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Maia Manchkhashvili
Meri Gabedava

Perspectives of economic collaboration between Georgia and Iran

Abstract

Our report is related to the relations of the Islamic Republic of Iran with my country-The Republic of Georgia.
The aim of our report is to demonstrate the position and role of the Islamic Republic of Iran in South Caucasus
and Middle East region and therefore, the importance of collaboration, including the economic collaboration,
between these two countries.

In the report, we will try to explain that in many cases, political processes and the geopolitical location of counties
affect the establishment of collaborative relations between two countries and impede it. However, in the modern
world, we cannot deny the importance of economic relations and in many cases, diplomatic and political deci-
sions gain a positive direction as a result of the increased significance of the economic relations. For this reason,
notwithstanding the fact that not only economic, but also other types of relations are not developing successfully
between Georgia and Iran, we would like to emphasize the importance of these relations.

During the process of working on the report, we used the quantitative study method, namely, The Documents
Analysis method.

We researched and studied the scientific literature available in Georgian language about the economic relations
between the Islamic Republic of Iran and Georgia and about Iran itself. We also reviewed the materials related
to this subject, which are available in international scientific bases (EBSCO, J-STORY). In addition, we reviewed
press materials and information published on official web pages of the relevant authorities. On the basis of the
collected data, we have tried to draw conclusions and to analyze the character of processes, which are ongoing
between these two countries.

We believe that our study will modestly contribute to the expansion of studies related to the relations between
Georgia and Iran and once again, it will emphasize the high political and economic benefit of close relations be-
tween these two countries.

Keywords: Economic collaboration; Georgia-lran relationship; perspectives of economic relationship.




l. Introduction

After the geopolitical changes which took place in the world at the end of the XX century, the Islamic Republic
of Iran started to establish relationships with Georgia, as an independent country. During the era of the Soviet
Union, the relationships were not only limited, but also strictly controlled and the borders were closed. After
gaining independence, both countries had to start to regulate relationships from the very beginning and defining
the fields of collaboration.

The economically strategic partners in foreign trade policy of Georgia were slowly identified from the 90ies and
Turkey, Russia, Ukraine, Germany and Azerbaijan were established as leading economic partners.

The economic relationships with Iran are extremely curtailed. There are several reasons for this. One of the
primary reasons is the political situation established in the South Caucasian region. Notwithstanding the above
mentioned, both countries strive to establish good partnership relations and as officials also declare, this op-
portunity has great potential on both sides. Collaboration in the field of Agriculture, transport and power are
defined as priorities.

Economic relationships, increased demands on resources and the desire to control the raw materials in the world
politics, often result in certain political processes. We should evaluate the relationships between Georgia and
Iran following the above mentioned reality as a result of which, the relationships established between the two
countries during the last 25 years would become highly comprehensible.

Not withstanding the above mentioned, the non-usage of the available important potential is also an incorrect
approach and therefore, both states should promote the usage of this potential.

Il.Geopolitical aspects of Economic Collaboration

The South-Caucasus region and the states of this region are up to now unable to implement a successful foreign
policy due to their complex geopolitical location. It is true that any country has to take certain circumstances
in consideration when implementing economic or political actions, however, the above mentioned particularly
relates to the category of states, such as states having developing economy.

The period following the Cold War happened to be difficult enough for the South-Caucasus region. Despite the
fact that the states obtained independence, they faced the toughest economic challenges. While Russia used all
available leverages in order to ensure that these countries remain attached to the former metropolitan country.
The conflicts factor was added to all the above mentioned, which turned out to be the best leverage for Rus-
sia. Therefore, the established geopolitical situation forces Georgia (as well as Armenia and Azerbaijan) to plan
foreign economic relations within an extremely limited choice. From the foreign and domestic factors, which
influence the success of these relations, we have to distinguish the foreign factors, because Georgia has to take
in consideration the requirements of its strategic partners and to make these types of relationships more active
or less active. As to the domestic factors, it should be mentioned that the underdeveloped economic sector and
numerous problems impede Georgia in establishing more fruitful trade relationships.

The main factor in the development of trade and economic relations with the Islamic Republic of Iran is the geo-
political situation established around Iran. We mean the creation of blockade conditions against Iran. This fact
affected the development of Iran’s foreign economic relations in a remarkable way and not only. Within these
limited possibilities, it is very difficult to make the trade relations fruitful. Notwithstanding the above-mentioned,
both parties, especially during the recent period, try to make these relations as profitable as possible.

lll.Georgia-Iran Economic Relations’ trends
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Georgia-Iran relations have existed for centuries. However, these two countries had to start the establishment of
economic, political, cultural or other types of relations from the beginning since the nineties.

Notwithstanding the fact that in general, political processes have a significant influence on any type of relations,
we would like to emphasize the importance of economic relations and we would like to note that if countries
are able to become good trade partners, they will also be able to make the political dialogue between them suc-
cessful as well. Our approaches are founded on this principle and we wish that Georgia-lran economic relations
trend develops in this direction.

However, let’s follow the facts: if we consider particular examples and convert these relations to numbers, we
will see that in many cases, Iran is not included even in the first dozen of Georgia’s trade partners. If we review
the data of the National Statistics Bureau of Georgia, the trade turnover in the nineties was extremely low. How-
ever, it is characterized by an increasing trend in the 2000 -s and is lower than the average compared to similar
data of other countries:

Trade Export-Import: Trade Turnover between Georgia and Iran 2000-2010 Years (in dolars):

2000 6,801.5 5,879.8 12,681.3
2001 4,311.4 6,315.3 10,626.7
2002 3,316.4 8,096.8 11,413.2
2003 3,426.3 6,995.7 10,422.0
2004 4,500.7 15,157.9 19,658.6
2005 4,681.2 25,999.8 30,681.0
2006 2,699.4 40,301.8 43,001.2
2007 6,050.0 51,732.9 57,782.9
2008 10,060.0 52,080.0 62,140.0
2009 6,425.8 29,895.0 36,320.8
2010 12, 140.7 55,079.5 67220.2

Source: website of the Georgian Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Geostat-National Statistics office of Georgia.
The corresponding figures of 2013-2014 is as follows:
Export to Iran: 2013-46 946,3 and 2014-28 198,5.

And in accordance with 2015 data, the export amount was 52 150, 8 and the import- 20 163, 7 within the period
of January-July.

After imposing of sanctions on Iran by the USA and the Western Countries, numerous Iranians try to build a busi-
ness in Georgia. During the last recent years, according to official data, up to six thousand Iranian enter Georgia
legally (Jgoﬁnb 350G Mo (2013, 22 s30eo)

) and many of them carry out successful activity within our country. 150 small and medium
companies having Iranian capital are already registered in Georgia (658®mdgomo, 2013). The airline company
“Fly-Georgia” is founded by Iranian businessmen. Georgian party also tries to make investments in Iran and in
this regard, the undertaking “Madneuli” is particularly active.

In the Georgia-Iran trade sector, agricultural products, livestock, household appliances, chemical products and
food products prevail. Iran mainly imports household appliances and chemical products to Georgia. Negotiations
are currently ongoing related to the importation of agricultural machinery at lower prices and the construction
of factories processing the products produced in the field of livestock.
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The importation of energy resources to Georgia has a great potential. Iran owns huge energy resources, while
Georgia, currently and especially in the future, needs a reliable partner for energy safety. Iran can be a reliable
partner for Georgia. In 2006, during the gas blockade of Russia against Georgia, Tehran provided the Geor-
gian population with gas supply (gsdgms (2010, 31 8s0bn)

).

It is very well known for everyone that the majority of the Middle East countries have serious problems of water
resources. On the other hand, water is the resource that Georgia has in huge reserve, with its whole diversity:
in each region of Georgia, there are plenty of natural sources, sulfur, mineral waters and waters containing large
amounts of iron.

One interesting example of Georgia-Iran trade collaboration would be the importation of water resources to Iran.
This proposal is topical already since the nineties, but the project cannot be realized to the political conjuncture.
The subject is related to pumping water from the river Mtkvari and the Lake Sevani to the Lake Urmia by means
of three special stations. All of the three stations are located on the territory of Iran. As to the Lake Urmia, it is
in the UNESCO list of biosphere reserves since 1976 and special environment protection measures application is
planned on it. The studies showed that from 1972 to 2014, only 12% of water supply volume is left in the Lake
Urmia. Pursuant to the statement of the Minister of Labor and Social Protection-Ali Rabiei in August 2015: “Geor-
gia has great water resources, which can solve the deficit created in the Lake Urmia” (Bogmsno, 2015). In case
of implementation of this presumable plan, Iran will provide Georgia with gas supply, which creates interesting
perspectives of trade collaboration.

Conclusion

The dynamics of Georgia-lran economic relations do not allow us to speak about the successfulness of the trade
relations between the two countries. It is very secondary to define if the reason of the above-mentioned is the
geopolitical conjuncture or the economic development figures of these countries themselves. The main point is
that the Islamic Republic of Iran is one of the leading countries in the Middle East and South-Caucasus region and
it is recommendable to improve the quality of relations between these two countries.

Despite the fact that the trade turnover and economic relations in general are quite modest, we think that the
existing trend should be assessed as positive.

It is true that the existing political conjuncture greatly impedes the development of these relations, but on the
other hand, exactly within the political context, the deepening of Georgia-lran relations would be quite interest-
ing. Georgia, due to it’s strategic location, can play an irreplaceable role for Iran and exactly the development
of economic relations can result in the positive trend of political processes. From 2010, the enforcement of vi-
sa-free regime between Georgia and Iran allowed many Iranians and Georgians to cross the borders and try to
arrange their lives. Although there are many unpleasant moments in these processes, for example, certain banks
refuse to make financial transactions/transfers to the Islamic Republic of Iran (3ma«s, 2013), but these problems
can be solved.

In our opinion, the governmental and non-governmental sectors of both countries should fully utilize the poten-
tial available in regard to the development of relations between Georgia and Iran.
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Nika Chitadze

Development of relations with China as one of the main foreign policy
priorities of Georgia

Abstract

Bilateral relations between Georgia and Peoples Republic of China are developing in various directions since
1992.

China was one of the first countries who recognized independence of Georgia after the disintegration of the
USSR. Very soon China opened embassy in Thilisi, which gave a strong boost to the historical, political, economic
relations between two countries.

Georgia-China Ties in the trade/Economic relations have expanded from the period, when Georgia managed to
overcome the crisis, related to the Georgia-Russia war.

During the last period, China has shown a growing interest in Georgia. Chinese interests in Georgia currently
focus on the economic sphere. However, the two countries share a common foundation for closer diplomatic co-
operation. Additionally, deepening economic relations have a geopolitical corollary—by increasing its economic
footprint; China would have a growing interest in Georgia’s stability and security, especially after presenting the
Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) in 2013. The BRI is a diverse series of projects and encompasses both land and sea
corridors and includes 65 countries, nearly two-thirds of the world’s population, and one-third of global GDP.
Within this project, Georgia can help shorten the distance between China and Europe, which will be positively
reflected on the transit potential of this South Caucasus country.

Keywords: Georgia, China, cooperation, belt and road initiative, trade, geopolitics
Introduction

Relations between the two countries began during the ‘functioning ‘Great Silk Road “connecting China with the
Black Sea coast. This road started in China and 2 branches were heading towards the West. Central Asia was con-
nected with the Caucasus crossing Georgia and the Black Sea to Greek cities, reaching Rome.

The development of the Great Silk Road contributed to the development of economic and cultural ties between
East and West.

In the modern era, diplomatic relations between China and Georgia were established on June 9, 1992, when
bilateral communiqués were signed (Bogsdg, 2011).

China and Georgia deepen cooperation every year. The Chinese side recognizes the independence and territorial
integrity of Georgia and welcomes the efforts of Georgia aimed at ensuring stability and economic development
of the country.

Various public and private circles in China are expanding business cooperation with Georgia in the humanitarian,
educational, and cultural fields. Between the regions and cities of the two countries, exchanges often take place.




In the future, the Chinese side will continue to develop friendly relations between China and Georgia. Both coun-
tries are particularly focused on: Firstly, strengthening ties and consultations between the respective authorities
of the two countries at different levels. On the other hand, the volume of trade and economic relations between
China and Georgia is increasing. Cooperation in agriculture, transport, infrastructure, and other areas is also a
priority.

In recent history, bilateral relations are becoming more intense. In 2006, joint business forums were held as part
of the visit of the President of Georgia and the Minister of Economic Development to China. The Agreement on
Technical and Economic Cooperation between the Government of Georgia and the People’s Republic of China
2008 was concluded on March 21. New agreements in this area were concluded on December 29, 2009 and July
4, 2010 (Ro@odg, 2011)

On March 17-22, 2010, by the invitation of the Chinese side, a delegation of the Georgian parliament visited
China (Rogodg, 2011).

At the beginning of 2014, the Georgian delegation led by then-Minister of Economy Giorgi Kvirikashvili visited
China. During the visit, the Georgian delegation met with the leaders of the Silk Road Foundation, the parties
discussed the new initiative of China, bilateral trade and prospects for Chinese Georgian relations. It was after
this meeting that the Chinese side first announced that the new Silk Road would also pass through Georgia. It
also became known that Georgia will be the first country in the region with which China will begin negotiations
on free trade (omgymas, 2015).

After the Davos summit in early 2015, a meeting of Chinese and Georgian officials once again confirmed the start
of a free trade agreement between China and Georgia, in addition, a Memorandum of Understanding was signed
and the future active cooperation between the countries was emphasized in the framework of the Silk Road Eco-
nomic Belt project. China’s Minister of Commerce Kao Huchen stated that this step is of “strategic importance”
for Sino-Eurasian economic cooperation.

It is important to note that although China is a member of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, official Bei-
jing, despite Kremlin efforts, refused to recognize the “independence” of the two occupied regions of Georgia.

In general, we can say that China’s interest in Georgia and the South Caucasus as a whole is neither new nor
unexpected, but China has never considered this region geopolitically, given recent developments, Georgia and
the region as a whole can play a key role in China’s plans.

Il. Economic-trade cooperation between two countries before signing free trade
agreement

As noted, diplomatic relations between China and Georgia were established in 1992, mainly focused on the
economic aspect, but even in this respect it wasn’t perfect, in the twentieth century, trade between the two
countries amounted to only S 3.7 million. However, in recent years, China’s interest in our country has grown
significantly, if at the beginning of the XXI century this was manifested in Chinese loans for the development of
infrastructure, in recent years, China itself has become one of the main investors and players. Very soon, the
“Middle Kingdom” became the third trading partner of Georgia after Turkey and Azerbaijan. If the trade turnover
between the countries in 2006 amounted to 115 million US dollars, by 2014 it was 820 million US dollars. Exports
from Georgia increased by 1800 (!) percent in 2014 compared to 2009 (emgxos, 2015). With regard to foreign
direct investment, by 2011 they amounted to 9.6 million US dollars compared with 200 million US dollars in 2014
(omazns, 2015). At present, China can already be considered one of the closest economic partners of Georgia,
however, China’s interest is only growing now, and these numbers will increase significantly in the future. China
begins to invest in energy, transportation systems and infrastructure.
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Naturally, the question arises, why China became interested in Georgia and why it invests quite a lot, although
our country was not even mentioned in the initial plan.

l1l.”Middle Kingdom” in the middle of Europe and Asia

It may be very difficult to pinpoint when and why China decided to include Georgia in its ambitious plans, the
main reason is probably related to the geopolitical situation in Georgia, in which the “Middle Kingdom” can
consider our country as the best bridge between Europe and Asia. In addition, we can also consider as an extra
advantage the Baku-Thilisi-Kars railway since one of the points of the Chinese plan involves the construction of
railroads between the countries, amid the recession in China’s economy, the rail link between Asia and Europe
is already attractive to China.

Many experts believe that when it comes to cooperation between China and Georgia on the Silk Road and the
role of Georgia as a transit country, official Beijing must take into account many interesting factors, in particular,
China, which considers Georgia as a reliable transit country in terms of energy and transport, seeking to become
a logistics center with the help of international partners. China oversees the process of building a new deepwater
port in Georgia with an annual cargo turnover of 100 million tons (omegymoes, 2015). The construction of this port
covers seven stages, and there is great interest from Chinese companies wishing to participate in this project.

Georgia and China are negotiating infrastructure projects: building roads, building bridges and so on. In 2015,
on the initiative of both parties, a pilot train was sent from China to Georgia, which took only nine days to travel
from the Far East to Georgia. It was the first test train that made it clear that there was a great opportunity
to reduce the time needed to travel by rail; the distance will be reduced by about 7,000 kilometers which is a
clear alternative to freight (omgy@os, 2015). Consequently, Georgia can become attractive to one of the largest
countries in the world, which provides the shortest route from China and in general, it will connect Asia and
Europe through this shortest route.

