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Abstract

The Caucasus has seen numerous crises since ibe gained independence following the collapse
of the Soviet Union. Some of these crises havebeen resolved yet as evidenced by recent Russia-
Georgia conflict. This paper seeks to analyze scugbes within the framework of significant
geopolitical changes unfolded by the collapse efSbviet Union. The main thrust of the paper i$ tha
in the post-Soviet era, the Russians lost muchheir tcontrol over the region due to their own
domestic problems, but it seems that Moscow ismetested in withdrawing further from the region.
The findings of the paper indicate that under aurgmnditions, it seems that as long as all rediona
and extra-regional powers fail to consider therggts of other powers or try to pose threats tmthe
the crises will continue to unfold in the Caucaswhile there is no agreed dispute settlement
mechanism in the region either.
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Statement of the Problem

The Caucasus region is still considered one ofntlest important crisis-
ridden regions in the world. The recent crisis i@o@ia is the latest in the
round of crises that has taken place in variousohéal periods in the
region since the collapse of the Soviet Union. éithh previous crises in
Chechnya and Karabakh were managed to a considezatant, there is no
guarantee that they will not create problems amsihe future.

These crises are undoubtedly related to signifigaipolitical changes
that ensued the collapse of the Soviet Union, lreitain question is: "How
did these geopolitical changes affect the emergeofcerises in the
Caucasus?" Geopolitical changes resulting fromctiiapse of the Soviet
Union have had a considerable impact on the retjiamh is now called
Eurasia. These changes have created more cries @aucasus than in any
other region of Eurasia. The present article imti@mpt to study the logic
and mechanism of the impacts of these geopolitcd@nges on the
dynamics of various crises in the Caucasus.

The present paper assumes that the geopoliticabhctesistics of the
Caucasus, along with some mediating variables, sschnergy resources
and its ethnic composition, have increased therdgsteand potential
influence of great powers in the region. In fatte ttombined effect of
political will and potential influence of great peve has prevented the
Caucasus from peacefully overcoming the geopolittteanges that have
resulted from the collapse of the Soviet Union.

1: Geopolitical Consequences of the Collapse of th&oviet Union and the
Unfolding of Regional Crises

Many analysts maintain that the two closing decaafethe 20th century
were a period of significant geopolitical changdsol led to many crises.
These developments undoubtedly stem from the #lapf the Soviet
Union and the end of the Cold War. Indeed, the egusnces of the Soviet
disintegration have become more important thanctiiepse itself. One of
the various consequences of the Soviet Union'syged was the advent of
many crises in different regions. This developmesits very important
because of the human costs as well as the regaoidainternational impacts
they have had.

In the literature of international relations, "@slis is defined as a
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situation in which the traditional equilibrium ofsgstem undergoes radical
changes resulting from the involvement of new fectds these new factors
increasingly threaten the basis of the old systie,crisis is exacerbated.
According to this definition, the system involvesiararchy of subsystems.
Hence, a crisis in a governmental system can leaddrisis in the regional
and even international systems. In this sensehdf drisis influences the
regional and international systems, it is closedjated its geopolitical
context. Geopolitics is both influenced by the isriand influences the
intensity of the crisis. In the regions that are¢ geopolitically significant,
crises seldom take on regional or international esigions, while small
crises in geo-strategic regions can quickly esedMaezi, 2007: 28).

A cursory look at the nature of various crises wloirdicate that a
geopolitical approach can contribute to the undexing of the causes and
roots of crises and then pave the way for crisisiagament and their
settlement as well. Crisis in geopolitical termss haarious aspects
depending on the conditions of the crisis and fntensity. Crises and
geopolitical changes have a direct and dialectiedtionship with each
other. A crisis can lead to geopolitical changes, eonversely, geopolitical
changes can spark new crises. On the basis oépipioach, the collapse of
the Soviet Union as one of the most important gbtigad events of the
20th century had different impacts on various regidn some regions, such
as the Baltics and to some extent, Eastern EurogeCantral Asia, these
geopolitical changes were overcome more easilylewhithe Balkans and
the Caucasus, these changes still create new .chisgeneral, the Soviet
Union's collapse has been critical in creating weges by influencing three
arenas including the resurgence of national idestitbringing about
changes in the geopolitics of power and bringinguabchanges in the
economic importance and nature of various geopalizones in the former
Soviet Union.

1.1: The Resurgence of National Identities

The ideology of the Cold War era and the atmospbeyated by the rivalry
between the two superpowers in the world had pushaay identity and
ethnic aspirations under the rug. However, afterethd of the Cold War and
the removal of the ideological umbrella, the protde which perhaps were
previously of secondary significance, suddenly brokit and created many
tensions. Therefore, historical claims or evendnisél rights and ethnic
differences have become one of the most esseatiadrk in shaping most of
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the crises in recent times. Long after the end hef Cold War, this
phenomenon appeared in Eurasia, especially in dikaBs, the Caucasus
and Central Asia. Most of the tensions in theseaoregoriginated from
ethnic differences. The quest of various ethnic momities for taking
control of their homelands led to war and confliglany of these nations
claimed that a part of their homelands, which hagkrnb separated by
artificial borders, should be returned to them.d$ing events of the post-
Cold War era shows that nationalist motivationst tleead to claims of
statehood have been responsible for most tensgra/fa, 2003: 145-147).

Ethnocentrism is not a new phenomenon. It existedarious parts of
the world in the past and still exists today. Ethaspirations have always
existed in the Caucasus, but after the Soviet psdia special conditions
caused these aspirations to take on a politicatdgion. Maslow believes
that economic problems as well as the emergenchatft-term and mid-
term political and security crises may postpone éhergence of identity
claims but do not completely remove them (Maslo943: 380-396).

