 

real reason that the ball is in Turkey’s court–is not because of the 

strains of Yerevan or the opinions of Washington but more accurately 

because the Armenian issue is now hosted to the Turkish domestic 

politics. And all is about the Turkish domestic politics. It is no longer a 

foreign policy issue, and it is almost a battle between the Gül and 

Erdo an in many ways. And the Republic will not do its best until the 

Turkish domestic political situation moves forward. And finally the 

optimistic thing is that all the civil societies engaged in Armenia and 

Turkey realistically see that the normalization is not going to be that 

easy or that fast. The little progress today means there has been a 

progress. And I agree with Wayne Merry that Armenia and Turkey 

today have unofficial diplomatic relations and it certainly wouldn’t 

take much to make them more official, and it is something that 

Azerbaijan should be pressured to accept, because even if Turkey 

opens the border tomorrow and sends an ambassador, then, in my point 

of view, Turkey would not be worthy of praise it is just a starting point. 

It is a minimum currency of international relations.  
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Mustafa Aydin: Something that we haven’t discussed much is the 

difference between Gül and Erdo an. How much Erdo an didn’t enter 

the rapproachement. It was somehow started by Gül’s visit to Yerevan. 

And I am not suspicious that he didn’t consult it with Erdo an. Then it 

was taken up by the Foreign Ministry. It actually fitted his «zero 

problems with the neighbors». It fitted very nice, so he just jumped at 

it. I think he moved too fast and put too much limelight for the line of 

Erdo an. Erdo an actually never committed to the process, then he 

thought it would be better for the government to pause. I think that was 

quite an important psychological side, domestic political situation was 

much more important than anything else. And one thing that we didn’t 

mention is that this comes from the Turkish people. Turkey actually 

was set, reset to believe that some sort of movement on Nagorno-

Karabakh discussions was happening and the mistake comes from 

Azerbaijan and from the president of Azerbaijan, because when they 

first mentioned the process of first negotiations the president of 

Azerbaijan Aliyev’s some words encouraged the Turkish people to 

continue negotiations. There were understandings that there were some 

sort of movements in Armenia–Azerbaijan negotiations. They were 

expecting a solution by spring. I think all these factors affected the 

rapprochement. 
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Mustafa Aydin: You are absolutely right. You know, the border wasn’t 

opened because the diplomatic relations, recognition, not recognition – 

the relations, were kept slow because of this initial sentence in the 

Armenian Declaration of Independence – but again, it was more because 

of the misunderstanding of the Armenian mentality than anything else. 

And again, the border was opened until 1993, if I am not mistaken, it 

was closed after 1993, and there was another opportunity to open it 

then, almost 6 months after. There was another negotiation and I talked 

to the Minister of Foreign Affairs and he said: «I regret that we missed 

that opportunity». It was just by the Prime Minister just one day on the 

last stages, he said: «Let’s keep it 6 months more». Then the policy 

was changed in Turkey and we lost that opportunity. 
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ФРАГМЕНТЫ ЗАСЕДАНИЙ

FRAGMENTS FROM SESSIONS



294



295



296



¶Çï³Ï³Ý ËÙµ³·ÇñÝ»ñ` ù³Õ³ù³Ï³Ý ·ÇïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ ¹áÏïáñ (è¸) Ð. øáÃ³ÝçÛ³Ý,

ù³Õ³ù³Ï³Ý ·ÇïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ Ã»ÏÝ³Íáõ Ø. ²í»ïÇëÛ³Ý, 

å³ïÙ³Ï³Ý ·ÇïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ Ã»ÏÝ³Íáõ ¸. Ø³Ý³ëÛ³Ý

ÊÙµ³·ÇñÝ»ñ` å³ïÙ³Ï³Ý ·ÇïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ Ã»ÏÝ³Íáõ ´. äáÕáëÛ³Ý, ¸. âÇÉÇÝ·³ñÛ³Ý