In discussing China-Georgia relations, it is important to emphasize Georgia’s role in the new “Silk Road Project”,
specifically — the goal of Georgia is to make country a center of peace, logistics and trade, which is Georgia’s
historic mission.

During the meeting of the Prime Ministers of the People’s Republic of China and Georgia in 2015, one of the
largest companies in the world, the Chinese Railway Construction Corporation signed a Memorandum of
Understanding with the Georgian Railway (ws6gemos, 2017).

During the signing of the memorandum, it was mentioned that Georgia and China have already achieved success
in the rail sector. In particular, the first freight rail service from China to Georgia was implemented, which
arrived in Georgia in record time — nine days, when shipping by the same route takes about 45-60 days. Further
improvement and development of this sector is planned in the future.

Within the visit to China, the head of the Government of Georgia met the president of the Asian Infrastructure
Investment Bank; the parties discussed prospects for future cooperation. The representatives of the Georgian
delegation focused on the favorable conditions for the business sector in Georgia, the strategic geographical
location of the country and the free trade agreement with the European Union.

“Georgia will be one of the first countries where Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank will launch projects” —the
bank’s president, Litsun Son, makes this statement (Ministry of Economy, 2017).

At the meeting it was noted, that there are many areas in the Georgian economy that attract Chinese companies.
In particular, investors are interested in transport (railways, ports), energy (renewable energy, Hydro resources),
industry, tourism, healthcare, agriculture, and other sectors.

During the Prime Minister’s visit, it was also announced that one of the largest Chinese corporations
“DonfgangElettrie” would be involved in the construction of Tkibuli’s 150 MW thermal power plants. The CEO
of the corporation, Cepheu personally stated this. The project envisages the construction of a coal-fired thermal
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power plant in Tkibuli municipality. It is installed capacity is 150MW, with annual output of 1 billion kWh. The
total cost of the project is USD 180-200 million (Ministry of Economy, 2018).

The Prime Minister’s visit also revealed that one of the China’s largest companies, the “Dzuhai Dang Heng Qi
Company” might launch a new road project in Georgia, with an investment worth more than a billion dollars.

It is remarkable that during the Prime Minister’s visit to Beijing, the Dalian Municipality and the Autonomous
Republic of Adjara signed a memorandum of cooperation.

At the end of the visit, the Prime Minister restated that Georgia is looking forward to future cooperation with
China, especially within the project of the Silk Road. Prime Minister believes that Georgia is successfully using its
strategic location to become part of the “One Belt-One Road” initiative and its vision,as indicated in the action
plan of the government of China.

After the Prime Minister’s visit, it became known that the largest Chinese state-owned energy company,
POWERCHINA, got interested in the Anaklia port project.

IV. The main reasons for China’s interest in Georgia

Belorussia and Hungary were considered to support China within ambitious new Silk Road project in Europe,it
was these two countries that China saw as a bridge,but it seems “The Middle Kingdom” was more fascinated
by geographical location of Georgia.In addition, if it had to invest heavily in the railway system in Belarus and
Hungary, in Georgia, there was an almost ready-made Baku-Thilisi-Kars railway.It turned out that it was also
possible to transport goods from China to Georgia faster.The Chinese are also well aware that Georgia has signed
a deep and comprehensive trade agreement with the EU,enabling Chinese companies to export their products
to the European market through Georgia without any barriers,moreover, since the signing of the free trade
agreement between China and Georgia, the conversation about it has actually turned into a real conversation.

As a result of Chinese investment, Georgia could become a stronghold and main bridge for China to the new Silk
Road project, thus, due to the downturn in the Chinese economyBeijing’s maininterest lies in the implementation
of this project, albeit at a relatively low price.

V. Why is the Georgian government trying to interest China?

Naturally, engaging in such an ambitious and grand projectas the New Silk Road will bring great benefit to our
country, this is about strengthening trade and economic relations, seeking additional investments, implementing
infrastructure projects, creating new jobs, accelerating growth and developing the country’s economy.

In March 2015, the Georgian government decided to conduct an analysis of the feasibility of a free trade
agreement with China. A preliminary assessment of the study showed that trade liberalization could increase
Georgian exports to China by 9 percent, and Chinese exports to Georgia by 1.7 percent. In addition, our ambitions
relate to the development of our services sector, especially the strategic tourism sector. Trade provides an
opportunity to see the wonders of the world, and this key instinct is crucial for another strategically important
sector of Georgia — tourism. China and Georgia are linked by a rich and fascinating history that must be traced
back thousands of years. We offer a wide variety of sights and cultures at competitive prices to demanding
Chinese tourists. At the crossroads of Europe and Asia, in the mountains and seas, we offer first-class ski resorts
and beaches, a wide range of archaeological sites, unsurpassed nature, and the world’s first wine tasting.

It is noteworthy that the export of Georgian wine to the Chinese market in 2014 and 2015 increased by 41 and
31 percent, respectively (6xemsdg, 2016).

It is also important to note that China Southern Airlines operates three flights a week to Urumchi-Thilisi.

If the Silk Road passes through Georgia, this will guarantee both economic and political stability. Beijing has
repeatedly reaffirmed its support for the territorial integrity of Georgia by participating in our country’s new Silk
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Road project, and China is in fact the guarantor of our security. Of course, it is impossible for Russia to marvel
at China’s growing influence in Russia’s “near neighborhood” of “sphere of influence”. However, in the context
of international isolation and China-dependent energy agreements, it is unlikely that Moscow would dare to go

against Beijing.

At the same time, it is important to note that the Silk Road project faces a number of challenges, including
China’s aggressive foreign policy image, the strengthening of the Islamic State in Central Asia, the Ukraine crisis
(which makes the Chinese-Russian-European project less likely) and the slowdown in economic growth in China.

VI. Basic principles of enacting the Free Trade Agreement with China

The free trade agreement with the second largest economy in the world entered into force on January 1, 2018.
Despite high potential, according to 11 months, China’s exports rose 0.9% — $ 2 million —to $ 190 million. The
main reason for the slow growth is the scarcity of export products. From $ 190 to $ 151 million comes to copper
ores, which are not retailed, and there are other factors affecting their demand. Exports to China have already
doubled: first from 6 to 27 million in 2010, and then from 33 to 90 million in 2014. Growth is likely to continue in
the future, but not at that pace. Unlike exports, over 11 months, imports grew by 21.4% to 777 million dollars. If
the share of exports decreased from 7.4% to 6.3%, then imports increased from 9% to 9.4% (Media to Business,
2018).

However, local producers were not affected by the increase in imports, since similar goods: calculators, gas tur-
bines ... are not produced in Georgia.

Conclusion

Overall, of course, it is important to say that China unequivocally supports Georgia’s sovereignty and territorial
integrity, while Georgia, for its part, remains committed to the principle of “one China.” Further development of
cooperation with the country, which represents the second economy in the world will be positively reflected on
the national political and economic interests of Georgia in the future.
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Vaja Shubitidze

Georgia and the beginning of European integration

Abstract

As you know, in 1999 Georgia became a full member of the Council of Europe, in 2014 the EU signed an Associa-
tion Agreement with him, and since 2017 the visa liberalization has been launched, as a result of which Georgian
citizens were allowed to travel to the EU without visa. It has not been a year since the start of visa liberalization
that some EU countries (e.g. Germany) have been talking about stopping visa liberalization, as it turns out that
some of Georgian citizens violate the schedule of returns and commit crimes in EU countries.

| would like to remind you, the respected lItalian professors that Georgians have contributed significantly to
the initiation of European integration and the creation of the EU, in particular, Strasbourg University Professor
Mikheil Muskhelishvili (known him in Europe as Michel Mouskhely) and professor of the University of Munich
Alexander Nikuradze.

Keywords: Georgia, Council of Europe, Michel Mouskhelishvili.
I. Introduction

Today | mainly will talk about the great achievements of Mikheil Muskhelishvili (1903-1964) in the European
integration process. Michel Muskheli (Mikheil Muskhelishvili) was a world-renowned professor, lawyer and po-
litical scientist, small nations and human rights activist, International Law Specialist, President of the European
People’s Congress, a member of the Central Committee of the Federal European Movement, Vice-President of
the Bureau of the European Formation International Center, Founder and General Secretary of the European
University Association, mountaineer, scientist and “Academic Palm” award winner, 5 language expert.

Il.Michelle Muskheli

In 1948-1949, Michelle Muskheli created the USSR and East European Scientific-Research Center, which was
named “Center of Muskheli” and is still functioning in Strasbourg.

“Center of Muskheli” was one of the important centers of political science and international law, sociology in
France and Europe, where the ideas of European integration, abolishment of European borders and visa free
travel were worked out. He was the first Georgian and one of the first political figures in Europe, who put forward
the idea of the European Union and abolishment of European borders (visa free travel) and defended its mono-
graph “Structure of European Federalism”.

In the “Center of Muskheli” he founded an international scientific collection which was actively collaborated with
the world-famous scientists: Jorge Wall, Robert Mosse, Guy Ero, Henry Shambrick etc. In the name of the same
center, Mikheil Muskheli has published two collections with an extensive preface, which has great international
recognition.

French scientists and publishers Jean Francgois Beyonne and Jean-Luc Prewell gathered together and published
his works in 2012, which was written in the 1930-1950 years. These include the views of Mikheil Muskheli on the
future form of the European Federation and its necessary union.




Professor Mikheil Muskhelishvili started working on the future European Union before Jean Monnet and Robert
Schumann. In 1949 he co-wrote the European Federal Constitution Project with French like —minded Goton
Stephan, whose many important provisions were reflected in the contemporary EU Constitution project.

On 6 August 1950, Mikheil Muskhelishvili delivered a speech, a historical word at the European Conference
in Strasbourg, the essence of which was the following — there is a need to abolish borders between European
countries and start visa free travel regime. Under his leadership 300 students from eight European countries and
three professors symbolically broke the French-German border infrastructure on the eve of the opening of the
conference and raised the flag of the United Nations. Thus was laid the foundation of the idea of visa-free travel
in Europe, which is now known as the Schengen Visa Principle.

It is worth mentioning that Michel Mouskhely’s speech in Brussels on 23-27th of April ,1958 at the next congress
of the European Professors Association at the G.E.GAA — Pavilion of the World Exhibition. Professor Mouskhely
presented a long report concerning the legal nature of European economic integrity and its psychological side,
legal aspects of the creation and integration of the European common market. He considers that after the
European Union, the European market must be integrated, which would facilitate trade links between countries
and create a unified market system on the European continent.

In this speech, in Brussels, Michel Mouskeli also raised the issue of the formation of future common institutions
of Europe, which was originally created in the form of the European Parliament, the European Commission and
the European Council.

Michel Mouskeli is the author of another interesting idea. 1948-51 year he was a president — founder of
the Federation of Universities. From 1952 Mouskeli was a general secretary of the Association of European
Professors. In September 1955, the Association invited the congress to Romania, Trieste, which was attended by
120 representatives of 18 countries.

Michel Mouskeli delivered the main report at the Trieste Congress, who noted that, the question of Europeans
unification of the intellectual and cultural unity. The goal of the Trieste Congress was to establish and implement
the unified methods of teaching, educational programs in European higher education institutions and its
harmonization, approximation of professors and students of European higher education institutions. Thus
laid the foundation of Bologna process in the higher education system aimed at closing and harmonizing the
education systems of European countries, creating a common European space for higher education. At the
Trieste Congress was elected the president of the European Professors’ Association, Professor Aranjo- Raise-
Linches the president of the National Academy of Lynch from Italy, Vice-President Professor S. Dmpf from Munich
(Germany) and General Secretary Michel Mouskeli from France. Professor Aleksandre Nikuradze became the
member of the Council.

Michel Mouskeli actively participated in the “United Europe” representative elections in France; he was the
Member of the Editorial Board Committee of the journal “European Creation”.

In November 1952, in Strasbourg was founded “European Georgian Movement” by Professor Michel Mouskeli,
the aim of which was to preach European values among Georgians and Georgia’s integration into Europe as a
free country status.
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Conclusion

Michel Mouskeli was a founder of the International Society for Political Sciences, a member of the International
Union of Scientific Press and other scientific community.

Michel Mouskeli was often invited to conduct lectures at leading universities in the USA and Europe. The theme
of his reports was often a crisis of European civilization and the necessity of revival of European culture.

Mikheil Muskhelishvili’s articles were often printed in French, German and English languages. Here are some of
his work titled “Georgia and Europe”, “Right to Self-Determination of Nations”, “Russia is not Europe”, “Dictator-
ship of the Proletariat in State Leviathan”, “Soviet Federalism”, “Legal Nature of the Soviet Union”, “Nationalities
and Linguistics” SSR Union “and others.

Michel Mouskeli was a famous mountaineer and alpinist. He had some peaks of the Alps. On July 11, 1964, he
came to ltaly and in the valley of Azosta he reached the peak and on his way back, he fell and died.

Thus, the representative of a small Georgian nation, Professor Mikheil Muskhelishvili has made a significant
contribution to the start and deepening of the European integration process, which is truly worth marking and
appreciating.

References:

1. Georgia in the European space (2010), Collection, Georgian Technical University, Georgian Technical University
Press.

Le Monde ( 1964, 14 July), 14.07.1964 https://www.lemonde.fr/archives-du-monde/

Mouskeli, M., (1948), Gaston stefani “Draft of a european federal constitution”.

Mouskeli, M., (1960, July-August), Freedom and union, Michel Principals of federal institutions.

Relation of Georgia with European and American countries (1993), European and American Research Institute,
v.1-2.1993. Figaro.

Sharadze, G., (1993), Under the Foreign Sky, book 3.




Gela Tsaava

llllegal Installation Process of Wire Fences and So-called Border
Banners in the Occupied Abkhazia and Tskhinvali Region

Abstract

The paper examines the process of borderization that has been proclaimed as occurring along the Georgian-Ab-
khazian and Georgian-Tskhinvali Region boundary. These boundaries are the ones that remain largely unrecog-
nized, as the claims of the Georgian state to sovereignty over Abkhaiza and Tskhinvali Region are accepted by
the majority of the international community. The crucial exception to this is Russia, under the aegis of which
the process of borderization is occurring. The result is the creation of a physical barrier around the territory of
Abkhazia and Tskhinvali Region, one that seeks to materialize what was previously an administrative fiction on
the ground, halting the movement of people and goods across this border and dividing people from their live-
lihoods. The paper shall consider what meaning this fencing has within the context of Georgia’s borders, and
reflect upon the larger lessons that can be drawn for the concept of sovereignty and the status of borders in the
contemporary world.

Keywords: Georgia; Occupied Abkhazia and Tskhinvali Region.

l. Introduction

The tactic of lllegal Installation Process of Wire Fences and So-called Border Banners serves Russia’s strategy
of undermining Georgia’ssovereignty, including its democratic development and independent domesticand
foreign policies.

Illegal Installation Process of Wire Fences and the So-called Border Banners violates not only Georgia’s territorial
integrityand sovereignty but also undermines the wider European security order. By continuing its creeping
occupation and annexation of Georgian territory, Russia is exposing the weakness of the Georgian state and
sowing doubt about the credibility of Euro-Atlantic institutions.

In most cases, lllegal Installation Process of Wire Fences and So-called Border Banners has occurred along
or near the Administrative Boundary Line (ABL) demarcating Tskhinvali region, as most of Abkhazia is largely
demarcated by the natural boundary of the Inguri river. Russia has undertaken the lllegal Installation Process of
Wire Fences and So-called Border Banners of Tskhinvali region in waves.

In April 2009, the Russian government and the de facto authorities of Sukhumi and Tskhinvali signed respective
agreements granting the Russian FSB border troops jurisdiction over the ABLs. The first reported incident of
Illegal Installation Process of Wire Fences and the So-called Border Banners occurred roughly three months
later, when local residents of the village of Kveshi on the central government-controlled side of the ABL reported
that Russian border guards had put up border markers in the area.

The process picked up in intensity starting in 2013 when, in two separate incidences, Russian soldiers and
Ossetian militia borderized the ABL near the villages of Ditsiand Khurvaleti on the central government-controlled




side of the ABL. In summer 2015, Russian soldiers installed border markers in the villageof Tsitelubani near
Tskhinvali region. That incident resulted in a portion ofthe BP-operated Baku-Supsa oil pipelinebeing included
in the zone of Russian occupation.

Illegal Installation Process of Wire Fences and So-called Border Banners occurs along with the continued integra-
tion of Abkhaziaand Tskhinvali region into the Russian Federation — a policy referred to as “creeping annexation.”
The lllegal Installation Process of Wire Fences and So-called Border Banners process is partof Russia’s campaign
to undermine Georgia’s sovereignty as well as the wider European security order.

First, lllegal Installation Process of Wire Fences and So-called Border Banners has grave human costs for the local
communities affected. The Illegal Installation Process of Wire Fences and So-called Border Bannersof Abkhazia
and Tskhinvali region deepens the respective territories’ isolation from the rest of Georgia.