1-2: Change in the Geopolitics of Power

With the collapse of the Soviet Union and the sghsat creation of a
power vacuum, geopolitical rivalries once agaiemsified in many regions.
During this period, because of special conditionsegning these regions,
many political forces, whether domestic or foreigrere able to play a role.
Moreover, many crises, such as the crises in Clyacand Karabakh, which
had their origins in the more distant past, broké ance again. In many
cases, crises in Central Asia and the Caucasugl gheeway for rivalries
and the direct or indirect intervention of regionald trans-regional powers.
The color revolutions, which occurred in three bé t15 former Soviet
Republics, are some examples of this trend.

Given Russia's preoccupation with its domestic lerob in the early
years ensuing the disintegration of the Soviet bniegional and trans-
regional powers found an opportunity to competdnwite another to realize
their goals and to fill the power vacuum while mayian eye on the
geopolitical and geo-strategic values of diffemegions (Afshordi, 2002: 6).

Western powers, particularly the United States,cWidonsider Eurasia
as an important and strategic region in their fgrgpolicies, attempted to
establish the missing links on their Eurasian chhbin creating new
conditions and by establishing elbow-rooms to besent in these regions.
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On the contrary, Russia, which considered theséomegas part of its
security zone, tried to prevent its adversariemfgaining complete control
over them (Chayes and Chayes, 1997: 10-15).

The geopolitical significance of these regions Haed two-fold
consequences for regional countries. On the ond,ha attention paid by
regional and trans-regional powers to these regi@ssan attempt to ensure
these countries that Russia would not to be abletike control of them
and that the conditions would not revert to theSpriet collapse situation.
On the other hand, the rivalries between the powetkis region created
confusion for the leaders of these countries in filrenulation of their
foreign policies. Exercising a method of trial aedor has led to close
relations between the regional countries with eifRessia or the West and
the U.S. or their resorting to the collective cbdeation with CIS countries
or the countries outside the region.

1-3: Change in the Economic Importance and Naturefovarious Geopolitical
Zones in the Former Soviet Union

The collapse of the Soviet Union suddenly transgxnthe economic and
geo-economic significance of Central Asia and theicadsus. Countries with
energy resources in Central Asia and the Caucasised) special
importance in international strategic equationsaasew source for energy
supplying.

Another natural and geographical implication of twdlapse of Soviet
Union has been the volatility of the situation ofites connecting the former
Soviet Republics to the outside world. The landéxt situation of
countries in Central Asia and Caucasus (excepGiorgia), their lack of
access to the high seas as well as the separdtsome regions from their
mainland (such as Nakhichevan) have had variouadispn the economic
and political structures of the newly independemindries. To compensate
for these geographical shortcomings, these cousnti@ve become
dependent on some of their neighboring countriesder to access the high
seas.

In addition to the land-locked nature of these ¢oes, because of
unfavorable geographical conditions, the existesfodisputes in the region
and rivalries among some of these countries' Isadbe transit of goods
and energy has faced difficulties. This factor, nglowith political
considerations, has provoked rivalries among tiveeps for constructing oll
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and gas pipelines and communication routes. Althallg years has lapsed
this problem still remains. Various plans haveddibecause of the political
and economic rivalries of the involved parties. Btorer, the determination
of the North-South communication routes supportgdrédn and Russia on
the one hand and East-West access supported bydkeon the other have
always been subject to controversy because ofrdiffees and divergent
political and economic priorities.

2: Why the Caucasus Region Is Unique and Importanin Geopolitical Terms?

Strategic studies maintain that any region thatett the interest of the
great powers is of geopolitical and geo-strateggmicance. However,
these regions are divided into two categories:ebjans that enjoy only
strategic, geopolitical and economic advantageth®mgreat powers; and 2)
regions that are apt to pose threats to one or rabrhe great powers.
Between these two categories, the second has grpatentialitiess for
creating crises.

The Caucasus has displayed both of the above dbasiics in the
post-Soviet era. On the one hand, this region hasskrategic geopolitical
and economic advantages for the U.S. and to soteatefor Europe, and
on the other hand, it has had the potentialitygosing threats to Russia.
Zbigniew Brzezinski believes that Eurasia was ttemarena for rivalries
between the two superpowers during the Cold Waraedhwill remain a
scene for disputes among the great powers in tee@old War era. Based
on the theory of neo-Mackinderism, two groups oliroies exist in
Eurasia. The first group comprises active geo-striat actors, and the
second group comprises geopolitical poles. Brzé&zisisggests that in the
geopolitical domineering game in Eurasia, we shqadg attention to the
roles of these two groups. Active geo-strategio@care those countries
that have the national capacity and the will fowpo projection or extra-
territorial influence to change the geopoliticatss-quo. The importance
of the countries in the second group, which conasrigeopolitically-
oriented actors or geopolitical poles, does notiltefsom their power or
motivation rather their significance stem from theiucial positions and
from their vulnerabilities affecting the behaviof active geo-strategic
actors. Geopolitically-oriented actors are chanmotel by their
geographical traits. These traits allow them teedwatne the access or lack
of access by geo-strategic actors to importantoregiand strategic
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resources (Cotamtine, 1999: 2).

Because the U.S. sees the region as strategicafigriant and Russia
believes the influence of its rivals in the regisna potential threat, both
powers have tried to expand their influence in bgion. This region has
certain characteristics that have facilitated the tountries' influence and
consequently leading the emergence of crises. Thbhaeacteristics are
enumerated and briefly explained below.