êñµ³·ñÇãÝ»ñ` Ü. ØÏñïãÛ³Ý. È. ä³åÇÏÛ³Ý, ø. öÇñáÛ³Ý

î»ËÝÇÏ³Ï³Ý ËÙµ³·ñáõÙÁ` ì. Ê³É³ýÛ³ÝÇ

Ò¨³íáñáÕ ÝÏ³ñÇã` ¸. ö³ñí³ÝÛ³Ý

Èáõë³ÝÏ³ñã³Ï³Ý ³å³ÑáíáõÙÁ` ². Ü»ñëÇëÛ³ÝÇ

Ð³Ù³Ï³ñ·ã³ÛÇÝ ³å³ÑáíáõÙÁ` ¶. ¸³¹³Û³ÝÇ, ì. Ê³É³ýÛ³ÝÇ, ². ê³ñáõË³ÝÛ³ÝÇ

ÊÙµ³·ñáõÃÛ³Ý Ñ³ëó»Ý` ºñ¨³Ý, Î. àôÉÝ»óáõ ÷áÕáó, 56/6, Ñ»é. 28-54-25, 28-12-94: 

¾É. ÷áëï` haykakanbanak@mil.am

ÐÐ äÜ ¸. Î³Ý³Û³ÝÇ ³Ýí³Ý ³½·³ÛÇÝ é³½Ù³í³ñ³Ï³Ý Ñ»ï³½áïáõÃÛáõÝÝ»ñÇ

ÇÝëïÇïáõïÇ §Ð³ÛÏ³Ï³Ý µ³Ý³Ï¦ é³½Ù³·Çï³Ï³Ý Ñ³Ý¹»ëÇ Ñ³í»Éí³Í, 

Ñ³ïáõÏ ÃáÕ³ñÏáõÙ, 2013 Ã.

êïáñ³·ñí»É ¿ ïå³·ñáõÃÛ³Ý 20.06.2013:

ÂáõÕÃÁ` ûýë»Ã³ÛÇÝ:  Ò¨³ã³÷Á` 60x84 1/16: î»ùëïÁ` 300 ¿ç:

ä³ÛÙ³Ý³Ï³Ý ïå³·ñ³Ï³Ý 18,75 Ù³ÙáõÉ: îå³ù³Ý³ÏÁ` 200: 

î³é³ï»ë³ÏÁ` §²ñÇ³É¦, §Â³ÛÙë¦ ¨ §´³ÉÃÇÏ³¦: îå³·ñáõÃÛáõÝÁ` ûýë»Ã: 

ìÏ³Û³Ï³Ý` 523: ¸³ëÇã` 69263: ISSN 1829-0108

îå³·ñí»É ¿ §Ð»Ý³Ï»ï¦ ¨ §ÈÇÙáõß¦ ïå³ñ³ÝÝ»ñáõÙ

²ÞÊ²î²Üø²ÚÆÜ îºîðºð 

§Ð²ð²ì²ÚÆÜ ÎàìÎ²êàôØ î²ð²Ì²Þðæ²Ü²ÚÆÜ ²Üìî²Ü¶àôÂÚ²Ü

¸ÆÜ²ØÆÎ²Ü¦ ØÆæ²¼¶²ÚÆÜ è²¼Ø²ì²ð²Î²Ü ø²Ô²ø²Î²Ü

üàðàôØÆ ÜÚàôÂºð

(2012 Ã. ÝáÛ»Ùµ»ñÇ 29–30)