This not only hampers the Georgian government’s attempts to regain control over the occupied territories, it also
hinders the peace and reconciliation process by preventing residents of both territories from crossing the ABLs
to enter central government controlled territory. This creates personal hardship and impedes people-to-people
contact.

Since April 2016, three of five official crossing points between Abkhazia and the rest of Georgia have been closed
off. According to the resident coordinator of the United Nations in Georgia, the closures will affect hundreds of
people each day. This creates hardship for the residents seeking to visit relatives or to partake in medical care,
education, or economic opportunities on the other side of the ABL Internal freedom of movement is also restrict-
ed. In Gali district — a majority-ethnic Georgian enclave of Abkhazia—residents must display a so-called Abkhaz
passport or resident permit when commuting between villages.

Residents of Tskhinvali are adversely affected, as well. While the number of Tskhinvali residents crossing the ABL
to access medical services increased precipitously from 2011 to 2016, the figure is likely to decrease year- on
year in 2017. Villages and land plots are divided, depriving some individuals of their homes and farmland. Local
residents are regularly detained by guards encroaching onto territory controlled by central government.

Moreover, it is worth noting that lllegal Installation Process of Wire Fences and So-called Border Banners mea-
sures have also been taken around the city of Tskhinvali, well within the Russian-occupied side of the ABL. This
restricts freedom of movement inside Tskhinvali region as well as across the ABL. According to the public defend-
er of Georgia, this creates problems for some ethnic Ossetian farmers attempting to access their own croplands.
The negative impacts of Illegal Installation Process of Wire Fences and So-called Border Banners are felt by local
communities regardless of ethnicity and results in violations of the UN’s Universal Declaration of Human Rights
in a number of areas, including freedom of movement and freedom from arbitrary arrest and detention.

Borderization disrupts Georgia’s domestic political processes as well. The Georgian public responds with outrage
each time new border installations are put up. This situation is damaging not only to domestic perceptions
of the government’s effectiveness but also to the country’s external image. Given that incidents of lllegal
Installation Process of Wire Fences and So-called Border Bannersoccur intermittently and are followed by public
demonstrations of outrage, the process feeds the Kremlin-promoted perception that Georgia is an unstable,
failed state.

Moreover, lllegal Installation Process of Wire Fences and So-called Border Bannerscasts doubton NATO’s viability
and Georgia’s potential for membership. By solidifying the separatist status of Abkhazia and Tskhinvali region,
Moscow presents territorial integrity and NATO integration as a false dilemma — with the prevailing Kremlin
narrative being that Georgia must abandon NATO integration before it can regain sovereignty over its occupied
territories — or vice versa, officially cede sovereignty over the territories in order to join NATO.
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The process also erodes public confidence in the EU. European Union Monitoring Mission (EUMM) staff was
deployed to Georgia in September 2008. The first priority of the monitors is “to ensure that there is no return
to hostilities.” However, Russia has precluded monitors fromentering Abkhazia and Tskhinvali region, thus
monitors have no access to the Georgia-Russia border. For that reason, monitors are unable to fully monitor the
security situation in the conflict zones as stipulated in the 2008 ceasefire agreement.

Additionally, the EUMM staff is unarmed monitors, not peacekeepers; their mandate only covers reporting on
the situation along the ABLs. While nothing further can be done from the perspective of the EUMM — due to its
limited mandate — its inability to prevent further instances of Illegal Installation Process of Wire Fences and the
So-called Border Banners — damages the EU’s credibility in the eyes of some Georgian citizens.

In short, Illegal Installation Process of Wire Fences and So-called Border Banners also erodes public confidence
in the viability and utility of NATO and EU integration. Each time Russia deepens its occupation and NATO and EU
member states fail to deter such actions, it exposes the fact that the Western Alliance is largely unable to directly
help Georgia defend its sovereignty. By exposing NATO’s and the EUs weaknesses and shortcomings, Russia’s
actions in Georgia are the localization of a broader campaign against the Western Alliance.

Il. Borderign sovereignty

Illegal Installation Process of Wire Fences and So-called Border Bannershas negative implications for the broader
European security order. It directly contradicts the principle of inviolability of borders, which is a cornerstone of
contemporary European security recognized by the Helsinki Final Act. It also undermines fundamental principles
of international law, including respect for sovereignty, non-use of force, and the principle of non-intervention in
the internal affairs of other states.

At the most basic level, lllegal Installation Process of Wire Fences and So-called Border Banners increases the
potential for renewed military conflict. By increasing its military presence and moving its forward positions
deeper into Georgian territory, Russia and the separatist regimes increase the risks of further provocation. For
example, the presence of Russian FSB border guards and Abkhaz and Ossetian militia along the ABLs increases
the chances of conflict with local residents and anti-lllegal Installation Process of Wire Fences and So-called
Border Bannersdemonstrators. A small-scale, local conflict could potentially spiralinto shooting between the
Georgianand Russian militaries, resulting in aninternational crisis.

Moreover, the occupation and creeping annexation of Abkhazia have given it a dominant position in the eastern
Black Sea littoral. Control over Abkhazia’s 195-kilometer coastline complements Russia’s annexation of Crimea
to expand its anti-access, area denial zone (A2/AD) in the Black Sea. Russia’s remilitarization of the Black Sea
directly harms NATO and EU interests by disrupting access to Asia and the Middle East. Russia has already used
its enhanced presence to deploy parts of the Black Sea Fleet to Syria, directly opposing NATO and EU interests
there.

Furthermore, Russia’s occupation of Georgia threatens another key component of the European security order:
energy security. As mentioned above, part of the Baku-Supsa oil pipeline is now under Russian occupation. A
potential future outbreak of hostilities between Georgia and Russia could threaten the pipeline as well as the
Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan oil and Baku-Thilisi-Erzurum gas pipelines running through southern Georgia.

By fomenting instability, Russia can also impede further development of the Southern Gas Corridor, an EU-led
initiative to bring Caspian gas to EU markets. The route from Azerbaijan to Europe includes the South Caucasus
Pipeline, which is currently being expanded to meet growing EU demand. Regional instability poses a direct
threat to EU ambitions for more diverse sources of energy supply and its stabilizing efforts in general in the
immediate neighborhood.
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The Georgian government has few tools at its disposal to directly deter further incidents of lllegal Installation
Process of Wire Fences and So-called Border Banners.

What can be more readily done is to mitigate the effects of lllegal Installation Process of Wire Fences and So-
called Border Banners to such an extent that the process no longer serves Russian interests. Options are available
to the Georgian government, although several major obstacles currently impede action: lack of interagency
coordination within the government; lack of strategic communication to engage and inform the domestic public;
and lack of cooperation among Georgia’s political actors regarding lllegal Installation Process of Wire Fences and
So-called Border Banners.

Russia’s tactic of Illegal Installation Process of Wire Fences and So-called Border Banners threatens not only
Georgian security but also the wider European security order, the latter by augmenting Russia’s militarization
of the wider Black Sea region and its ability to disrupt EU attempts at diversify cation of energy sources. The
maintenance of unresolved conflicts enables Russia to remain the dominant regional actor not only in Georgia
but in the wider Black Sea region. This weakens NATQ'’s regional security position; it also increases the risk of a
renewed outbreak of conflict, as Russian troops occupy forward military positions in a NATO- and EU-aspirant
country.

Moreover, erecting barriers along the ABLs in Georgia’s breakaway regions violates the human rights of local
residents on both sides of the ABLs and leads to frustration among the Georgian public regarding the apparent
inability of NATO and the EU to help Georgia solve one of its most pressing national problems. Moreover, by
impeding freedom of movement across the ABLs and within the occupied territories, lllegal Installation Process
of Wire Fences and So-called Border Bannershampers the peace and reconciliation process promoted by the
international community.

The situation is exacerbated by the fact that different governmental agencies have different understandings
of the Illegal Installation Process of Wire Fences and So-called Border Bannersprocess. Data collection and
interagency cooperation are lacking. The Georgian government’s toolkit for responding to these challenges
is limited. However, it is still possible to bolster measures aimed at mitigating the negative effects of Illegal
Installation Process of Wire Fences and So-called Border Banners on the local, national, and international levels.
This can be done by adopting a range of recommendations, as provided below.

lll. “Europe starts here”

The theatrical nature of the fence and the characters involved in its construction has been demonstrated in reac-
tions to it. Rather than as a result of the separation of political visions between Georgian and Tskhinvali Region
leaderships, within Georgia the fence is presented as their cause, as when Georgian President Giorgi Margvel-
ashvili notes that borderization is “definitely directly against the people—against those people who want to see
and meet each other beyond barbed wire fences.” While an emotionally powerful narrative, it flies in the face of
the available evidence.

Even the proposals made during the Georgian election campaign by the victorious Bidzina Ivanishvili for the
reopening of the Ergneti market have received no support on the Tskhinvali Region side of the border, with Bo-
ris Chochiyev, then Tskhinvali Region’s de-facto prime minister, warning that resuming crossborder trade with
Georgian-controlled territory would bring “great harm to the republic of South Ossetia”. Given this situation, the
prospects for any sort of reconciliation across the fence are bleak, despite the more conciliatory approach that
the new government pledged to adopt. “

This presentation of the borderization process as fencing off both territory and flows, no matter how incomplete,
is greatly at odds with recent understandings, which like to create a binary opposition between the fixity of ter-

3MWO0030 30330600b 36H3IAM | POLITICS AROUND THE CAUCASUS



ritory and the networks of flows often designated as more fundamental in a world characterized by globalization
and time/space compression.

Events in Europe over the last few years have made it painfully clear that the dream of providing a model of
governance that is at once both expanding and borderless remained dependent upon the sovereignty of the
national states with which it was associated. Any expansion or contraction in this zone of governance, either out
beyond the boundaries of the state or through returning to its limits, necessitates the representation of borders.
These borders of the state remain bound up with the control of physical space and demarcation of its edges,
which serves to both justify the state’s claims and enable them to be enforced.

IV. The annexation of Crimea. Ukraine example

With the annexation of Crimea, Russia managed for the first time in decades to change European borders by
force. Most of the United Nations members supported Ukraine’s territorial integrity and recognised the 2014
“Crimean referendum” as invalid. The policy of non-recognition was introduced by the most advanced nations
of the world. However, the expanded Russian military presence in Crimea means Ukraine is unlikely to regain
control of the peninsula, even in the medium term.

Moreover, given Crimea’s dependence on water and power supplies from mainland Ukraine, and the lack of land
connection between Crimea and Russia, Ukraine faces the constant threat of Russian provocation under the
pretext of “preventing humanitarian disaster” on the peninsula. There is also a risk that Russia will attempt to
create a land corridor to Crimea.

Despite the 2015 Minsk Agreement, the situation in Donbas is also far from being settled, with the number of
shellings having risen recently. Unless its attempt to federalise Ukraine is effective, it is in Russia’s interest that
the conflict remains unresolved. This is because Moscow believes that such a situation may prevent the EU and
NATO from seeking closer ties with Ukraine.

However, full implementation of the Minsk Agreement would create serious risks for Ukraine, too. Although it
provides for the eventual return of the border to Ukrainian control, it may open the door for Russian-backed
“separatists” to form their own border guard service while posing as Ukrainian. This would further enable the
movement of people and weapons across the border, and would mean a de facto legalisation of the occupation.

Consequently, because it is currently impossible to build the “European Wall” in Donbas, there is a need to con-
tinue the reinforcement of the border line with Russia along sections under Ukraine’s control (in the Chernivtsi,
Sumy and Kharkiv regions). At the same time cooperation between the Ukrainian State Border Guard Service and
the Ukrainian armed forces should be strengthened, with the aim of securing both the contact line in Donbas and
the administrative boundary line between Kherson Oblast and the occupied territory of Crimea.

Therefore, while Ukraine struggles with unilateral demarcation of the border with Russia, NATO and the Euro-
pean Union should offer additional financial aid and technical assistance so that work on building fortifications
on the border can proceed in the aforementioned regions. The construction of such fortifications should be fol-
lowed by the creation of a comprehensive border surveillance system, employing drones and satellite imagery.
Ukraine and the French concern Airbus have already signed an agreement that provides for the reception of high
resolution satellite images.

However, the Ukrainian State Border Guard Service still lacks modern, high precision equipment needed to con-
trol the situation at the border, and such equipment may well be provided by individual NATO members. NATO
should support the creation of Ukrainian rapid reaction border guard units, and launch a tailored train and equip
programme that will cover cooperation with territorial defence forces in the state border area and weapons

supply.
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The programme may build on the experience of the analogous initiatives for Georgia and Syria (led by the U.S.),
operate at the Yavoriv International Peacekeeping and Security Centre, and be based on the already existing
Joint Multinational Training Group — Ukraine. With a view to facilitating cooperation between the Ukrainian State
Border Guard Service and the national guard and armed forces, as envisaged in Ukraine’s Security and Defence
Sector Development Concept (2016), NATO support in the spheres of communication, command and control,
and logistics and mobility, should be strengthened.

Finally, a dedicated trust fund needs to be set up for an integrated system of mine clearance in Donbas. Although
both NATO and the EU have supported Ukraine in demining activities, the Ukrainian Defence Ministry says that
mine clearance in the Donetsk and Luhansk regions will take at least another 10 years.

Conclusion

The three-man TV crew that was seized at the boundary marking off Tskhinvali-controlled territory from that
administered by Thilisi claimed they had been trying to shoot footage of the border sign at Adzvi when they were
seized by Russian border forces, while their captors insisted that they had “violated” the border. The absence of
agreement between the two sides is indicative of the ambiguity that characterizes these border spaces, where
many of those detained at the border claiming to have been seized a long way from the putative territory of
Tskhinvali Region.

The fencing taking place as part of borderization means that this is a border at once able to represent the fixity
of the notion of Tskhinvali Region while also capable of “advancing” into territory previously accessible by local
villagers on the Georgian side, an advance which is then extended by the activities of the Russian and Tskhinvali
Regionauthorities in the area. The results for those on the Georgian side have been catastrophic, with lost farm-
lands, abandoned orchards, inaccessible grazing areas and reduced supplies of irrigation water, together with
the disruption of traditional activities like visiting graves at Easter or collecting jonjoli to pickle. The fence being
erected along the border provides the illusion of linear predictability to what is a contested zone of authority
involving a number of actors — Georgian, Tskhinvali Region, Russian and the EU.

While this contested zone is also present in Georgia’s other breakaway region of Abkhazia, where detentions and
sporadic violence at the boundary similarly mar the daily lives of those resident in the region, its impact around
Tskhinvali Region is arguably greater, because the effect of the 2008 war and its aftermath on both territory and
population, the twin bases of sovereignty, was more significant.

While the Enguri River provides a natural boundary where the more populated parts of Abkhazia and Georgia
rub up against one another, in the case of Tskhinvali Region this dividing line has to be written into the earth,
where the inscription of the border and indeed the state requires the constant deployment of resources: the
writing of the border, the state, and the world again and again.

While in recent years this border writing has been found both out away from and within the state’s borders, it
also clearly occurs at the border itself, where the sovereignty-based territorial logic remains intact. Through this
writing, Tskhinvali Region literally grounds its existance in opposition to Georgia, while Georgia in its turn oppos-
es its European and Western identity to Russia’s support of its breakaway regions. Such geopolitical imaginings
appear to operate at a level far removed from the “technical landscapes of control and surveillance” being uti-
lized in the borderization process, but they are a part of the same border nevertheless.
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The causes and dynamics of conflict in Tskhinvali region (1989-2008)
Abstract

In terms of ensuring regional security, resolving the existing conflicts in the South Caucasus and conducting
researches on this direction are actual issues from the scientific and political aspects. Using several scientific
methods this article investigates the causes and dynamics of conflict in Tskhinvali region (the territories of the
former South Ossetian Autonomus region) from 1989 to 2008.

Ossetians’ territorial claim to the historical Tskhinvali region of Georgia which is the main reason of the conflict,
began when Georgia became an independent state after the Russian Empire collapsed. After the Red Army inva-
sion of Georgia in 1921, although the territorial claims resulted with the creation of the Autonomous Region of
South Ossetia in April, 1922, but the problem was not solved.

A new stage in the dynamics of the conflict began in the late 1980s when Georgian SSR was struggling both for
liberation and prevention of internal conflicts. The declaration of the South Ossetian Democratic Soviet Republic
which was contrary to the constitution of Georgian SSR, and a number of internal and external factors led to
the armed conflict between Georgia and South Ossetia. At the result of the talks in Sochi on June 24, 1992, an
agreement on Principles of Settlement of the Georgian-Ossetian conflict which was signed between Russia and
Georgia brought a ceasefire.