2-1: Absence of a Hegemonic Power in the Region

During recent centuries, the Caucasus has beemdeoad one of the most
contentious regions of the world, although the @&rydominance of the
Soviet Union over this region had restored stabiidr more than half a
century. As Nicole Jackson observes, "Although Russherited many
Soviet foreign policy institutions, the new govemmts information and
expertise about how to formulate foreign policy caming the fourteen
states were limited. The formulation of policiesswarther complicated by
the fact that Russia was undergoing its own ecoootatastrophe and
domestic identity crisis following the sudden cpla of both communism
and the empire" (Jackson, 2003: 1).

The Soviet government's long presence and influémdbe Caucasus
and the exercise of repressive policies of the camst era had cultivated a
yearning for new models of governance. Every dguakent in the regional
balance of power first affects the immediate neaghiy countries, such as
Russia, Iran and Turkey. This limited circle thedieads to include some
other regional states. Therefore, the newly-inddpatcountries are trying
to fill the power vacuum resulting from the collepsf the Soviet Union. To
do this, they have involved themselves in the cdmpe among regional
and trans-regional powers to increase their owlnénice and to gain utmost
leverage from the new situation.

2-2: Neighboring a Great Power such as Russia andhié Region's Potential
Threats against Russia

Given its historical background, the relationshigtviieen stability in the
South Caucasus and North Caucasus, and the facoahaf 22 million
inhabitants of the Caucasus, more than 2.2 midianRussian and 200,000
are Ukrainian and Belarusian. Russia paid speti@hton to the Caucasus
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in its 1993 military doctrine, which was pursued fybsequent Russian
governments. As in other regions in the CIS whewsdians live, support
for people of Russian descent is the responsilwfithe Russian army (The
Basic Provisions of the Military Doctrine of the $&ian Federation, 1993).

After the Soviet collapse, Russia's role in thgragation or subsiding
of crises points to the serious attention paid bgdRa to this region. Russia
is one of the main parties in the political equasioand political
developments in the Caucasus, and the resolutionagdr problems in the
region will be very difficult without Russia's paipation. One of the major
reasons for Russia's opposition to every sepasdtsinpt has been that the
independence of or any change in the borders inNbgh Caucasus
contrary to Russia's will has been considered aedtimthreat to Russia's
integrity and could spread to over more than 2Qiéps and autonomous
regions and territories in parts of Siberia and Fae East within Russian
borders. Although all these units (except for Tateam and Chechnya) have
joined a federation pact with Russia on March 2821 they are affected by
the waves and successes of separatism in regiocis @8 Chechnya
(Goldenberg, 1996: 345).

At the same time, Moscow has always tried to obtesgional
dominance in the Caucasus. Since the 19th CerRwgsian politicians and
strategists have regarded the Caucasus as a staditegnportant region for
their country. After the Cold War, in the 1990s, dMmderism attracted
supporters in Russia. Many Russian thinkers thotigtitthe victory of their
country over the world would be the unavoidableuitesf history. Now,
they look for this victory in geography rather thiaistory. Because of the
geopolitical changes in the Caucasus, Russia hastedl various policies
during the past two decades to eliminate its sgcuinreats. Disputes in
some republics and the crisis in Chechnya showatdas long as the near-
abroad regions are located outside Russia's zonmfloence, Russia's
territorial integrity will be threatened. The fortitm of regional
organizations, especially the Shanghai Cooperafoganization, can be
explained along these lines.

2-3: Ethnic Diversity and Complexities and the Wilingness to Create
Independent States

Under Soviet rule, political borders, particulattiypse in the Caucasus, were
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not devised on the basis of the region's ethnicacteristics or the people's
past history. Instead, Soviet leaders separatedregmn’s peoples and
placed them within the forced boundaries of pditiand administrative
units. The result of this “engineering of nationg/as a dangerous
combination of diverse national, ethnic and trigabups within various

countries. Taking a look at the social conditiorfsddferent republics

clearly shows that the influx of various ethnigtieo other republics
following the artificial drawing of borders in tlregion would easily lead to
possible ethno-nationalist crises. This could disrine existing political

balance found among and within the countries. Tbtlitarian and

repressive nature of the former Soviet regime medatp bring ethnic

elements and religious differences under contradwever, during this

period, no attention was paid to the destabilizthgracter of such factors,
which ultimately became a factor responsible foistaging regional

stability. Till date no effective mechanism has rbeeonsidered for

containing such a problem.

On tensions and conflicts among various territorveigh different
cultures, Andre Fontain writes on the CaucasustmuresThere is no area
in the Soviet Union where the overlapping of nadi@nd religions is so
intense. There is no need to note that this ovpigpwas encouraged by
both the Tsars and the Communists. They intendedutb inevitable
centrifugal pressures. The inhabitants of the megiwshich resembles the
Balkans, have never lived in peace except undepagsrule. Therefore, the
weakness of the Soviet central government per aeegated the threat of
inter-ethnic tensions. If undesirable economic domms among the
ethnicities inhabiting the Caucasus had not instidyaribal reactions, these
tensions would not have become so widespread"” @grit993: 79).

Hence, the political units in the region can beméd as a manifestation
of politicized ethnicities rather than political itex It was originally
presumed that the more homogenous the politiesmibre stable they and
consequently the entire region would be. Scrutinghe delicateness arising
from the distinction between ethnicity and polited sect on the one hand
and the political unit of nation-state on the othaestioned the simplistic
hypothesis that argued that only demographic homeige in a specific
geographical area is the best path to the attainnoénthe ideal of
establishing a nation-state. The past and presditical developments in
domestic and international arenas indicate thatthmtries that have been
established solely according to ethnic or sectammuirements have failed
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to solve the fundamental dilemma of insecurity {&eleh, 1999: 83-85).