Íàó÷íûå ðåäàêòîðû: äîêòîð ïîëèòè÷åñêèõ íàóê (ÐÔ) Ã. Ñ. Êîòàíäæÿí,

êàíäèäàò ïîëèòè÷åñêèõ íàóê Ì. Ñ. Àâåòèñÿí, 

êàíäèäàò èñòîðè÷åñêèõ íàóê Ä. Ì. Ìàíàñÿí 

Ðåäàêòîðû: êàíäèäàò èñòîðè÷åñêèõ íàóê Á. Ï. Ïîãîñÿí, Ä. Ñ. ×èëèíãàðÿí

Êîððåêòîðû: Í. Ñ. Ìêðò÷ÿí, Ë. Ã. Ïàïèêÿí, Ê. Â. Ïèðîÿí 

Òåõíè÷åñêèé ðåäàêòîð: Â. Ð. Õàëàôÿí

Õóäîæíèê-îôîðìèòåëü: Ä. À. Ïàðâàíÿí

Ôîòîãðàôèè: À. Ä. Íåðñèñÿíà 

Êîìïüþòåðíîå îáåñïå÷åíèå: Ã. Ñ. Äàäàÿí, Â. Ð. Õàëàôÿí, À. Ã. Ñàðóõàíÿí

Àäðåñ ðåäàêöèè: Åðåâàí, óë. Ê. Óëíåöè, 56/6, òåë.: 28-54-25, 28-12-94.

Ýë. ïî÷òà: haykakanbanak@mil.am

Ïðèëîæåíèå ê âîåííî-íàó÷íîìó æóðíàëó «Àéêàêàí áàíàê» 
Èíñòèòóòà íàöèîíàëüíûõ ñòðàòåãè÷åñêèõ èññëåäîâàíèé èì. Ä. Êàíàÿíà ÌÎ ÐÀ,

ñïåöèàëüíûé âûïóñê, 2013 

Ïîäïèñàíî ê ïå÷àòè: 20.06.2013.

Áóìàãà: îôñåòíàÿ. Ôîðìàò: 60x84 1/16. Óñë. ïå÷. ëèñò.: 18,75 (300 ñòð.).

Èíäåêñ: 69263: ISSN 1829-0108

Íàïå÷àòàíî â òèïîãðàôèÿõ «Åíàêåò» è «Ëèìóø» 

ÐÀÁÎ×ÈÅ  ÒÅÒÐÀÄÈ

ÌÀÒÅÐÈÀËÛ

ÌÅÆÄÓÍÀÐÎÄÍÎÃÎ ÑÒÐÀÒÅÃÈ×ÅÑÊÎÃÎ ÏÎËÈÒÈ×ÅÑÊÎÃÎ ÔÎÐÓÌÀ

«ÄÈÍÀÌÈÊÀ ÐÅÃÈÎÍÀËÜÍÎÉ ÁÅÇÎÏÀÑÍÎÑÒÈ ÍÀ ÞÆÍÎÌ ÊÀÂÊÀÇÅ»

(29–30 íîÿáðÿ 2012 ã.) 



MATERIALS

OF THE INTERNATIONAL STRATEGIC POLICY FORUM 

«REGIONAL SECURITY DYNAMICS IN THE SOUTH CAUCASUS»

(29–30 November, 2012)

WORKING NOTEBOOKS

Academic editors: Doctor of Political Science (RF) H. S. Kotanjian, 

PhD in Political Science M. S. Avetisyan, 

PhD in History D. M. Manasyan

Editors: PhD in History B. P. Poghosyan, D. S. Chilingaryan 

Proofreaders: N. S. Mkrtchyan, L. H. Papikyan, K. V. Piroyan 

Technical editor: V. R. Khalafyan 

Graphic designer: D. A. Parvanyan

Photographs: A. D. Nersisyan 

Computer support: G. S. Dadayan, V. R. Khalafyan, A. H. Sarukhanyan 

Address of the editorial office: Yerevan, K. Ulnetsi Str., 56/6, tel.: 28-54-25, 28-12-94

E-mail: haykakanbanak@mil.am

Appendix to the Defense Academic Journal «Haikakan banak» 

of Drastamat Kanayan Institute for National Strategic Studies, MOD, RA, 

Special Issue, 2013

Passed for printing: 20.06.2013.

Paper: offset. Size: 60x84 1/16. Conventional printer’s sheet: 18,75 (300 p.).

Index: 69263: ISSN 1829-0108

Printed in the Printing Houses «Henaket» and «Limush»



ÜÞàôØÜºðÆ Ð²Ø²ð