On August 8, 2008, Georgian armed forces launched military operations in order to restore the constitutional
order in South Ossetia. The Russian Federation launched military response to Georgian operations. After the war
the Russian Federation recognized South Ossetia as an independent state. According to the law of Georgia “On
Occupied Territories” Tskhinvali region (the territories of the former South Ossetian Autonomous Region) is one
of the occupied territories as a result of the military aggression of the Russian Federation.

The government of Georgia continues its efforts to settle the conflict peacefully. Tskhinvali region is officially part

of Georgia. According to the principles of the international law the conflict in Tskhinvali region must be solved in
the framework of the territorial integrity of the Republic of Georgia.

Keywords: The Republic of Georgia, the conflict, Tskhinvali region (the territories of the former South Ossetian
Autonomous Region), Ossetians, Russian Federation

l. Introduction

The Republic of Georgia, the South Caucasian country bordering Black Sea in the west, is a strategically important
country in terms of its geographical location between Europe and Asia. Situated at the crossroads of cultures and
civilizations, Georgia throughout history has been a home for people of different cultural, ethnics and religious
features. Geographical location also makes Georgia being at the crossroads of the geopolitical and economic in-
terests of a number of regional and global actors of international relations. Georgia as a dynamically developing




country supports cooperation among states and makes a great effort to the peaceful resolution of the conflicts
in the region and in the world.

Over the years, conflicts remain at the root of threats to regional security in the South Caucasus. Intrastate and
interstate conflicts are one of the main threats not only to regional security, but also to national security with
damaging political stability and socio-economic development of the countries. Conflict resolution is the main
factor contributing to regional peace and security by strengthening co-operation and mutual confidence in vari-
ous fields between states. Urgent conflict resolution in the region is one of the priority issues for regional states.
Unfortunately, Georgia experienced both kinds of conflicts: intrastate and interstate conflicts in 1992-1993 and
in 2008. Nonetheless, Georgia then enjoyed a period of stability with sustainable economic and democratic de-
velopment.

In the early 1990s Georgia suffered from political instability and economic hardship. One of the main causes of
this instability was the conflict of Tskhinvali, the Former Autonomous Region of South Ossetia. Using several sci-
entific methods this article investigates the causes and dynamics of conflict in Tskhinvali region (the territories of
the former South Ossetian Autonomus region) from 1989 to 2008. The causes and dynamics of the conflict not
only cover the period 1989-2008, but also have some historical reasons. The dynamics of the conflict of Tskhin-
vali region consist of several stages with specific causes.

Tskhinvali region, the former Autonomous Region of South Ossetia is situated on the southern side of the Central
Caucasus and in the north of the Republic of Georgia. Tskhinvali region, the Former Autonomous Region of South
Ossetia covers an area of 3800 square kilometers. According to 1989 All-Union population census, there were
more than one hundred thousand inhabitants in the former Autonomous Region of South Ossetia. 66.2% and
29% people of total population were comprised of Ossetians and Georgians, relatively. Despite the distinction
between the numbers of Georgians and Ossetians living in the former Autonomous Region of South Ossetia was
almost twice, nearly half of the families consisted of mixed Georgian-Ossetian families. The remaining 4% people
were made up of Russian, Armenian, and Jews. In Tskhinvali, the administrative center of the former Autono-
mous Region of South Ossetia, 74% of the total population consisted of Ossetians, 16% of Georgians, and 9% of
other ethnic groups (Sammut, 1996). Despite the large number of Ossetians in the region, statistical indicators
show that the relationship between Georgians and Ossetians was moderate. According to 2002 census, there
were only 38,000 Ossetians. (except the estimates of the former autonomous district of South Ossetia).

Il. Latent conflict stage

Latent conflict stage is the first phase of the dynamic of conflict in which the parties with different needs, values
and interests experience underlying tension and contradiction without realizing the impending conflict. Despite
the fact that at this stage the differences are not enough, but there is potential for outbreak of the conflict.

Ossetians’ territorial claim to the historical Tskhinvali region of Georgia is the main reason of the conflict. The
Georgians and Ossetians’ claims on the former Autonomous Region of South Ossetia are contradictory to each
other. Ossetians state their roots are derived from the Alans who came to the both sides of Greater Caucasus
Mountains in the ancient time, approximately IlI-1V or VI-VIII centuries and merged with the local population.
According to Georgian position, the Alans’, as the ancestors of Ossetians, historical lands are in the North Cauca-
sus, not on the territory of Georgia and the Ossetians’ had existed in Georgia for the last 2, 3 centuries. Georgian
side does not deny the root affiliation of the Ossetians with the Alans, but indicates that this process happened
in the North Caucasus. According to Georgian sources, the Ossetians’ migration to Georgian territory over the
Caucasus Mountains first started in the XVII and XVIII centuries. Some scientists relate the settlement of Osse-
tians in Georgia with Mongol invasions. After the Mongolian-Tatar invasion of the South Caucasus in the 13th
century, relying on the support of the Mongols, Ossetians attempted to occupy the south part of the mountains,
but unsuccessfully (Sammut, 1996).
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Throughout the history, Caucasus was the battle ground between regional powers. With the treaty of Kiiguk Kay-
narca between Russia and Ottoman Empire, Russian Empire annexed Kabarda. After this, many of the Ossetian
communities willingly swore fealty to the Russian tsar and were integrated into Russian society (Roudik, 2008).
Ossetians state that this treaty is a serious historical material in the conflict. Ossetians argue that according to
this treaty territory of north and south Ossetia as one territory entered Russian Empire. Georgians claim that at
the time of the treaty Ossetia did not exist as a territory. If Ossetia existed as a territory, so it would have political
status, but it did not have any political status.

According to Georgian sources, the process of resettlement of Ossetians in Georgia took place in the estates of
the feudal lords in the 1860s (Sammut, 1996). The family name of the Feudal Duke Machabeli was Samachablo,
because of these areas were called Samachablo. Samachablo is a historical province in Georgia and is now known
as Tskhinvali region. After abolition of serfdom in 1861, the Ossetians could not become landowners and began
to move to Georgia (especially the Inner Kartli and Samachablo).

Ill. Conflict emergence stage

In this period, conflict parties comprehend that they have different opinions and ideas on the same subject. In
this stage the conflict has already developed. Unpredictability and uncertainty characteristic of this stage, in
many cases, lead to costly decisions. Specific feature of this stage is low-level conflict causes of which are not
only old problems, but also new ones. This stage is a pre-conflict period, in which a small spark is needed to
escalate.

Ethno-political conflict is a particular form of socio-political conflicts with specific features. In some circumstanc-
es ethnic identification is only “camouflage” of political struggle. “Self-determination” of nations is an example
for it. The conflict of Tskhinvali region, the former Autonomus Region of South Ossetia is one of such conflicts.

Nation states may consist of many different groups of people: for example, religious groups, and ethnic groups
and soon. But this does not give them the right to separate from the existing state, because this act is violation
of the principle of territorial integrity of the state. Russian Empire did not prevent its Great power status and
collapsed in 1917 after revolution. New states formed in South Caucasus after its decolonization. One of them
was The Democratic Republic of Georgia, but its independence did not last long. When Georgia proclaimed its
independence on May 26 1918, Samachablo was one part of the Republic of Georgia. Ossetians did not accept
the sovereignty of Georgia over Samachablo. Since that time, Ossetians’ territorial claims to this region began.

By this time, Ossetians in the North Caucasus were under the rule of Russia without possessing any political sta-
tus. Ossetians who lived in Georgia demanded to unify with Ossetians in the North Caucasus. In these difficult
circumstances Georgia could protect its sovereignty and territorial integrity.

W. Wilson’s fourteen-point programme in 1918 influenced the Paris Peace Conference after WW!I. One of the
points of the W. Wilson’s peace program was about general association of nations: “general association of na-
tions must be formed under specific covenants for the purpose of affording mutual guarantees of political inde-
pendence and territorial integrity of great and small nations alike” [13, p.33]. League of Nations that was created
according to this point was the collective security organization of the states. In this difficult situation the Geor-
gian government tried to gain support to its sovereignty and territorial integrity internationally. On November
15, 1920, the Democratic Republic of Georgia submitted a memorandum for the first meeting of the League of
Nations about the accession to the League. Although the president of the Assembly Dr. Nansen, declared him-
self in favor of the appeal, but the representatives of England and France opposed the request because of the
League’s inability to assist Georgia in any attack. In the voting process, while 15 states withdraw from the voting
process, 10 states voted in favor of Georgia’s membership to the League, but 14 states including England and
France were against (Monzie, 2017). League of Nation were aware of Russian power restoration in the South
Caucasus after the April occupation of Azerbaijan.
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The most influential process in the dynamics of the conflict began with the Soviet Russia’s invasion of Georgia.
On 20 April, 1922 Autonomous Region of South Ossetia was created within Georgia. On 7 July, 1924, North
Ossetian Autonomus Region was created within Russia and then North Ossetia raised its status to Autonomous
Republic on 5 December, 1936 (Hewitt, 2013). The establishment of the North Ossetian Autonomous Soviet
Socialist Republic within Russia also influenced the dynamics of the conflict in Tskhinvali region, the former Au-
tonomous Region of South Ossetia.

In 1922, Ossetians was in fourth place in the number of total population in Tskhinvali. There were 1651 Jews,
1436 Georgians, 765 Armenians, and only 613 Ossetians in Tskhinvali (Memanishvili, 2011).

IV. Conflict escalation stage

In conflict escalation stage increased severity and intensity are observed in the conflict. When the conflict parties
do not reach agreement peacefully, they are ready to use hostilities in a political and military context. The esca-
lation of the conflict is characterized by the features of narrow cognitive sphere, growth of emotional stress, the
loss of initial disagreement, extension of the boundaries of the conflict, an increase in the number of participants
and soon.

Conflict escalation stage of the conflict in Tskhinvali region began in 1989 when various nations entering the
USSR fought for their independence. These years were the last years of the existence of the USSR.

At this period Georgia fought for its independence, too. On April 9, 1989, Soviet troops moved to crush peace-
ful protestors in Thilisi. At the same time, internal separatist activities created additional problems for Georgia.
While Georgia fought to restore its independence from USSR, Abkhazians and Ossetians advocated the preser-
vation of USSR.

In April 1978, thousands of Georgians protested the Soviet government’s decision about to remove Georgian
as the official state language of the republic. The Soviet government was forced to step back (Roudik, 2008). In
August 1989, the Supreme Soviet of the Georgian SSR put forward the Georgian language program. Adamon
Nykhas, who was the leader of the South Ossetian Popular Front which was created in January 1989 (Grgi¢,
2017), addressed an appeal to the USSR Council of Ministers, the USSR Supreme Soviet and the Communist
Part of Soviet Union Central Committee protesting that this program was undemocratic and unconstitutional.
Although South Ossetia’s Supreme Council made a decision requiring Ossetian be an official language in the Au-
tonomous Region of South Ossetia, this was rejected by Tbilisi and Moscow.

On November 10, 1989, Autonomous Region of South Ossetia proclaimed itself an Autonomous Republic within
Georgia. Leadership of Autonomous Region of South Ossetia stated if Georgia will remain one part of USSR they
would not demand any territorial claim to Georgia, if not they will request to USSR to uphold constitutional right
of South Ossetia to self-determination and allow joining Soviet Union. The aim of this act was to grant the region
of Autonomous Republic by Georgian SSR. Georgia did not accept the request, because this demand was an ille-
gitimate claim that threatened its territorial integrity. This requirement was contrary to Georgia’s constitutional
structure, and at the same time posed a threat to the political stability of the state in such an intense situation.
After this, in November 1989, the Georgian Supreme Council declared that Georgian Supreme Council has the
right to put veto against any Soviet law that is contrary to Georgia’s interests (Sammut, 1996).

On September 20 1990, the South Ossetian Autonomous Region unilaterally declared independence from Geor-
gian SSR and creation of “South Ossetian Soviet Democratic” within USSR. As this decision was illegal and un-
constitutional, on September 21, the Supreme Council of Georgian SSR canceled the act. The Soviet central
government also did not support this act (Gachechiladze, 2012).

The conflict affected most spheres of the society in the country. Autonomous Republic of Abkhazia and Au-
tonomus Region of South Ossetia supported communist party. 70% voters participated in the elections to the

3M00039 30330L00L 390HTIF(M | POLITICS AROUND THE CAUCASUS



Supreme Soviet of Georgia on October 28, 1990. Although a part of population of Autonomous Republic of
Abkhazia and Autonomus Region of South Ossetia attempted to boycott the elections in order to make changes
to the existing autonomous structure, but they couldn’t succeed. Z. Gamsakhurdia’s Round table — Free Georgia
Bloc with 54% of the total votes won the election to the Supreme Council of Georgia. The Communist Party of
Georgia was defeated with 29.6% vote (Ffaueunnaase, 1991).

On 9 December 1990, Autonomus Region of South Ossetia held elections to the parliament. On December 11,
1990, the Georgian Supreme Soviet rejected the results of the elections and voted to abolish the Autonomous
Region of South Ossetia. Ethnic clashes occurred in Tskhinvali. The incident led to the introducing the state of
emergency by Thilisi in Tskhinvali and Dzhava district. Georgian National Guard was sent to Tskhinvali on 5-6 Jan-
uary 1991. On 7 January 1991, Gorbachev issued a “Degree on certain legislative acts passed in December 1990
in the Georgian SSR” which demanded removing all armed formations from South Ossetia, other than USSR In-
terior Ministry forces. Georgia’s Supreme Soviet declared Gorbachov’s Decree of 7 January “a gross interference
in the internal affairs of the Republic of Georgia” (Hewitt, 2013).

In a nationwide referendum on March 31 1991, 99.1 % voters supported the independence of Georgia (Gill,
2001). Republic of Georgia declared its independence by adopting a law on the Restoration of independence on
9 April, 1991.

On May 26, 1991 Z. Gamsakhurdia won the presidency against five opponents with 86.5% of the votes (Gill,
2001). In December 1991 — January 1992 the clashes between supporters and opponents of Z. Gamsakhurdia
also affected the political and economic situation of the country.

V. De-escalation stage

After the collapse of USSR, Russia as its successor was a mediator in the regulation of the conflict in Tskhinvali
region. As a result of talks in Sochi on June 24, 1992, Russia and Georgia signed an agreement on principles of
settlement of the Georgian-Ossetian conflict that brought a ceasefire. Sochi agreement defined the zone of con-
flict and a security corridor, and set up the Joint Control Commission consisting of representatives from Georgia,
Russia, South Ossetia and North Ossetia, and plus participation from OSCE. Working groups, ad-hoc committees,
expert groups and other formations were created in the framework of JCC. JCC’s work focused on three main
issues, each with a working group: military and security matters, economic rehabilitation of the zone of conflict,
and establish condition for the return of the refugees and IDPs. In 1992 trilateral Joint Peacekeeping Forces were
created with Georgians, Russians and Ossetians in order to restore peace and maintain law and order in the zone
of the conflict.

In the 1990s, no positive changes were observed towards the resolution of the conflict. In October 1993, Georgia
joined the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) and in 1994, Georgia joined the Collective Security Treaty.

Since the second half of 1990s Georgia has started to strengthen relations with West. Georgia left Collective Se-
curity Treaty and intensified efforts to join NATO. Georgia joined Council of Europe and started to integrate EU.
On October 10, 2000, the Georgian government issued an official document “Georgia and the world: a vision and
strategy for the future.” The aim of the document was to form Georgia’s point of view on problems in interna-
tional relations and security (focygapcrteeHHoCTb M 6e3onacHocTb: 2005). The document outlines basic principles
and aspirations for the future, especially in relations with Europe and the United States. Section V about the
Foreign Policy Objectives state that among all partner nations, Georgia has developed especially strong relations
with the United States of America and key states of Europe. Since that time, Georgia attempted to deepen rela-
tions with the Western countries both in bilateral and multilateral levels.

At 1999 Istanbul Summit of the OSCE, Yeltsin government agreed to close Russian military bases in Vaziani and

Gudauta by July 2001, and to start talks on the removal of two other military bases in Batumi and Akhalkalaki.
The military bases located in Vaziani and Gudauta were disbanded and withdrawn on July 1 2001, and on Novem-
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ber 9, 2001, relatively. Vaziani military base was located near Thilisi, and the Gudauta military base was located
in the Autonomous Republic of Abkhazia. According to the Georgian source in 2001, till that time 300 soldiers
of the 1,100 Russian militaries were removed, and the other militaries and the physical infrastructure of the
base were transferred to a Russian peacekeeping battalion. In June 2002, OSCE military experts completed the
inspection at the base and confirmed the withdrawal of Russian weapons and personnel (focyaapcTBeHHOCTb
n besonacHocTb: 2005). Russia and Georgia reached an agreement in 2005 about the withdrawal of the other
Russian military bases from Georgia. The process of the withdrawal of Russian military bases from Georgia was
finalized in 2007 (Kynarun, 2012). President Ed. Shevardnadze resigned and a new government was formed. In
May 2004, President M. Saakashvili stated that: “we will return Abkhazia within my presidential term” (Tekushev,
2013). This meant the restoration of territorial integrity in order to the constitution of Georgia.