Undoubtedly, this implies that the existence ofnéthies makes
countries insecure. There are currently 120 multiet-multicultural
countries in the world (Gurr, 1997: 54-59). The dency to
disintegration and politicization of identities ot observed in all of
these countries; indeed most of them seek equlaisrigithin the existing
national institutions rather than searching for nethand sectarian
mobilization (Gurr, 1994: passim).

2-4: Energy Resources

Many analysts believe that the existence of vastrgnresources in the
Caucasus and its location as the transit routél aihd gas from the Caspian
basin and Central Asia account for the attentioe treat powers,
particularly trans-regional actors, pay to the oegi Many large oil
companies are currently making efforts at gainingnoessions for
exploitation of the region's resources. Most of thgional countries and
even trans-regional ones seek to acquire benedits the transportation of
the region's resources. According to the existitagigtics, the Caspian
basin's resources constitute only two percent afdaail reserves as well as
three to five percent of world natural gas resenfeerbaijan Republic's
proven oil reserves, for example, are estimatedratind seven billion
barrels, which constitutes 0.7% share of totalt{@riPetroleum, 2008).

The Caspian energy and the significant statusrtiwst energy experts
accord to the region in the world energy markespective led this region
to witness the interaction and confrontation oééhtypes of actors:

— Caspian littoral states

— Countries that transport energy

- Regional and world powers
Because regional and world powers are mostly th& mansumers of
Caspian energy resources, they play a crucialipaine energy export cycle
from the region to the consumption market throughdountries that transit
energy.

2-5: The Limited Nature of Regional Countries' Trarsportation Roads

The hefty costs of economic transformation thatamegn the Caspian
littoral countries at the onset of independenceertadm — like other former
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Soviet republics — sell their resources and rawenmws in the world
markets as soon as possible in order to addreis$dahsign currency needs.

At the same time, Caspian oil and gas and its itraostes to markets
have increasingly attracted the attention of gpeaters due to the world’s
growing dependence on the import of hydrocarborrggneesources, the
growing of tensions in the Middle East and the w$eRussia as a major
player in the energy politics of the 21st Centukonetheless, although
great powers such as Russia, the United Statesghend&uropean Union
share political interests in preventing the Caspt®a from becoming a
crisis-ridden zone, these actors have behaved ddweky in this region.
For more than a decade, controversy over the tramsies of energy from
the region has been one of the main areas of doamesng some regional
and trans-regional powers.

Currently, a set of pipelines transport Azerbagaahd Caspian oil and
gas to the world markets. The 1700-kilometer Bahilidi-Ceyhan pipeline
with a capacity of one million barrels per day wiasugurated on May 25,
2005 with a $4.2 billion investment. This pipelim@s intended to bypass
Iran, Russia and Armenia. Before the constructibthis pipeline, another
one transported oil from the Baku port to Supsa poiGeorgia near the
Black Sea. To build this 515-mile pipeline, whickgan in April 1999,
nearly 600 million dollars were spent. The oil sparted to Supsa is
conveyed to Europe with vessels through the Blaek 8nd Bosphorus
strait.

The Baku-Thilisi-Erzrum gas pipeline with a capgaat 20 billion cubic
meters transports Caspian gas to the West and &ureprthermore,
railroads for the transit of crude oil from Thilisi the Puti and Batumi ports
transport 100,000 barrels of crude oil from Azegdraiand Kazakhstan to
foreign markets. These two transit routes of od gas have turned Georgia
to an important hub for energy transit, even morpdrtant than Turkey for
Europe (Malaek, 2008: 7).

2-6: Proximity to Europe

The proximity of the Caucasus to Europe and Eunomeacerns about the
spillover of possible insecurity of the region inEurope have led the
European Union to engage the region with particuigarest and to become
an influential actor under certain circumstances.ifstance, by concluding
partnership and training agreements in variouslgiglith countries such as



Geopolitical Changes and Crises in the Caucasug§7

Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan, the EU and thea@ization for
Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) have toeake steps in order
to tackle domestic challenges of these countries.

Europe maintains numerous economic interests inGhecasus that
include access to Caspian oil and gas for diveedifin of needed fuel, as
well as the expansion of transportation and comoatinn corridors
between Europe and Asia. Economic interests alatty security concerns
have attracted significant European attention értgion (Rettman, 2006:
2). Since 2003, the EU has been a security play#rd region, particularly
in Georgia, and has made utmost efforts to reswmiaay regional conflicts.
In this respect, the Minsk Group’s1l mediation aneinEh mediatory efforts
at resolving the Karabakh crisis can be mentioieulope also appointed a
special representative for the South Caucasus deroto initiate the
European Security and Defense Policy operatioralst created the Rapid
Reaction Mechanism Commission to support demoeatiidiz processes
following the Rose Revolution in Georgia.

The most important steps taken by the EU towardsctuntries whose
memberships in the Union will not take place in tiear future include the
adoption of the “European Neighborhood Policy” iastent, which took
effect on March 11, 2003. The Instrument grantexfegsential benefits and
relations in all dimensions, especially concernamgess to the European
market and the protection of investment in thesentiees (European
Neighborhood Policy, 2004).

The EU is also an important trade partner, spedijidor Armenia and
Azerbaijan. Half of Azerbaijan’s trade is conducteith the EU. In 2006,
33% of Azerbaijan’s exports and 66% of its impaevese undertaken with EU
member states. The EU has been Armenia’s biggest partner in 2005. At
the same time, the National Indicative Programiaitat its work in 2005 to
support legal and administrative reforms in théaedn order to address the
social consequences of transition and economidalavent.

2-7: The Presence of Weak States

The Caucasian states have faced numerous challengésir path towards
independence, stability and dealing with severeecoc problems. Most of

L. The Minsk Group was established under the proviefidhe OSCE and worked to mediate the settlemettiteof
Karabakh dispute for many years.
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these problems are inherited from the former Sasystem and the results
of its disintegration. Indeed, as Christoph Zurdnelicates, "The emerging
post-Soviet Caucasian polities were open to viotantflicts because they
were caught in power struggles between old and elées, were engaged
by mobilizing ethnic groups, were seriously resédt in their ability to
provide public goods, and lacked an establishedopaly on the legitimate
means of violence" (Zurcher, 2007: 2).

The weakness of these countries causes the rgledobsy national groups
to increase in domestic politics. This, in turnllvpose threats to these
countries’ stability and territorial integrity irhé future. Perhaps the most
salient factor threatening the stability of the €asian states in the long run is
the lack of viable mechanisms for addressing corgcand the inevitable
economic, ethnic or political aspirations. Nonetlodse countries has been
able to create a power-sharing arrangement amorgr reite groups or
opposition parties. Some of these countries hawmntiited primitive
mechanisms for the transfer of power. Existing atisgaction along with
totalitarian regimes are not promising signs fdniezing stability, while the
absence of political space for training a new gatiean of leaders and for
democratic transformation will further complicake tprocess. In addition, in
most of these countries, the continuity of the 8bwyovernment's racial
policies concerning national preferences, whichttedtability in the short
term, endanger stability in the long run by indiigg ethnic, tribal, political
and economic dissatisfactions (Rand Corporatiof228-5).

2-8: Differences in and Clash of Cultures

Cultural tendencies, though not a geopolitical e&emn theory, can have a
direct impact on geopolitical elements. In thispes, the sympathy or
antipathy of the Caucasian people towards Russsn &and Turkey as
countries that in different historical eras dométathe region is one of the
factors influencing regional countries’ politicaidhinternational outlooks.

Currently, peoples of the region are divided betwt#wse who have a
favorable view of Russia and those who do not;Amenian population,
which harbors a negative attitude toward Turkeyalise of historical
differences; and certain ultra-nationalist curremtsAzerbaijan that have
influenced bilateral relations with the Islamic Refic of Iran. This is while
the most significant instrument of Iran’s influenicethe region has been a
fairly positive feeling among a large segment & plublic.
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3: The Impact of Geopolitical Traits on the Formaton of Crises in the
Caucasus

The aforementioned traits have appeared in th@megith the collapse of
the Soviet Union or have reemerged as a result.edery the main question
is, “Why have the geopolitical repercussions of Bmviet disintegration
persisted in the Caucasus and still play a role?héted in the beginning of
the paper, it is presumed that the convergenchesfet factors had led great
powers like Russia, the U.S. and Europe to showenrgderest in exerting
influence in the region, and the current situatmovides them with the
possibility to do so. The result of the clash dffsdifferent demands as well
as the region’s geopolitical traits has so far gixiee to a variety of crises in
the region. The behavior of great powers in theakakh, Chechnya and the
recent Georgian crises as well as certain othemrneg crises supports this
hypothesis.

3-1: The Crisis in Karabakh

Although the crisis in Karabakh originated comgietian ethnic policies
adopted by the Soviet Union, immediately after 8wviet collapse, this
issue became a pretext for some regional and tegisnal powers to gain
influence in the region and to shape events bageithair interests. Under
these conditions, existing governments in the megiould not assume
impartiality thus were caught in the crossfire ofmpeting forces.

With the increasing political challenges createdh®y Karabakh dispute
the involved parties did their best to manipulatergs in their own
interests. This happened to such an extent thatah&ontation between
Armenians and Azeris was replaced by a politicahlry between the
powers, which sought to mold the region as theyheds Levon Ter-
petrossian, the former Armenian president, belietteat "Disagreement
between Russia and the Minsk Group is the mainaclestcausing the
failure of mediation in this long crisis. Todaytadishing peace does not
depend on the involved parties. Instead, it dependpletely on mediators.
Now the war has transferred from the battlefieldthe arena, where two
mediators struggle with each other" (Abrar Newspap@94: 16).

For the Russians, the Karabakh conflict did hawgagor impact on their
national security and could lead to the interjecttid outside powers in their
backyard. Therefore, Russia adopted a multi-facepgaoach for reaching a
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settlement, the main elements of which were: hagimad relations with the
three involved parties and influencing their demsmaking processes;
unilateral management of the Karabakh dispute; tamimg the right of

annulling agreements through various means foif i(S@abatabaei, 2003:
84); and at the same time, participating in mukial activities, such as the
Minsk Group, for resolving the dispute.

Given the overall Russian thinking about the Kaki#bssue, it can be
said that the most important ingredients of Rusagproach in managing
the Karabakh crisis were the maintenance of aegfimtbalance in the
Caucasus, preventing regional and trans-regionahlsri from being
successful in settling the dispute, and minimizthg influence of these
parties, especially the U.S., in the region. On dltleer hand, America's
increasing influence in the developments in thedaaus has been one of
America's priorities. Accordingly, the U.S. has ymeted Moscow's
exclusive role by assuming a role in regional &rigesulting in a perpetual
competition between Russia and the U.S.