On January 2006, Georgian President Mikhail Saakashvili presented a peace plan for the resolution of the con-
flict to the Council of Europe. Although this plan was supported by USA and Europe, but South Ossetian leader,
Eduard Kokoity rejected the plan claiming that the region was independent since the disintegration of USSR. This
plan offered South Ossetia broad guarantees of autonomy. Ceasefire is a temporary agreement between the con-
flict parties about ending armed conflict and solving problem peacefully. Sochi agreement about ceasefire was
not a resolution agreement between the conflicting parties and it did not mean independence for South Ossetia.

At the same time, Georgia was actively pursuing a policy of western integration. USA was the strongest supporter
of Georgia’s NATO integration. At a NATO summit in Bucharest on April 3, 2008, NATO allies welcomed Georgia’s
and Ukraine’s aspirations for membership and agreed that these countries will become members of NATO (NATO
decisions, 2008). For this purpose territorial disputes must be quickly resolved by political and diplomatic means.
Western countries, especially USA are also interested in peaceful resolution of the conflicts in Georgia. USA Sec-
retary of State Condoleezza Rice made a high-profile visit to Georgia on July 9 2008. She warned President M.
Saakashvili not to get into a military conflict with Russia that Georgia could not win. This meant that USA did not
commit itself to helping Georgia in a conflict with Russia.

On August 8, 2008, Georgian armed forces launched military operations in order to restore the constitutional
order in South Ossetia. The Russian Federation launched military response to Georgian operations. After this war
geopolitical situation in South Caucasus was changed. On August 15-16, 2008 a ceasefire agreement was signed
between the conflicting parties. The agreement was mediated by French President N. Sarkozy. After reaching
an agreement with Russia and then with Georgia, the agreement was signed on August 15 and on August 16 in
Thilisi and in Moscow, relatively. The six points of the agreement are: (a) the commitment to renounce the use of
force; (b) the immediate and definitive cessation of hostilities; (c) free access to humanitarian aid; (d) the with-
drawal of Georgian forces to their places of permanent deployment; (e) the withdrawal of Russian forces to their
lines of deployment prior to 7 August 2008; and (f) the convening of international discussions on lasting security
and stability arrangements for Abkhazia and South Ossetia.

Article VI has been revised with the consents of the Georgian and Russia sides: “Providing international guaran-
tees for the security of South Ossetia and Abkhazia” (Kynarun, 2012).

In article V was also noted that before the establishment of international mechanisms, Russian peacekeepers
take additional security measures. Cover letter made clear of the additional security measures in Article V: “se-
curity measures” may only be implemented inside a zone of depth a few kilometers from the administrative line
between South Ossetia and the rest of Georgia; to ensure safely movement through all highways and railroads
in Georgia; was stated that “these additional security measures” will be in the form of patrols of Russian peace-
keepers, and the rest of the Russian forces return to their positions by August 7; these measures are temporary
until the creation of emergency international mechanisms quickly, which features had already been discussing
by OSCE, EU and, in particular the UN. On August 18, the UN High Commissioner for Refugees announced that
30,000 ethnic Ossetians moved and found asylum in the North Ossetia. 85,000 Georgians were displaced. 15,000
of them were from South Ossetia and 3,000 were from Abkhazia (Upper Kodori Valley). Many of the rest of the
Georgians were displaced from Gori (45,000) and from Zugdidi (7,000).
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South Ossetia and Abkhazia were recognized by Russia as independent and sovereign states on 26 August 2008.
On 30 April 2009, Russia signed treaties with South Ossetia and Abkhazia about the protection of borders of
these states until creating its own border troops (the treaty was envisaged for 5 years, but could be extended for
another five years).

Conclusion

International community supports the territorial integrity of Georgia. U.S. supports Georgia’s territorial integra-
tion. NATO condemned Russia for recognizing Georgia’s South Ossetia and Abkhazia regions and called Russia
to abolish this decision. In international organizations, Azerbaijan and Georgia support each other’s territorial
integrity and successfully cooperate within these organizations.

According to the law of Georgia on “On Occupied Territories” on 23 October 2008, the purpose of this Law is to
define the status of the territories occupied as a result of the military aggression by the Russian Federation and
to establish a special legal regime in the above territories. For the purpose of this Law “the occupied territories
and territorial waters” (hereinafter “The Occupied Territories”) shall mean:

a) Territory of the Autonomous Republic of Abkhazia;
b) The Tskhinvali Region (territory of the former South Ossetia Autonomous Region);

c) Waters in the Black Sea: territorial inland waters and sea waters of Georgia, their floor and resources, located
in the aquatic territory of the Black Sea, along Georgia’s state border with the Russian Federation, to the South of
the Psou river, up to the administrative border at the estuary of the Engury River, to which the sovereign right of
Georgia is extended; also the sea zones: the neighbouring zone, the special economic zone and the continental
shelf where, according to the laws of Georgia and international law, namely the UN Convention on Maritime Law
of 1982, Georgia is entitled to fiscal, sanitary, emigration and customs rights in the neighbouring zone and has
the sovereign right and jurisdiction in the special economic zone and the continental shelf;

d) The air space over the territories stipulated in Paragraphs (a), (b) and (c) of this Article.

Ethnic identity is not always the cause of ethnic conflicts. Economic interests, geopolitical factors, as well as,
external influences are the main catalysts for the conflict. Independence of South Ossetia is hostile to the territo-
rial integrity of Georgia according to the principles of international law. International society, such as, individual
states and international organizations should intensify their mediation to the peaceful resolution of the conflict.
This poses a threat not only to Georgia, but also to the other countries’ independence and sovereignty of the
world. All members of UN must respect to the principles of international law and support one another in the
fight against separatism. According to international law, the conflict in Tskhinvali region, the former Autonomous
Region of South Ossetia must find its resolution in the framework of the territorial integrity of Georgia.
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Aspects of Caucasian Policy during the Tenure of Aleksey Yermolov
-Governor and Chief Administrator of Georgia: Georgia and Chechnya

Abstract

Russia fervently started conquering the Caucasus in the eighties of the 18th century. The process was fostered by
the idea of the so called “Greek Plan”, along with the acceleration of the eastern policy of the Empire. The Empire
used a number of methods for the purpose of full assimilation of the indigenous peoples and depriving them of
their national identity. These methods included bribery, cheating, ordered killings of national leaders, religious
sentiments, etc. Russian authorities would sign contracts promising protection and military cooperation with all
the nations and countries asking for Russia’s protection, and, those nations and countries would eventually find
themselves annexed by the Empire. Resettlement of the population, stirring up manufactured controversies and
ethnic and religious hatred, settling sects or hostile groups in an ethnic region, in an attempt to spur rivalry be-
tween indigenous people and migrants, used to be routinely practised in the Caucasus occupied by the Empire.

Initially, Russia tried to subdue the Caucasian states through bribery and promises. The rulers of the Empire were
trying to win favour with former noble officials: they were granted so-called “privileged pensions” and titles, at
the initiative of local authorities. Occasionally, in order to placate local people and outsmart them, the authori-
ties would even punish their own officials by withdrawing them back into the metropolis. During the tenures of
Tsitsianov and Yermolov, the methods that prevailed were the use of force and intimidation policy. Inhuman and
degrading methods applied by the conqueror to the Caucasian peoples striving and fighting for freedom can be
found described in foreign sources, including Russian sources: imprisoning and killing national leaders, dissemi-
nating rumours and false information with the intent to mislead people, etc. (Pununcon, 1885).

The article discusses the Caucasian policy of Aleksey Petrovich Yermolov-Governor and Chief Administrator of
Georgia, and two major aspects of this policy: fight against the newly conquered population of Western Georgia
and fight against disobedient Chechens.

Keywords: Aleksey Yermolov, the Caucasus, the Russian Empire, Georgia, Chechnya.

Introduction

The article describes the Russia’s Caucasian policy in the late 10s of the 19th century under the rule of Aleksey
Yermolov-Governor and Chief Administrator of Georgia. It describes the inhuman methods used by him in an
attempt to subdue the Caucasian peoples. The Empire tried to justify this policy by the wish to counter the ag-
gression of the Muslim population displayed towards their Christian neighbours, but the methods used by them
with relation to their Christian neighbours were as cruel as the ones used with relation to the Muslims. The latter
was demonstrated by the fight led by General Aleksey Yermolov against the Chechens and insurgentsin Georgia,
and by the cruel methods of punishment used by him against co-religionist peoples as well as against the peoples
of different religions.
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I. Russia’s rigid colonial policy in the Caucasus
and the beginning of Aleksey Yermolov’s career

Aleksey Petrovich Yermolov (1777-1861) was born in Moscow to a Russian noble family and, following the tra-
dition of that period, he started to pursue a successful military career from his early years. His strong character,
stamina, and outstanding military achievements gave the Russian imperial society hope that General Aleksey
Yermolov would prove to be the one who could manage to establish perfect order in the Caucasus, to suppress
anti-Russian protests, among which the uprisings of Georgians (1804, 1812-1813) were of certain significance. In
their view, the cruelty of Yermolov would relieve the popular anger in the region and, eventually, would manage
to subdue the Caucasus region to Russia. Aleksey Yermolov tried to make their “hopes” come true, starting from
his very first steps.

On 22nd August, 1816, Aleksey Yermolov, while travelling from Georgievsk to Thilisi, paid attention to an event
which could not be at all considered raison d’état, though General Aleksey Yermolov attached to it a specific
context: on 6 February, 1816, while passing through Kizlyar, Pavel Shvetsov-Major of the Grenadier Regiment
stationed at Kaziurt, Georgia, and Kotlyarevsky’s distinguished disciple — was taken captive. Capturing Russian
soldiers and demanding ransom was a common practice in the relations between Russian and Caucasian peo-
ples, especially in the early 19th century. Aleksey Yermolov knew that impunity and the failure to prevent such
cases would harm the reputation of the Russian army in the Caucasus and break the myth of them being strong
and powerful. Therefore, he would investigate any case thoroughly and would react severely. In this particular
case, he proved to stay firmly committed to his stance and managed to set Pavel Shvetsov free without paying
any ransom, and furthermore, he invited the council of elders and warned them that in case of similar develop-
ments, he would take revenge on and punish their people severely.

Aleksey Yermolov, together with his escort quietly entered Thilisi, while he was officially expected to enter Thilisi
through the road on the right bank. The new Governor and Chief Administrator of Georgia was mistaken for an
ordinary official travelling to Georgia. In doing so, he demonstrated his character: independence and a reluc-
tance to consider others’ opinions.

Aleksey Yermolov rejected the method used by his predecessors in the Caucasus — buying off and bribing the
local authorities of the Caucasian peoples and began to accomplish his goal by force of arms (the method which
Tsitsianov failed to establish). He started abolishing khanates one after another and launched a war to subdue
the North Caucasus. He wrote to Mikhail Vorontsov: “These people do not deserve Alexander I's soft power; He
needs an iron rod ...One needs to be a hero to serve the people whose peculiarity is a lack of gratitude, and who
do not appear to be happy with Russia, who have repeatedly betrayed him and are ready to betray him again“
(MoroguH, 1864).

Il. Aleksey Yermolov'’s first conflict with the geopolitical interests of Persia:
establishing borders with Persia

As soon as he arrived in Thilisi, Aleksey Yermolov started to get ready for his visit in Persia. He planned everything
beforehand and met with the khans of Shirvani and Shaki, as he was sure that the topic of their discussion during
his meeting with the Khan of Persia would be ceding a part of the Karabakh khanate to Persia. Aleksey Yermolov
arrived in Tabriz on 19 April, 1817. The shah did not display much enthusiasm for meeting him and sent his minis-
ter Mirza Abdul Wahab to meet Aleksey Yermolov in person. Aleksey Yermolov refused to communicate with the
mediator, because he considered that discussing a state secret with him did not comply with diplomatic norms.
But the minister insisted on talks with Aleksey Yermolov and tried to methodically explain to him how powerful
and strong Persia was and that Georgia fell strictly within the sphere of their interest, which, according to Russian
historians, greatly surprised Aleksey Yermolov, as Russia planned to cedeonly a part of the empire’s borderline
and Georgia was not at all included in this plan.
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The dispute between Aleksey Yermolov and Mirza Abdul Wahab closed not in favour of the latter, as at the end,
exhausted minister was only demanding the return of the part of the Talysh Khanate which remained within the
territory owned by Russia. But the Russian diplomat refused to cede that territory either, and remained strictly
committed to his principles.

Aleksey Yermolov first met Fath ‘Ali Shah on 31 July, 1817. He had been warned that promises verbally made by
representatives of Persia meant nothing and, therefore, he decided to make records of each meeting in a written
form. Aleksey Yermolov had meetings with a number of Persian officials, Abbas Mirza and others. Eventually,
Aleksey Yermolov refused to cede any territories falling within the borders of Russia and the borders between
Russian and Persian empires were officially demarcated.

Aleksey Yermolov was granted a military rank of General of the Infantry on his return from Persia.
Ill. Fights with the Shamkhalate of Tarki and Dagestan

In October, 1818, following the order issued by General Aleksey Yermolov, Major-General Andrei Pestel led an at-
tack on the town of Batley in the Karakayt region and took control of the town. On 13 October, 1818, Lieutenant
General reported that majority of the population of the Shamkhalate of Tarki rose up and took the side of high-
landers. The Russian troops led by General Aleksey Yermolov set off for Dagestan and on 31 October they crossed
the River Koysu. The troops entered the town of Tarki on 3 November to find Russian detachments destroyed.
The number of insurgent highlanders was reported to exceed 20,000 and the uprising of highlanders was led by
Major-General Sultan Ahmed Khan of Avaristan and his brother Hasan Khan Beg of Jangutai.

On November 12-15, 1818, General Aleksey Yermolov led an expedition to Jangutai, conquered it soon, and set
fire to the village of small Jangutai. The Khan of Avaristan and the Akushans fled to the mountains. This is how
the order was restored in the Shamkhalate of Tarki. On 19 November, instigators of the uprising were executed.
General Aleksey Yermolov returned to Thilisi.

From January to March, 1819, unrest and uprisings prevailed in Dagestan. Surkhay Khan was encouraging the
highlanders, including the population of Akusha, who were known as being best warriors, to resist Russia’s at-
tempts to subdue them.

Surkhay Khan was one of the outstanding figures among the commanders and leaders of the Caucasus, who
fought against Russia’s occupation policy in the Caucasus and dedicated their lives to the cause of maintaining
independence. During his reign KaziKumukh actively resisted Russia’s occupation policy in the Caucasus.

According to Ali Kaiaev, a historian from Dagestan, Surkhay Khan was a Qur’an expert and a restorer-builder of
mosques and he had a great influence on his people (Kases, 1990).

His daughters married the Khan of Shirvan and the Sultan of Elisu, which strengthened his political influence
even further (Axsepgos, 1804). During the tenure of Aleksey Yermolov, owing to intensified attacks against the
Caucasian peoples carried out by Russia, the influence of Surkhay Khan was further strengthened. Surkhay Khan
proved to be able to mobilize the people of Dagestan and neighbouring highlanders and to temporarily resist the
attacks carried out by powerful Russian troops.
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IV. The Anti-Russian coalition and the beginning of the Caucasian war in 1818,
Kazi Kumukh, Dagestan, Mekhtupa, Tabasaranand Akusha
signed an agreement against Russia

In August, 1819, General Aleksey Yermolov managed to resist the attack of highlanders from Dagestan. On 15
September, the attack of the highlanders was repelled and he started a counterattack. On 15 September, the
village of Dadiani-Yurt was taken by storm by the Don regiment led by Major-General Vasily Alekseevich Sysoev.
The village population — not only men but also women and children-continued struggling until the last drop of
blood. On 1 December, heavy snowfall in Tarki made it impossible for the Russian troops to use artillery cannons.
The Russian troops stationed in the mountains came together and on 19 December they began to repel the
attacks of the highlanders. Russian artillery easily destroyed the army of the Caucasian highlanders. The fleeing
warriors were chased after by the Cossack cavalry and on 20 December the town of Akusha was captured. On 21
December, General Aleksey Yermolov invited the council of elders and made them take the oath of allegiance to
Russia, he also made Qadi of the town a public servant and started paying him salary. Though, this was not the
end of the Caucasian war. On 23 March, 1820, Aleksey Yermolov returned to Thilisi.

V. Aleksey Yermolov and uprising in Western Georgia

On his return from Dagestan, General Aleksey Yermolov had to face a new wave of uprising in Imereti. The Exarch
of Georgia-Theophilactos, who was preoccupied with the census of church property, had to flee Imereti. Repre-
sentatives of the nobility circles also participated in the uprising.

The uprising was a continuation of the large-scale anti-Russian campaign, which had started with the occupation
of Georgia by Russia.

The Georgian people could not get used to the loss of independence or Russian rule. The biggest concern for the
Georgian people was that in 1811 the autocephalous status of the Georgian Orthodox Church was abolished. The
first Exarch of Georgia-Varlam Eristavi, who was a Georgian by origin, was called to Russia in 1818 and Archbish-
op Theophilactos Rusanov from Ryazan was appointed as the Exarch of Georgia.

The Exarch of Georgia — Theophilactos attempted to reform the management of the Georgian church; he decided
to hand over the property owned by the church to the exchequer, to reduce the number of eparchies; the Geor-
gian liturgy was replaced with Russian one, which was followed by an outrage among the Georgian population.
Out of twelve eparchies, only three were maintained in Imereti (Western Georgia): the first-in Imereti, the sec-
ond- in Guria and the third-in Samegrelo. The new ecclesiastical policy was fiercely opposed by both clergy and
secular population of Western Georgia.

Dissatisfaction which started in Imereti escalated into a full-scale public uprising. Russian officials and church
leaders were convinced that by using force they had already subdued and intimidated the Georgian population
to an extent that would ensure all Russian “reforms” to be painlessly carried out. The Exarch of Georgia-The-
ophilactos (Rusanov) was encouraged by this belief, when he started to reform the Orthodox Church of Western
Georgia and introduce the Russian model. Thisarbitrary “reform” caused widespread discontent first in Imereti,
then in Racha and Guria. The Exarch of Georgia-Theophilactos would not step back as he could not have imag-
ined that a small nation like Georgia could dare to go against the will of the huge empire. Discontent and dissat-
isfaction was gradually more and more aggravated and eventually escalated into a full-scale uprising. Besides the
population of Imereti, the population of Racha and Guria, and a part of the population of Samegrelo joined the
uprising. All strata of the population were united against “ecclesiastical violence”; they used to gather in different
locations. According to some sources, they sent a letter to Prince Aleksandre of Georgia (Ali Mirza of Kakheti)
asking him to become their leader, but he either could not move to Imereti or refused to become the leader.
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The rebels then declared lvane Abashidze, matrilineally the grandson of Solomon I, as their king (Maxapagazse,
1942).

Ivane Abashidze failed to take a strong stance and just like Zurab Tsereteli, he maintained some relations with the
Russians authorities in the form of written correspondence. The imperial regime took advantage of confronta-
tion among Georgian noblemen and their lack of acting decisively, but most of the people fought hard to defend
their national interests (33sdg, 1953).

That was what scared the Exarch of Georgia-Theophilactos and he left Kutaisi and set out for Thilisi. During his
journey he was escorted by 300 soldiers, dozens of officers and two cannons. The initial turmoil seemed to sub-
side, but large numbers of Russian troops gathered in Imereti, and the fact that the elderly governor of Imere-
ti-General Kurnatovski was replaced by Colonel Puzirevski (February 1820) aggravated the situation. This was the
time when the Russian military machine had to be put in action. As the first step, it was decided to arrest Prince
IvaneAbashidze and two high ranking members of the clergy: Dositheos-metropolitan bishop of Kutaisi (in fact,
performing the duty of Catholicos of Abkhazia and Imereti) and Ekvtime -metropolitan bishop of Gaenati; the
latter, as Aleksey Yermolov-Governor and Chief Administrator of Georgia later wrote in his memoirs, was arrested
and sent to exile for “not respecting properly” the “arrogant clergy” Theophilactos (woy33sds, 1874).

The Deputy Governor Veliaminov serving during the tenure of Aleksey Yermolov-Governor and Chief Administra-
tor of Georgia, in his letter to General Puzirevski-the governor of Imereti, wrote the following: “They say that the
most difficult task will be to capture the metropolitan bishop of Kutaisi and Prince IvaneAbashidze; do something
not to let these two men escape. If it proves impossible to capture them alive, then kill them” (AkTbl, 1874).

VI. Fight against rebellious clergy and against rebels
striving for the restoration of statehood

On 4 March, 1820, all the leaders of the uprising (except Prince lvane Abashidze) were arrested. Besides, as I.
Dubetski — a Russian officer involved in the operation, wrote later: “while being arrested, one of them (the el-
derly metropolitan bishop of Kutaisi) displayed resistance and the use of butts and spears became necessary, at
the end, the bleeding and beaten up bishop was made to mount his horse” (Qy6euknin, 1896). As if it was not
enough, the Russian military hooded both high priests and tied them on their horses with ropes. They intended
to make them ride like this via the military road to Russia, all the way through. But the elderly metropolitan
bishop Dositheos, who was ruthlessly beaten, failed to endure such inhuman treatment and died on the way
near Surami. But they made his corpse ride further and he was buried only after they reached Ananuri (FERRERI,
1973).

As for Ekvtime-metropolitan bishop of Gaenati, he was taken to Russia and locked in the Svirsky Monastery, sev-
eral hundred kilometres away from Petersburg, where he died in April 1822 (MoTtTo, 1899).

After that, the uprising showed some signs of slowing down, but the government made a mistake, demanding
that people “repent” of the sin and swear allegiance to the emperor. This angered the population and the upris-
ing resumed. The rebels attempted to capture the city of Kutaisi, but the Russian army blocked all the entrances
to the city. That was followed by a new outbreak of the rebellion in Racha, Guria and part of Samegrelo.

A large-scale public congress was convened in Racha and they adopted a special appeal: they demanded from
the authority of Russia the abolishment of Theophilactos Rusanov’s resolution and their demand also included
showing respect for the church traditions of the Georgian people.

Russian officials, who were sent to Racha to carry out church reform, were banned from entering the territory,
the roads were blocked, and rebels demanded the expulsion of Exarch Theophilactos Rusanov from Imereti. The
Head of the Okrug of Racha-Mayor Tsatska together with his military squad locked himself up in the Fortress of
Kvaraand would not dare to go outside.
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Rebels swore to take joint and agreed actions. The turmoil spread to Guria and to a part of Samegrelo.

The resistance of the peasants in Guria was led by Ivane Abashidze, a person who was declared as king. He was
married to Mamia Gurieli’s daughter, but he did not stay with him (as he was a devotee of Russia) but instead
he stayed with his wife’s uncle-Kaikhosro Gurieli. Kaikhosro Gurieli sympathized with and supported the rebels.
General Puzirevski, who was notorious for his aggression and love for use of brute force, felt complacent when
he headed to Guria to arrest the leaders of national movement there (including Kaikhosro Gurieli). He gave a
stroke of his whip to the first man he met on his way-nobleman Bolkvadze and cursing and insulting the man
demanded the information about the whereabouts of Kaikhosro Gureli.The nobleman, who had no experience
of being treated like that, killed General Puzirevski on the spot (AkTbl, 1874).

The rebellious Gurians exterminated Lieutenant Colonel Zgorelsky’s squad stationed by the River Bzhuzhi and
completely destroyed the troops stationed in Chokhatauri. Meanwhile, the situation in Imereti escalated again.
Prince Vakhtang-Almaskhan of Georgia-son of Prince Rostom, who was an illegitimate son of the King of Imereti
David Il — was declared the new king, replacing Ivane Abashidze. Head of Samegrelo, who was a devoted servant
of Russia blocked the Imereti border to prevent rebels from entering the territory.

At the time, General Aleksey Yermolov raised the question of abolishing the principalities and khanates. He
considered the contracts promising protection and military cooperation, previously signed between Russia and
some of the Caucasian nations, a concession made on the part of Russia and a weakness displayed by the Em-
pire. General Aleksey Yermolov substantiated the necessity of abolishing Georgian principalities (AkTbl, 1874).

In his letter addressed to the minister of foreign affairs of Russia-Nesselrode, General Aleksey Yermolov referred
to the heads of Western Georgia as “offspring of Feudalperversion”, whose arbitrary deeds were being retained
by Russia (AkTbl, 1874).

General Aleksey Yermolov-aninsidious man-managed to deceive his supporters-Georgian noblemen and used
them for the purpose of implementing Russian imperial policy.

VII. Revenge on the leaders and participants of the uprising taken by General Aleksey
Yermolov and his army

Russian authorities sent a new governor of Imereti-Colonel Gorchakov from Thilisi. Along with a new military reg-
iment, the Kutaisi governor marched for the first time to Racha, where they crushed there bels by fire and sword.

The fighting in Guria and Samegrelo gave rise to a new wave of uprisings in Imereti. In the summer of 1820, lvane
Abashidze moved from Guria to Imereti to lead the fights there. At the Cholaburi River, he completely destroyed
the Cossack outpost and deprived Russian troops of the access to Eastern Georgia. Nevertheless, General Ve-
liaminov was still able to deploy large numbers of troops in Western Georgia and carry out brutal repression
against the population. After that, he sent 2,000 well-armed troops to Racha. The rebellious Rachvelians, led by
lashvili, resisted strongly atthe Fortress of Kvara, but eventually they had to retreat.

One of the leaders of the uprising-Lomkats Lezhava, who was arrested by the Russians and sentenced to death
by hanging in the name of General Aleksey Yermolov, disclosed the plan of the rebellion and named the leaders
of the uprising to save his life. He told the Russian side that the charter of rebellion was stored in the estate be-
longing to Giorgi Tsulukidze. The Russians seized this document. It became clear that the purpose of the rebellion
was to expel the Russians from Georgia. The charter of rebellion is the first charter in the history of Georgian
national liberation movement (bm3g6030, 2012).

Russian generals, under the leadership of the governor of Imereti-Gorchakov, brutally assaulted a large part of

the population of Western Georgia: they raided Racha, set fire to villages, destroyed fortresses, arrested many
people, and disarmed them.
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In the battle at the River Khanistskali, the Russians tried to capture lvane Abashidze, a declared king of Imereti.
After several clashes, Ivan Abashidze retreated and managed to move to Akhaltsikhe, where the Russians sent a
killer and Ivan Abashidze was killed there. As for Guria, General Veliaminov attacked the Shemokmedi monastery
with 3,200-strong troops, where most of the rebellious Gurianswere stationed. The Georgians fought despite
knowing that it was an absolutely unequal battle, in whichthey were destined to lose and, eventually, they were
defeated. When the Russians entered the monastery, they found there only five Georgian warriors, who were
not dead, and they killed them immediately by piercingtheir chests with the blades of spears. Later, General
Aleksey Yermolovdescribed in details and in an artistic style the Russian repressions carried out in Guria in his
memoirs. The noblemen: G. Tsulukidze, the Eristavis, two representatives of the Abashidze family and all the
lashvilis, participating in the uprising, were exiled to Siberia.

Gorchakov moved to Guria after having put down the rebellion and after having devastated Racha. In Guria, the
Russians destroyed the village of Shemokmedi, theRussian army hewed down vineyards, cut down gardens and
burned houses. Many villages were burned down to ashes so that these places could not be revived for decades.
“We have destroyed and ravaged the rebellious villages, hewed down the gardens and vineyards, and even after
many years the traitors will not be able to restore their places”, General Aleksey Yermolov wrote in his records of
Russian repression in Guria (3anuncku, 1863).

The uprising was suppressed. The leaders as well as ordinary participants of the uprising were sentenced to exile
and were sent to Siberia or to some provinces in Russia. Most of them were not able to return to their homeland.
Whereas, traitors were given rewards (bs73q 4089).

On March 12, 1821, Gorchakov, the governor of Imereti, issued a proclamation on the Imeretianswho were re-
ferred to as “traitors of their homeland”, with a list of those who should be expelled from the empire. If anyone
in the country saw any of them, they would have to bring them alive or dead to the authorities for which they
would receive some remuneration. The list included a total of 27 men, all of whom were either noblemenand
prominent princes or members of the Imeretiroyal family (bs485 1119). In April 1820, during the Imereti uprising,
the governor of Imereti, Colonel Puzirevski, who was on his way toGuria to arrest the leaders of the uprising
there, was killed in the village of Shemokmedi. Following this fact, on July 24 of the same year, under the com-
mand of General Alexei Veliaminov, the Russian army raided and destroyed theShemokmedi monastery and the
village of Shemokmedi.Kaikhosro IV Gurieli, who was charged with organizing the murderof Puzirevski, managed
to flee to Ottoman land; as forthe killer of Colonel Puzirevski, he was executed.

Conclusion

On April 17, 1820, the “Black Sea Cossack Host” joined the troops of the “Separate Georgia Corps”, and on Oc-
tober 11, 1818, the “Separate Georgia Corps” was renamed the “Separate Caucasus Corps.” Therefore, on 11
October, Aleksey Yermolov became the commander of the Separate Caucasus Corps.

Duringthe period of the uprising in Imereti, Aleksey Yermolov decided to arrest Surkhay Khan, who was the orga-
nizer of numerous rebellions against the Russians in Dagestan. Surkhay Khan fled and Kazi Kumukhkhanate was
given to Aslan Khan.

On 26 September 1820, Mostafa Khan of Shirvan, who had close ties with Surkhay Khan, fled to Persia. Aleksey
Yermolov abolished the Shirvankhanate and subjected it to the Treasury management.

In 1823 Aleksey Yermolovled a military mission in Dagestan, and in 1825 fought with the Chechens. In these bat-
tles, Aleksey Yermolov did not achieve much success. So, Aleksey Yermolov, the cruel governorsent to the Cauca-
sus, failed to justify the expectations and admiration of Pushkin or the Russian society of that period. Eventually,
Aleksey Yermolov‘s career came to an abrupt end when he was summoned from the Caucasus by the Emperor
as an accomplice of Decembrists, and the traitor of state interests.
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Valeri Modebadze

A Georgian minority in Iran

Will the Fereydan Georgians manage to maintain their ethnic identity?

Abstract

This article deals with Georgians living in Iran. For centuries Eastern part of Georgia remained under the Persian
influence. After Persian military campaigns and invasions, a large number of Georgians were displaced to Iran.
The largest mass deportation of Georgians to Iran took place during the reign of Shah Abbas | in 1614-1617.
The population of kingdom of Kakheti was forcibly resettled to various provinces of Iran. They were scattered
across different provinces of Persia. Only Fereydan Georgians managed to preserve their ethnic identity and
culture. Compact settlement in the isolated mountains of Iran enabled them to keep their Georgian identity.
Unfortunately, the number of Georgian language speakers in Fereydan is gradually diminishing. This article
explains problems that Fereydan Georgians are facing in Iran.

Keywords: Fereydan, Fereydan Georgians, Mass deportation, assimilation.

I. Introduction-The mass deportation of Georgians to Iran

When people think about Georgians living in Iran, everyone has Fereydan in mind. However, it should be
noted that Fereydan represents only a small part of hundreds of thousands of Georgians resettled in Iran, who
are scattered across different provinces of the country. Georgians live in Hamadan, Tehran, Shiraz, Isfahan,
Najafabad, Mazandaran and Fereydan. Most of them, for logical reasons, were unable to maintain their national
identity, assimilated into Iranian society and mixed with the local population. It is difficult to determine the
exact number of Georgians living in Iran for the reasons outlined above. According to unofficial data, there are
about 70,000 Georgians living in Iran, but if we take into account historical events and facts, then the number of
Georgians in Iran should be much higher. Fereydan is the only region where resettled Georgians have preserved
their Georgian identity, language, culture and customs for 4 centuries.

Eastern part of Georgia for a long time was under the Persian sphere of influence, that is why large numbers of
Georgians were taken voluntarily or by force to Iran.

Georgian kings and feudal-lords often served in the Persian army and participated in the military campaigns of
Iranian Shahs. A large number of Georgians also served in the Shah’s Guard, which was composed mainly of
captives and slaves. Most of them could not return to their homeland and remained in the “Shah’s service” for
the rest of their lives (Chelidze, 1951). Regular raids of Dagestani people and the “slave trade” also caused the
outflow of Georgians to Iran. As a result, the number of Georgians in Iran increased greatly after these raids and
invasions. The number of Georgians in Iran grew significantly since the establishment of the Safavid dynasty,
when Persian raids in different Georgian kingdoms became more frequent. Shah Tamaz | invaded Georgia four
times in 1541-1554 and took a large number of captives to Iran. Only during one invasion (the fourth invasion),
Shah Tamaz | took 30,000 captives from Georgia to Iran. The largest mass deportation of Georgians to Iran took
place during the reign of Shah Abbas I. In 1614-1617 Shah Abbas took about 200,000 captives from Kakheti-
Hereti and forcibly resettled them in various provinces of Iran (Khorasan, Mazandaran, Kurdistan, Luristan.)
The traces of exiled Georgians can still be found in many provinces of Iran and are reflected mainly in country’s
toponymes.
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Il. Motivations for deportation

One might well ask, what were the motivations of Iranian Shahs? Why did they resettle so many Georgians forc-
ibly to Iran?