The OSCE, which began its efforts for ending thealkakh dispute in
1992, has opposed Russia because of fundamentatedides in strategic
outlook for the region. However, despite the intignaf the OSCE's efforts,
these measures have failed because of Russiarepdheeire, 2003: 79-82).

The former U.S. representative in the Minsk Grooypnid the reason for
this in nationalist policies pursued by Russia. iesgo believes that
America's active role is breaking the balance &trby Russians and
offering enough confidence-building for making anpyomise acceptable
to the involved parties (The Christian Science Nmmi1994: 26).

Russia, for instance, in the Karabakh conflict dboted to the
prolongation of the crisis by providing militarymaort to Armenia as well as
by obstructing Iran's mediation endeavor in thesigriAs Pataraia and
Darchiashvili have pointed out, "Azerbaijan's séguconcerns deepened
even more after it was disclosed that Russia hauethe transferred
armaments to Armenia in 1993-96, while the Armenixefense Minister
Serzh Sarkisian claimed 'over the last two yearfiane doubled our defense
capacity at no cost to the budget'." (Pataraialzardhiashvili, 2003: 155).

3-2: The Chechen Crisis

Although the Chechen crisis was considered annateRussian problem,
this did not mean the West's non-intervention ie tirisis. The West
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frequently sought to undermine Russia and to ddstabit. The
opportunity created in Chechnya could realize theiditional aspiration,
which was the second stage of disintegration. \&tme differences in the
method and objective, the United States, Europeemsth some regional
states saw the Chechen crisis as a suitable grimungursuing their own
strategic interests (Ozhiganov, 1993: 23).

The U.S. administration held that the Chechensidsuld pave the way
for pursuing its strategic interests in order toklithe Caucasus to its
political, economic and military concerns. The W&imate goal and that of
a number of its regional allies was to drive Russi of the Caucasus
strategic region, to cut off its hands from thedland Caspian Sea ports,
control the Caspian energy resources and theisitraoutes, and force
Russia to return to its 16th Century boundariesyeig the boundaries of
Ivan IV period. Hence the United States has treedreate strips of smaller
states surrounding Russian boundaries by suppasgpgratist movements
in the region, thus providing the ground for furtbeeakup of the country in
the long run. As Craig Nation aptly observes, "Thated States has been
drawn to the window of opportunity to forward aipglof reducing Russian
influence and promoting the sovereignty of the nedependent states and
“geopolitical pluralism” within the post-Soviet spg assuring access to the
resources of the Caspian; and securing regionakaind potential military
access (over-flight and potential basing), extegdia strategic reach into
Inner Asia" (Craig Nation, 2007: 5).

In contrast, Russians frequently accused the Ursl some other
European states of financially and militarily sugpg Chechen militants.
In the last instance, on April 22, 2008 one of pgrencipal Russian TV
channels, Channel One, aired a program in whicht&esecurity services
were accused of an attempt to promote Chechnya&ssin from Russia.
They mentioned U.S. State Department involvemeittiérprocess (Western
Secret Services Plotted Separating Chechnya fron2&08).

Russia also does not make a secret of its strosiggpicious attitude
towards the prospects of military cooperation betwe&outh Caucasian
states on the one hand, and Turkey and the U.#heonther (Pataraia and
Darchiashvili, 2003: 165). Then Russian Foreign istar Igor lvanov also
declared the United States responsible for instalil the North Caucasus
and claimed that the United States seeks to takansae of the chaos
(Khordad Newspaper, 1999: 7).

As Russian authorities claim, by destabilizing Ralssvital areas around
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the Caspian Sea (Daghestan and Chechnya), whichteaasit route for the
country's oil and gas pipelines and one of the iogmt routes for

transporting the Caspian energy resources to thenaikets, the United
States and Turkey are trying to cut off Russia'gpdrtant oil artillery,

providing the ground for the passage of the regiail' and gas pipelines
through Turkey.

After September 11th, the U.S. policy of 'globalrwa terror' changed
existing priorities. The interventions in Afgharistand the fight against al-
Qaeda required Russian assistance for which th&etUi8tates had to be
more accommodating to the Russians vis-a-vis thecl#n crisis. The
Chechen crisis has been defused, but the reemergétioe crisis cannot be
viewed as unlikely in the future.

3-3: The Crisis in Georgia

The crisis in Georgia is undoubtedly Russia's reatshnd most important
response to a series of attempts made by the Wgmhshd Russia's
international and regional interests since theapsik of the Soviet Union.
The crisis was sparked in the NATO summit in Bueam April 2008. At

this summit, France and Germany opposed the Udgd. folr accepting the
membership of Ukraine and Georgia in NATO, but @swagreed that an
operational plan for these two countries’ memberstould be ratified the
following December.

What is now happening in Georgia has been prede&sihce for some
time, and even following the collapse of the Souiftion, the conflict
between the interests of Russia with those of tlestWias unavoidable. In
fact, Russia's weakness in the early years ofrithependence of the former
Soviet republics prevented it from pursuing a maggressive policy in
holding back the West's encroachment in their backyThe U.S. and the
West therefore continued their efforts to exparalrtinfluence in Russia's
security environment through NATO's enlargementh® East and ignored
Russia's protests.

With the emergence of the 2003 color revolutioGeorgia, a pro-U.S.
government came to power. This development in Gapoglled 'The Rose
Revolution', led to the removal of President Edu&tikvardnadze from
power and the coming to power of Mikheil Saakashwilthe same year
(Socor, 2005: 3). The new government did not hitle gro-Western
orientation, including NATO membership. In Augusi08, while deep
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differences emerged in the relations between Rasglahe West, Georgia's
attack on South Ossetia sparked a major conflict.