There were several reasons:

1. King of Persia, Shah Abbas aimed primarily at enhancing Iran’s military potential. He wanted to fill with Geor-
gian warriors the newly formed regular army. Georgians were good warriors and they could significantly increase
the fighting potential of the Persian army and strengthen Iran’s security. Due to the frequent wars with the Ot-
toman Empire, the Shah of Iran attached great importance to military matters and to the defense of his country.
Shah Abbas launched a reform of the army in order to increase the fighting ability of the Persian army and began
its reorganization. As a result of the new reform, a regular army was created, consisting of the Rifle Corps and
the Ghulam Army. The prisoners of war from Georgia and the Caucasus were serving in the Ghulam army. The
Ghulam army was made up of Islamized Georgians and Caucasians, who were taken prisoners in the course of
Persian military campaigns. According to Persian rules and traditions the commander of the army, also known
as Kular-Aghas, was always an ethnic Georgian. The first commander of the Ghulam army was Alaverdi-Khan
Undiladze. Thanks to his talents and abilities, he rose to high office in the Safavid state and became a celebrated
commander and statesman in Iran. Thus, after the modernization of the Persian army, the role and importance
of the Georgian element in the Shah’s army increased. Representatives of the Shah’s Guard gained a great deal
of influence and authority over the Persian royal court.

The Ghulam army was a reliable stronghold of the Safavid dynasty and played a major role in breaking the mo-
nopoly of the Kizilbash military force. From the middle of the XVI century to the beginning of the XVIII century,
the Ghulam army was an important and distinguished force on the Iranian political arena (Maeda, 2011). Geor-
gians held high and responsible positions in Persia. Georgians were often appointed as commanders and gener-
als of the Safavid state. An Italian traveler, Pietro Della Valle (1586-1652), who travelled to Iran, met Georgians
and admired their bravery and courage, wrote: “Today the power of the Persian Army rests on the Georgian
fighters who make up the best part of it” (Valle, 1755).

Historical sources prove that the Georgians were enlisted not only in the Ghulam army but also in the cavalry.
During the 17th century, the number of Georgian cavalry in the Persian army ranged from 8,000 to 40,000 (Ta-
baghua, 1982).

2. The second motivation for the resettlement of Georgians to Iran is often associated with Shah’s economic in-
terests. In 1598 Shah Abbas declared Isfahan as the capital of Persia. He wanted to accelerate the development
of the central areas of Iran. The Georgians, especially the Kakhetians, were excellent farmers, and their reloca-
tion to Iran would certainly contribute to the development of agriculture. In the central areas of Iran, the Shah of
Persia settled a large number of Georgian peasants and Armenian merchant-craftsmen in Iran to develop trade,
crafts and agriculture.

3. The third reason is linked with Iran’s stability and security: The Shah of Iran wanted to use the resettled Geor-
gians to subdue the disobedient, nomadic tribes that greatly harmed the Iranian population through frequent
raids and attacks. The Shah of Iran resettled Georgians to those areas where the invasions of nomadic tribes were
more widespread. According to Shah Abbas, by resettling Georgians to Fereydan the capital of Safavid Persia —
Isfahan was to be better protected from frequent attacks of Bakhtiaris, Lurs and Kurds. These tribes often carried
out joint attacks on both Isfahan and nearby Persian villages and greatly damaged country’s stability, security
and economic development. It was for this purpose that the Georgians were deployed compactly in Fereidan, in
the Bakhtiari Mountains, in order to protect the Iranian capital from attacks of nomadic tribes. For centuries, the
resettled Georgians contained the nomadic tribes and supported the stable development of Persia.
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lll. Fereydan Georgians in Iran

Fereydan is located in the central mountains of Iran, in the Bakhtiari Mountains. It is about seven hundred ki-
lometers away from the present capital of Iran, Tehran, and eighty kilometers away from Isfahan. Unlike other
provinces of Iran, Georgians in Fereydan were compactly settled, which allowed them to preserve Georgian
culture and traditions. As Ambako Chelidze states in his book “Fereydan Georgians”, there are 15-16 Georgian vil-
lages in Fereydan. However, there are also some villages where residents do not speak Georgian anymore. Next
to Georgians live also Lurs, Bakhtiaris, Kurds and Armenians. Living next to nomadic tribes has never been easy
for Fereydan Georgians. The main activity of Bakhtiaris and Kurds for centuries was cattle- droving. They used
to move livestock over long distances in Southern Iran and when they found a favorable moment, they attacked
and pillaged villages, and after that, disappeared quickly in high mountains. Georgians often had to fight with
these ferocious nomadic tribes. The attacks of nomadic tribes occurred unexpectedly, so they could always inflict
great material and moral damage on Georgians. The attacks of the nomadic Kurds and Bakhtiaris were systematic
and the Fereydan Georgians were forced to fight constantly and repel aggression from these tribes. Georgians
have been a deterrent force for centuries, successfully protecting the Iranian population from banditry and gang
attacks of nomadic tribes (Chelidze, 1951).

Georgian society started to show some interest towards Fereydan too late, only in the late nineteenth century.
Before that, Georgians had no contact with Fereydan at all. In the XVII — XVIII centuries, Georgian, European
or Russian travelers never visited Fereydan and knew nothing about this province. It was only in 1840 that the
23-year-old English traveller Sir Austen Henry Leyard visited the area. He met many Georgians in Fereydan and
admired their hard work. Henry Leyard was in Upper Martkopi, where he saw Georgian settlements surrounded
by orchards. As he writes in his book, high-quality fruits were produced in Georgian villages, which Fereydan
Georgians used to sell in Isfahan and other provinces of Iran. Henry Leyard published a book in London with
the title “Early Adventures in Persia, Susiana, and Babylonia,” in which he shares his impressions on Fereydan
to readers. In the above-mentioned book, he writes about Martkopi: “There are some hundred houses in this
village. Shah Abbas founded a large Georgian colony here. These Christians maintained their native language and
religion. They are capable, diligent and hard-working people. Hardworking men take care of the gardens and ar-
able lands, which are planted around their villages. Georgian villages are clearly distinguished from other settle-
ments which are located nearby. Cold water flows from mountain springs and underground tunnels. Georgians
produce excellent, aromatic fruits that they send abundantly to Isfahan and elsewhere” (Chipashvili, 1990). It is
clear from Henry Layard’s words that through hard work and dedication Georgians transformed Fereydan into a
small paradise and a distinguished place in Iran.

The first Georgian to travel to Fereydan was Lado Aghniashvili. He was invisited Fereydan in 1894. Lado Agni-
ashvili studied the rules and habits of Fereydan Georgians and published a book in 1896 known as “Persia and
Iranian Geogians” [7]. In this book, Lado Agniashvili provides many interesting accounts of nineteenth-century
Fereydan. According to him, Fereydan Georgians adhered to the rule of ethnic endogamy and for a long time the
marriage was mainly within the community of Georgians, but by the end of the 19th century this tradition had
gradually died away. As he points out in his book, this is precisely the reason why many Iranian Georgians were
assimilated into Iranian Society and lost Georgian customs and traditions. Lado Agniashvili notes in his work that
many villages no longer speak Georgian and that Georgian customs are gradually disappearing (Aghniashvili,
1896).

In 1927 Ambako Chelidze, a Georgian writer, translator and public figure, traveled to Fereidan. He thoroughly
studied the language, history and customs of the Fereydan Georgians. He also highlighted the fact that the
number of Georgian language speakers in Fereydan was gradually diminishing. According to him the reason for
this was the lack of Georgian language teachers. Although Fereydan Georgians were eager to learn their mother
tongue, no one in Fereidan at that time was literate enough to teach mother tongue.

In 1920s, when Ambako Chiladze visited Iran, there was no school in Fereydan, and it is therefore, not surprising
that the overwhelming majority of Fereydan Georgians did not know how to read and write in Georgian at that
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time. The study of Georgian language was mainly carried out in families, by parents and Georgian language was
passed down from generation to generation verbally.

In the XXI century, compared to the previous centuries, the living conditions of Fereydan Georgians improved
greatly and they had better access to educational facilities. The globalization of the media, the invention of the
Internet, the development of transport and communication systems has enabled Fereydan Georgians to estab-
lish closer contact with their homeland and keep an eye on the political events in Georgia. The collapse of the
Soviet Union also facilitated the deepening of contacts with Fereydan Georgians. Thanks to the internet and
satellite broadcasting, Fereydan Georgians are better informed about Georgia. Georgian schools have been es-
tablished in recent decades, which has greatly increased the number of literacy in Fereydan.

In the twentieth century, when the process of urbanization began at an accelerated pace, many young people
from Fereydan moved to big Persian cities to find jobs. The lack of jobs in Fereydan is forcing many young people
to work in other provinces of Iran and to mix with the Persian-speaking population. Due to the intensification of
migration processes from the Georgian villages of Fereydan, the demographic situation in this area is gradually
changing. Maintaining Georgian identity will be one of the major problems for the younger generations who
have left Fereydan and started working in different provinces of Iran.

Conclusion

Fereydan Gerogians are facing a large number of problems and they may lose their Georgian identity in future,
if special measures will not be taken by the Georgian society. Georgian society should pay more attention to the
Iranian Georgian community and should develop special educational programs for those Iranian Georgians, who
want to learn Georgian language, traditions and customs. Also, Georgian government should grant Georgian
citizenship to those Iranian Georgians, who want to return to their motherland.
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dm393306Mggd0 (aemmdamMo s Mganmbacm@n dmmadadggdn) o4@omMem 330090056 53 3Gm(39LL
s bagomgdol dg3mbggzedn dggydmoasm 360d369mmgaba Mmeo dgobEmmmb LadMm@gb@m dnb@ob
0gmM9d5dn. 3mbiMgGmmae 3o, mgmeonb d0bgog0m, Lodmasomgdabmgznlb 360d369mmgsebas 0dal go-
B30, M3 dom goohbosm FboMeaggMs Bmbasba LogHmadmmnbm domgdabasb. dgbodsedabow, domo
3bE0sb 6549Dgds 96, 3noMndom, bgmob dgdms ©s358 gdoma gog@mas (Wiengast, 1997); Tucker, 2007).

LEMAgE M3 53 FmEmIYmoam bLbab xmdys Guggmo (ibid) Mgzmm30980L Gommoal 3mbELadgmms
Logfzgdo, 3gMdm 30, bojoGmnggmmdn (2003), 3Ms065Ls (2004) s yofmgodgmdo (2005). dabo &b-
om, 5hg36960Lb ImMngds goyomdgdsed dmabmnbs Labmgsmmgdada sMbgdmmo sgmmagarmn ¢)3dogym-
Bomgdob 539939moMmgds ©s dsBgmJqos.

33930bob g98mygbgdmm 046s @gdz0nMo doamads, b asdmamggs d03mmgds, MmImal gowe-
dmB3gds o a0dysmgds asbbmmzngms s@Mbgdymoa bgmdobsbzmmdn dmbs(3g39d0m. bodMmMIdn go-

dmmgdnmo ©sb33bgdn gyMbmds bojsGmggmmdn, M 36Monbsdn, yoMazndgobs s bmdbgmdn dmdbrs-
0 Mg3me930960 3Om39L980b dgeMmgdom sbamadl. 39Mdme, Imbrs Ladg(zbogHm modgMa@ -
&0b, 3gmEen Byammgdal s 9.6. 3mb@ 96 sbasmnba (content analysis); 358 gdom, bbzoabbgs babob
LEIGOLEOIYMO Bmbs(393980l RoMmmgs, MmamMazss sMhg36980L dggagda, dmbabmagmdol gsdm 3o-
obggdo s Lbgs. dgbedsedabow, 33mg3edn godmmddmma dmbodMgdgdo doMomomsm asdysmgdamons
33m930L 030b9dMng0 Igommgdol 3gd3gmdom; bmmm MomEgbmdfmngn dmbs3939d0m dmbrs domo
535890000 353ysfgods.

0')030 l. bo&nmbnb mgmﬁnmﬂm anambngv\n;;o

Bmgoma, bddgzbogHm Mm@ MG MMmodn d0dnbsMgmdl oo gds@o 0dsbmsb s 353d0Mgd0om, oY
65 3560300mM93L Mgzmee300L s dob bofMdsGgdsb. gl Lagsbns sfs Fbmemme ab, dgodmgds oy
oM Mg¢0dob (33mmomgdsl gbmomb Mgzmm30s, s6sdgw abo(s, 09 Bmame Mbos asnbm3mb Bomds-
&9d0b (36905. 99339, gb Logombo bzgds Rzgbo 33mggz0L Logsbl s yyMopmgds Mbws dogsgznmo
035b, Hm3 3mbELOdFMMS Loz (3930 IMBbEsM Mggmemyy(3098L, Bmamtis Bgbn, HBmwgdgb baggmom-
3960 ob ggMowb. 83omgd0® 65dMmMIgddo bogzgMmmagsaba Mggmmyuy30s gosdMgdamons, Mmamt(s ©g-
Im3Mo@nady LEMogn aoabymol (democratic transition) 8(3gemds. baboobsb 53 3Gm(3gbl ©qdm3-
Mo@0dsznob Jgmabyg Gommabsi Mbmwmadgb. omd(3s, 8s03m 8s358meo (2005, a3. 8) 800R6g3b, H™3
930mbdn Im3bosmn Mg3mmy) 30900 boMdmoaqbgb 3mbELsdFmms Ladystmadn gdm 3MaGnbsznals
39mcg Gommab, bonemm Lomo@b o (2005) MBmwgdL ,3mbELsddmms basMRgzbm Mggmenmznal’, Go-
asbsz Imbabrmgmdal sxebygds LEMMg MM gogomdgdam babsbosMhgzbm aomgdmbs s wMdne-

mmeE 5Mhg3690L dmbrogsws.
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3mbGLadFMms bogM(3gdn ImBbsmn baggHomazsbo Mggmee30980b 30dgDgdal dggobgdobal mMa do-
Moomso doamads 608(*)0({)?)330.

306390 5365m0Ddgdl 3Mm(39L9dL gEmmdsmyM dMomdn — obogmgmobs s s@3mbagmamals @s3o-
0b30Mgdal gofmamgdda. 3gMdme, m3mbazom@o domgdol obagmmnEn bozgmggdabodo mEmemgs
5 dndn, H™3 5Mbgdemo JMmENI30Mgdemo dmagmmdol 3mmo@n3s 5dmMmgdl bLabgmadbogmb (3030mo-
Bgdmmo LadysMmbash, MmamMo3s ,930MM3s" Y, 3MbiMgE Mo 30, g3Mm3o330Mobash; bmasmawm
39, 930mM3mo 0bbBo@nGgdabasb. 53539 RomAmdo sMbgdmdl dgmMg bgogs, Mmdgmoary asbbsgno-
96000 3536 (39mgdmos Mbgmndo dmmgabg 3536096 93L dmMob. bdofmom dsmmgal baggMomasbo
9330900 ©LOZMgNLY @ dIMBIgmgML FmEEb g gm3mmo@ognHo s3oMabdnmgdol 3obbm-
domgdss. 53 ImbabMGdSL 53ysMgdgb 03 Bo@gdom, HMI 3OMEILSZM MBS sGabodmagzMmdm s bbgs
0bbEBOGMGJd3s (Bogomomsm, LEMbLOL mbeon) bgmo dgybyglb LadmJomsadm bodmasmgdals 3obgo-
M gdsl s dommgal sMadomomdmngn 3Gm@BqbE0b Logydgmgdal dgbbogmab. 530b bayyzgogbm
dogomomos 3o3domo LMy IMdMmomdalb ,mEB3mEMLs" (OTPOR) o bojsMoggmmdo ,3856M0bs" s ¢ 3-
506590 ,3mEMoL" (PORA!) dminb. bogomggmmdo, 413006530 s yohaodbgmdn 3mmo@ngnads (33mo-
939635 LgMomdYmo ggggda goshobs LYY 3mend oYM s 8350gd0MH gmo@gdda, Mm3 gb 5d3-b
Loodggmgm Ladboby@gdab dogm dMbynbzomgm MM 39LGMaMgdygmn M3gMs(3005, MmMImol dobsbo
oym 3baogbo (33momgdgdol gobbmMs0gmgds nbgmdn s s8nm dogm Mganmbdo ggm3mmo@ o n&o
bgas3mgbolb 3m3mggds (Estebo, 2015).

dgmtg dmgso dmegmo 3mb(396@MaMmgds Ladmdsmagm 3bGal 30bgbgdbs s BaMmIMIMdady, ao-
9600069305 5 39030l bogombgddy. o9 3obbsgnmmgdamo Mmmo gbnggds Ladmdomsgm babmgoe-
©m9d0b 98399E MMl 535mgdolb @s LadMmmE gbGm IYbE b 5 3n3YmoMgdobs s dsMmgzal Wbomgdl.
dogomoma, byMdgmda dmdbosmn Mgzmm«y300L bamababol dodgfa (2003) yyHomemgdsl sdsbgamg-
3L LbmMgo Lodmgomagm Lodmasmgdolb gMomdals 360d36gmmdsady, bmmm ds3gmena (2005) ¢339
m3mbozonco domgdal goMom gmamaz00dg. mogal bz, doboba g (2007) 0ygbgdlb g.6. dmwy-
@m0 ©gdm3MsGomn Mgzmmyy300b RsGRML, Mmool dabgogomss bomds@gdmma dogamomo
dgodmagds ogmb ,dedmmba” bbgs Lodmaswomgdgdobmgal; gofMms 530bs, yMomgds godmds J394bab
dogbom sMbgdye bmosmy® dmdMomdgdlb s dom gmmMdamgdsdn badmdsmadm bgg@mmals Mmeb.