Furthermore, according to a report by the Stockhioitrernational Peace
Research Institute, Georgia has the world's higtastof growth in defense
expenditure. Despite the country's overall poveity, defense ministry's
budget has increased 50 times since 2002, expafrdimg$18 million to 900
million. Moreover, during the NATO summit in Bucleat, Putin warned that
giving NATO membership to Georgia and Ukraine wohkl a direct and
serious threat against Russia's security (Erlar2@08: 5). In addition to
these developments, the EU's recognition of Kosawdlependence, contrary
to the agreement made after World War Il to respentlers on the European
continent to prevent disputes, Russia perceivedsthation as dire and
unbearable and felt that when neither Europe ner thS. shows any
flexibility to Russia's aspirations, even withins itown security zone,
confrontation is inevitable. Strobe Talbott, a fem.S. Deputy Secretary of
State and director of the Brookings Institute said August 18, 2008:
"Russia’s efforts are similar to what the Westidid990 in the Balkans for
getting back what they have unexpectedly lost"l{@t) 2008: 2).

The question is whether Russia has changed itscypalin the
unchangeability of borders. It seems that it hasabse Russian Foreign
Minster Sergey Lavrov said on August 17, 2008 Babrgia's territorial
integrity must be forgotten, and Abkhazia and Qassnnot be annexed to
Georgia by force. The disintegration of Georgiarse highly probable.
Georgia will not be able to return the separategiores to its territory. In
fact, it does not have the necessary political @uildary means to do so.
Lavrov declared on August 19 that the U.S. and NAist choose
between cooperating with Russia or with Georgias@ra Hits back at
NATO Warning, 2008). Russia believes that Georgrmsmbership in
NATO and the organization's long-term presence anfldience in the
Caucasus would be a threat against Russia's tatitimtegrity and a
warning of its likely disintegration. If Georgiatens NATO, Russia's room
to maneuver will become increasingly limited.

Under these circumstances, America's involvement Ireq and
Afghanistan and its failure to open a new frontGeorgia, as well as
America's need to Russia's cooperation in Iran'slean dossier and
Europe's need for Russia's gas, have persuadddutbsans that they can
act more aggressively in dealing with the settleimainthe problems in
Georgia.
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A few days after Russia's attack on Georgia, theiqad analyst George
Friedman wrote: "The Russian invasion of Georgia hat changed the
balance of power in Eurasia. It simply announced the balance of power
had already shifted. The United States has beeorladxs in its wars in Iraq
and Afghanistan, as well as potential conflict withn and a destabilizing
situation in Pakistan. It has no strategic growrdds in reserve and is in no
position to intervene on the Russian peripheryle@man, 2008: 3).

Most American officials believed that it was po$sito pressure Russia
through international organizations such as theliVoérade Organization
(WTO), by opposing its membership in OECD or by akpg it from the
G-8. These actions would deal a blow to Russias@&mny and prestige.
However, Europe felt an increasing need for energyeed Europe needed
Russia's gas more than Russia needed to sell gas.

American analysts have also expressed various \abast the dispute in
Georgia. In an interview with Bloomberg on Augu&, 008, Brzezinsky
said, "We obtain the oil of Azerbaijan and the ga<entral Asia and the
Caspian Sea through Georgia. Therefore, Georgia isyportant asset for the

West." In his 1997 bookThe Grand Chessboardrzezinsky emphasized
that the Russians must be driven out of the Cascasarder to maintain a
secure energy route to the West (Brzezinsky, 1997).

For Europe, too, the crisis in Georgia has creatady security concerns.
For this reason, Europeans have focused theirteftor settling the crisis as
quickly as possible. Contrary to U.S. expectatidas,ope did not actively
support Georgia. Rather, it declared its dismay &ressian actions and tried
to mediate. However, this crisis has affected Eeaopsecurity structures,
such as the Organization of Security and Cooperati&urope.

4: Security Dilemma and Prospects for Security infte Caucasus

The Caucasus is a region that has been historiaghiace for the clash of
great powers' interests and most of the develomnenthe region have
been overshadowed by the clash of competing irtteresithough in
geographical and geopolitical terms, this regiossesses a historical and
recognizable identity, in security terms, the Cawusais faced with
numerous complexities and uncertainties. In ordeddécode the security
dilemma in the Caucasus, one can start from thimitlehal consensus in
the field, which conceives the region as a 'segwadmplex’ using Buzan's
conceptualization. He defines security complex a®maplex that a set of
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units whose major processes of securitization,esdenstization, or both are
so interlinked that their security problems cameatsonably be analyzed or
resolved apart from one another (Buzan, 2003: 95).

For most analysts, various linkages between therisgedssues of the
Caucasian states are understandable, but beyendetimition, there are many
guestions as to which countries are included irCthecasus security complex.
The most important question in this regard conc&ussia's membership or
exclusion in this complex. Can Russia be regardeda anember of the
Caucasian security complex? In geographical tepasts of the Russian-
dominated territory are located in the Caucasusns€guently, security
developments in this region affect Russia's nakiseeurity. Accordingly, the
main reason for Russia's objection to Georgia's lmeeship in NATO and
establishment of the great powers' presence inctntry includes the
vulnerability of Russia's national security in giom like Chechnya.

On the other hand, Russia's presence and actaméss region so far
has been beyond those of a regional player, makiogt of the country's
involvement in the region being defined in the eomtof great powers'
actions. Iran and Turkey, moreover, see themseb®sa part of the
Caucasian security complex because of the exis#fiiities. In this
framework, due to its neighborhood with the Causaswen the European
Union is very sensitive to the issue of securityhia region. For this reason,
in security initiatives proposed for the regiong(e3+3, 3+2, and 3+3+1
plans), Iran, Turkey and Russia as well as the Eltansidered along with
Azerbaijan, Armenia and Georgia.

On the other hand, the relations between statesadrenly characterized
by conflicting interests and security (mis)peroaqsi, but also by opposite
visions for the region (Coppieters, 1996: 254).d9frss define the Caucasus as
the 'near abroad'. Turkey thinks that the larg&ki€wwommunity of "Turan” in
the Caucasus and Central Asia should be united timeléeadership of Turkey
(Coppieters, 1996: 255). Because of its histoacal cultural affinities with the
region, Iran defines this region in the sphere rahilin civilization. The
European Union has defined a specific form of Iggsawith regional countries
according to its European Neighborhood Policy. ¢fpaily the United States
should be added to the aforementioned complex,ifgolat the region
particularly in the energy security framework.

If we add ethnic factor, which plays a significaate in the region, the
region's security complexities will become moreappt. In other words, the
Caucasian security complex includes a wide rangetoirs from small players
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like a 70 thousand-strong actor, i.e. South Osdetilrge powers like Russia
and the United States. The presence of numerouslitiedent actors raises a
fundamental question whether security in the Caugcasdefined in a regional
context or in an international one. Considering tmportance of energy
security as well as the region's geostrategicfgignice for the U.S. and Europe
on the one hand, and its importance for Russidonatsecurity on the other,
the question of security in the Caucasus seenmsvi® llecome a matter of great
powers relations rather than a regional issue.

During the past 15 years following the disintegmatiof the Soviet
Union, the Caucasus has been faced with numerassscas mentioned
above, and it has been in a fragile security siinatAlthough there are
many factors determining the creation of suchwasion, the role played by
the great powers in the instigation or prolongatiérsuch crises has been
salient. An investigation of security conditionglie Caucasus demonstrates
that during this period whenever the interests ofag powers have
coincided, there has been a fertile ground forrtlweioperation on the
establishment of security, yielding positive result

On the contrary, attempts at shifting the balande power and
privileging one's own interests have given risad¢w crises and conflicts in
the region. Indeed, the new stage of crisis inGhecasus broke out when
the West, by encouraging the Rose Revolution inr@aptried to ignore
Russia rather than collaborating with it in regioa#fairs. This attitude
which was also followed in the Orange RevolutiotJkraine convinced the
Russians that the West was not ready to recognissi&n interests in the
former Soviet sphere. As a result, Russia's sti@atbgking in recent years
has distanced from the optimistic attitude held ®grbachev entitled
‘Common Security' as followed throughout Yeltsimrge As Director of the
Moscow Center Carnegie Endowment, Dimitri Treninuggests,
"Demilitarization of Russian strategic thinkingasthing of the past. This,
however, does not mean a return to the Cold Wartatign More likely,
Russian strategic thinkers and practitioners aok B80-120 years in time,
in the pre-World War | environment of ruthless &ac competition among
the major powers" (Trenin, 2007: 36).

All of this shows that unlike the Yeltsin era, Riassinder Putin no
longer tolerates security ties between the CISblmiand outside powers
as evidenced by its opposition to the NATO membprshd by Ukraine and
Georgia. Although military confrontation betweensRia and the Western
great powers in the Caucasus is unlikely, currentgy projection by both
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sides will create an unstable situation in the aegthreatening peace and
security in one of the mostly volatile regions bé&tcontemporary world.
Indeed, one point is certain: Russia will no longelerate any security
arrangements between the Caucasian states andtti@eopowers as it sees
such arrangements as an encroachment of its imtmeedsacurity
environment. However, it seems that Russia wilp gbort of open and an
all-out hostility toward the West reminiscent oét@old War.

Conclusion

Moscow regards the Caucasus as its backyard argideos controlling the
Caucasus very important and strategic in ordee&pkts hold on the Caspian
Sea and the Black Sea. For this reason, whenewerethtral government in
Moscow enjoys enough power, it has shown its isteire dominating this
region. Given the fragile nature of ethnic issuestie Caucasus and its
neighboring regions in the Russian territory, theuatance of many
nationalities to accept Russia's domination, aedlikelihood that they could
be intrigued by outside forces, Russia regards rémiblics of Georgia,
Azerbaijan and Armenia as its strategic depth amukiders any influence
exerted by foreign powers in these regions aseatlo its national security.

During the years after the Soviet collapse, thesRas lost much of their
control over the region because of their own doimgsbblems, but it seems
that Moscow is not interested in withdrawing furtfrem the region.

At the same time, the U.S. is also interested paeding its influence in this
region because it knows well that the Caucasussimalthy strategic prizes for
U.S. global position. The region can provide th8.Wvith an energy supply, an
access route to energy resources located in CAsieahnd the Caspian Sea, and
strategic superiority needed to confront Russialemd
The will and interest of both the U.S. and Russimlined with the region's
political and geopolitical situation have given thalectical relationship between
geopolitical changes and crisis a prominent rolshaping future political and
strategic contours of the region. Under these tiondj it seems that as long as
all regional and trans-regional powers do not p#égnton to the interests of
other powers or be perceived as threats agaimat thes situation will continue.
Following the crisis in Georgia, reformulating sonoé the old security
arrangements or building new ones has been tossaageplayers. But some of
these proposals tend to be insufficiently atterttviae realities on the ground.
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