(3939, 39b83g Boamds dgadmgds hsomgammlb @356 390bL (2005) dogM aodmmJdmmo dmbsbemg-
35 9.6. ,06M53mbbmmoomgdyma s3@mMoGemmmo Mggndgdol” dgbobgd. ggab sbdMom, boMabyxabeyg-
0 Gg3men300b boMmds@gds 3ob30mmdgdmmo nym mgmbor 31kl Jmbstmdom, dmgboabs bgmm
s@bgdygma MgbyMbgdal 3MbbmmoEszns s domn godmygbgdom LadMmm@Ggb@m 3ybGal Asbdmds. o3
ongmtogm Rs@hmdo gnMomgds godmds mdsmme dmegmmdol dogf 3Mabobol dgbgxdgb@L o
365 LdgMMAMMObm IMMs3adggdabes s M3mbazonma domagdol 439wgd9dL/dgbodmgdmmdgdl (Kuzio,
2016).

09339, xMINS G3ob (2007) sdGom, yggms bgdmm bbgbgdymao mgm@ammo dnamds badmmmme
9460bmds gmo@gdab sbomodl (elite-based analysis). dgbodsdobo, 356 Lsgymsm bsdmmdda boggfom-

3960 Mggmem (309800 gobosbomnbgdmoem gsdmaygbs 9.6. 3mmgd@oymo §dgmgdalb 3Gmdmgds.

3mbBLOdFMms LngM(zgdn baggHmgsbo Mggmmey30s, MmamM s dmmodoznmo dgM 3980, LyMdgmo-
56 nym gs0dm@sboemn, bawss 2000 Byl ddz00mdnsba 3GMEgLE L aboo (dmmombgFal Mggm-
4)(300) Imbs bErmdmEsb docmmdgzohol dmsgmmdals sdbmds (Pejic, 2008). 53 dmegmol dosgsmo
0©gds Mo gdmgMms@nmmo Mgendgdol ddzomdosbn 3GmMEgLbENL dgd3gmdom gomeygbgds s 3
ab00 bobgmdbogmbmazol bsgmagdo Basbals Joygbgds, Mocs, Mmame s Bgbo, nbGmMommawm sbsboscmgdl
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3mbBLddFmms bogM(39d0 boggMomzgeba Mggmem 30930l Bo63s8gd0lb dodemmba | 55

930309960 3mdMHomdgdL. Jommyymads badmgomadm bgd@mMab o9& 030b@gdds gb 3Mg(39096@0 do-
denmba godmomgl s 339 2003 Benol bmgddg@madn sadymagl 0d8Mmmnbogma JoGmyma dmsegmmds,
900156 3935MEbadol dgmem@mmdom ao@edEastmnym s sgmIm domongmads sbama 3mmo@ 0 n&o
domagdobmgab (396Mgdolb Mggmea3ns) (How the Rose revolution happened, 2005; Kandelaki, 2006). Jo-
Mommds go3mzamgdsd, Mmdgmo(s 30390 ngm 3mbEbaddmms bogM(3gda, 3Mm(3gbgda Basbaemabe
136506530, bLows(z, ma30L bGng, 2004 byl dmbs 9.6. baMnbrobygMo Mgzmme 308 ©s 8353909~
™0 05658058md0Esb 3Mgboegb® mgmbor 3MRISL gowaygbgds (DW staff, 2007). Jomormmo dbsmab
sd@onma IbsMoggMom, Moz godmobs@gdmes gsdmiamgdalb gobosmgdsdn, dbgsgbo dmdGomds
ox39dbms ynMandgmdo (Anjaparidze, 2005). Hmbs m@mbdag3sb bgmddmzsbgmmdoo m3mbazon®as
domgdds dgdmgl o3 (396@MomnE sboyM LabgmdBogmdag 2005 6gmb g.6. Go@gdol Mggmm 00l
3GM0omMads 5 3Mgb0EbE) Sb3OM 5359300 goaygbgds (Pannier, 2009). 530l 3394, 936L d0shRby,
M3 Gomes 36 dgbgmmgdmms ©s 3baszbo 3Mm39Lgdo asbdgmMmgdmes, M3nMzgmaba, bmdbgmbe
s 8DgMdongsbdn, aobbsgmommgdom, Gybgmda (Olcott, 2005; Walsh, 2005; Ambrosio, 2007). o339,
9L of dmbs, 3Mm39bo dggxgMbrs. dbmmme 2013-2014 Brmgddo m3Monbsdn dmdbosmds badcmEg-
LE™ 59309085, MMBmado(z 30dG™ME 05693m30R0L dmo3MMbal edbmMdom abEmms (93Mmdsnws-
60), 3ob39L sgommdMog s LogHmadmMobm sbaemn@n3mbgdl dbggmmdalb badsda, H™I MHgaombdo
boggmagabo Mgzmmey30960b 3gMomeo KgM o6 abEmnmgdams. bmgogmmlb doshbos, Hm3 LEmMg©
9360m3500560 0ym 4 3M506mn onbEMmgdgmoa boggMomazsbo Mggzmme 300l bodogomo sbab&mma
(Reznik, 2016). bogms 353060560l 80gm 2018 gl bmdbgomdo Bomds@qdgmow bomdmgdmmads 3d30-
©mMb056ds 3MmME gL gdds (RFE/RL's Armenian Service, 2018) 30093 gMombgm a565383039L bgdmo bbg-
69dmmo 3mbabdMgds o baggMmmasbo Mggmme0s abgs od@memuma gobos Mggombabmgal. d3gdmom
dmygzoboem aMognzdo dm393ymos 3mbELadgmms bogfM(39do dmBbrsmo Mgzmmyy(30960L nbG Mmoo

M9&Mmmb3gd@oge.
3393030 1. bazgMomzsbo Mgzmmay 30980 3mbGLIdFmms bagM(3gdn

bogoMozgmm (2003) y4ofgndgon bm3bgon (2018)
396M930b (2005) 0@ gdab baggMamasbo

930300 930300 930300

30065 (2004) FURLGRILN
bofMnbynbygma (2013-2014)

93300 9360mdsgesbo

gl R396 d9a30dmos e3sdo@ gob35(3bdM™M, HMI boggMomzsba Mgzmeyy(300L Jmazeca 3M0b(s0-
3960050 353md@nbafy, 3oMEgdal, bomnbxnbygMmo s B0dgdolb Mazmme 30960 boMds@qdmmoa nym,
abggg, Mmamz bmdbgmal dgdmbgggs. o9d(3e, botrnds@gdgmos 3Ms0byymn gzmmadsowsba. 39Mdmw
30, bagdo®oggmmb (2003), ©1365060b (2004), yofgadgonbs (2005) o bmdbgomolb (2018) Mggmes0-
s 3mdMomdgdds dgdmgl sMs dbmmme 3@ Bomaw 3dg0mdnsbn gbom dmagmmdals gowaygbgds,
0M0dg Lagymomn domoyymgdol gs638 303905 ©d dbamn dmmo@ogndo 3Mmgbolb 653mbygds;
bomm, @365060m3s 936m3o00563s Imabgmbs 30d@mE 056w 3m30R0L FmagzMmdal sdbmds, dogmsd
9L gobbmM(309mEs domnsb awn dbbggMm3mol batxdg; dg@0(s, godmamobos bobbmnsbo @adnMab-
30699, 9(36m 93996900L 36GH0b dos Logdggddo 3nofMeadama Mbgdn Rstgzs s J399s6sdn AYLbgmab
dngc dbomaggmamn bgdomo@nbdal sembgggds (Russia and the Separatists in Eastern Ukraine, 2016).
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0530 2.1. 65A35§9dab Babs3nmmdab bada (33md®n

boggomgabo Mggmm 00l bymo dgdmbggzal dgmemgdoma sbamnbo g3 gdslb a3odmggl, 3038 30-
EM®, O™ d3ogoms ghmazsto 8gbmgb(z0s, MmIgmas gobo30mmdgdl BomMds@gdol ob Bamdsgd-
mmdab. gb (33momgdos LabmgsmgdMogo 3MbLmMOEs(309, 3oMg dmmedsdggdol dbomeaggms ob

Ro@ggmmds (0bg@mEYmmds) s domaygmgdalb ddz00mdnsba aboo gows(393s. Jggdmo dmygsebae
&3599md3dn Fomomgdmos mocmmgemo 393mbzgzobomgol 93 (33mog8cmsb dgbo@ygzabmds.

Ho0mms 11 boggfomagabo Mggmme 30980l dgoamgdoma sbsmnba

Logofmaggmm | ¢3600bs | yoManbgmo | ¢36enbs | bmdbgmo

G3eore 2003 2004 2005 2013-14 2018
|
LobdmgsmgdMago % v v « y
3Mbbmemosgns

356 dbaMEaggMs ob Rogyg-
3emds (06gMGmmds)

domanggmgdals 3dg300mdnsbo v % v « ,
3905(393

Y39 bom3o@ g dgdmbggzeda babgbgs bodmasmgdal 36n0336gmmmgabo baBamal 3mbbmmans(zns
Lobomsbmm dos 30dmbggzolb 6065dg — Lobgm3bogmb do@ o390 (Jo@o3900L 3(309mmmds) sERg3-
69d0b gogomdgdol gbom. gmadns G3ob (2007) csbobdow, 53 1360d369mm3zo69L3s dows Labgmadbo-
%Bmyd6M033s 30dmb3z9393 sodyms dmbabmagmds, wofn gmgdgs 3gbol 3mmo@n3ody s Rsmmmoym
3oL3God M 9b@nLIdMEgMmMbm a53mbgmgddn; 564, 3mmgdG oMo §dggdalb 3GMmdmgdab/RsGRmb mo-
bobdo, bomds@gdals dgdmbgggzedo mommgema dmomadol dmggds 50gds@gdmes 3gbal 3menndo-
30b dggasm domgdam LaMagdgmb. ob g0, HmM3 Mmocmmgm dgdmbggzeda LbmEgo sMhgz6qd0 oym
oxobygdal BobsdnmMmds, g30dmagsl ggmgdsls, 3938 303mm, Hm3d dos babgmdbogmgdMago Gog@mmo
1360d369mmmzgabgbns bagHom babdmasmgdfmngn 3mbbmmas(300bmzal. dgmeg bagMHom B gbwgbzns
o0l bogsfMgm 3mmsadadggdol dbaMmaggms ob Rom@magzmmds (nbgM@mmmds). o ngmobbdgds 3om-
©a3060 bgdn ImJdggds, Mmegbsz dzogams, MHmI gMmmo ob dgmmg dbomg baMagdmmdl gomgwsb
dmbBmegdygmo Mgbambgdoom s bgaszmgbgdoom. Noszms, HMI Ladommggmmb, 13Mo0bob s yofMgo-
bgoob dgdmbggzgddo 9.6. 3Mmeabagmumo gmbrogdabes s Lbgs Losggb@mgdol GnbsbbyMds s Lbgs
Lobal abdamgded 360d3bgmmzgeba Mmea dobMyyms 3dg0@mdosba 3GMEgLbE oL 3M0b(303900l, 3obyg-
30l 3mb@Mmmal 394560D3gdabs @s 3Mmnbabmma 3gbgx3g6@&nb dgbbogmada (Rosenberg, 2011). o3 3o,
oM (3 9fm dgdmbggzado of(z 933-b, oM (3 93Mm3s3doMal s oM (3 MMbgmal FbMoEsb 56 ymgnms 3oM-
33060 gbgda Rotggs. bodogg dgdmbgggado 3odmygbgdymoa oym bgmdgbymdobes a/sb RonEggzmmdal
3@ 0gs. mdoalido Mggmme30980b @MML 36933 sbomdms bszdomm oo s abgzgboemo
LogoMgm 3mmon@ngs, Mmdgmog MmMogb@oMgdama agm bodsMmgzggmmbosb BM%O@)omﬁn aPn0gOHonm-
3960b dgbomhnbgdady. LbmMgo 8308m3 hodmgns Mnbgmal 0dMmabogmoa bagsfgm baddgoms do-
BobEMo ngm 035bmz0 Mmdoemabdo, ogbbMm LadMm@gbGm d9(300L, bremm dg3gada gs63b@G s gnme-
1905 0F3M0L 83&mbmInn® Hgb3ndmnzsdn 0d0m, HMA oMo M30mIRMbsg00 hognbos domyddn
5 Mbgmndo go533bogMs (396@Mab BobsomBdrga sxobygdymoa sbemsb sdsdndyg (Peuch, 2004; Téunwucu
annoaupyet UsaHosy, 2003). o) @o39bgbbgdom AL dg(36096ML Bogmmsn bomaogsl, 3Hg3mol dmeo-
&03d 396Mq00Lb Mggmemm300bol nym osMs baMmoggms, sMsdgo ©0bgdsl gogmms (boemsggn, 2017).
5babndbos aboez, Gm3 yomgodgmal gowsdmasto 30gDngb@n sbzam s35930 Mbgmadn gond(3d @
dmbgmgdn, bsgmomatn Lobgmdbogmb Logmbmdo mgosnsmuMan dmabgms bgmoa Ladymb gowswam-
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3ol dgbobgd (REFL, 2005). 3 (33me@al 3603365mmds gs6bs 399009800 bomgmo gobos bmdbgomdo sgm-
90mmo 3MmEBgbEob MM, Gmegbsg d93ML doohbs, MHm3 Lgy Lomdobosbols 3.6. 3OO LYYmo
dmogmmdob goembgbs dggdmm Jbmmme Mbgol, oy RsgMgmms, Mo o6 dmbos (Demytrie, 2018,;
Bayev, 2018). 39037 &9bwgb(300 o bagzgMM3560 Mggmm300b ©360d369mmzgebgbo gmgdgb@n ool
sModomamdmngn gbom domangmgdal gows(3gds. m3mbozoMmds domgdds mdamoalbidn, 30g3bs o
96935630 3d300md0560 3MMEgLEgdal s 3039@&0Mgdal gbom dgdmgl Lobgmdbogm 0bbE oG nEgdal
B33d@MdM0go 3oMamndgds. 03MmMnbogm Fmagmmdgdl oMommm 56 dggdmmo sbgo gomamgde-
do dm@3obgmdals gogmMdgmagds. Labmasmgdfngds 3mbLmmOEs(3093 ©s gofMy Immsds3ggdals mog-
39393909mds8 Ladmmmme sodymgl gomemo dgzemmbady, mgmbom 39hds s bgHyg LaMdobosbo,
350053a5M0Yy3696. (3MmBom@ab asbLbgszgdymo LzgbsMom oG Mmasmes dmgzmgbgdo yomaobdgmdo,
boa(z M@ nbag9d3s 3@M3nm somglb Labgmdbogm sbgbgdmmgdgdo s SLIIM 835930 dJ& oMo
04969505 LadmEo(30m S LB3S IBIYMEBGAL 5%5694gdal Robobdmda. mmd(3s, 53 dgdmbggzada(y 3g-
BoE9b@ ol gosy9bgds Mondg LyMomdymo Labbmobrgmal gomgdg dmbos (Kimmage, 2005).

LEmosE gobbbgsgzgdmmo L3gbsMnm oGMmosmEs dmazmgbgdo 3Monbsdn 2013-2014 Bmgddo: god-
MG 05693mz0h0l Bobosmdoga LadHMEJLE™ Gomms sgmMms oMo dows LobgmdbogmgdMago dm-
&0300 (56hg36930L goyomdgds o 3MOYP(305), 539 YY30M39mglb ymgmabs Lagsmgm goj@mmab
353m — 936m353d0O M6 sbm (30090l bgmdg 3B mmgdedg bgmdmbgmsedy momoo (Ukraine protests after
Yanukovych EU deal rejection, 2013); 053589800 5357 ¢dmamme Mgzmeyy300b bobgmos 898 9y39mgdb
— 936™M35000560 869 g3MM30bm3z0lb dgdasemo 3o0sba. Ladnbom god@mMa, MmammMa(zss MMM (309,
1339 999009ado gobes mal asbfmngol 6aBoema (Aslund, 2014). aofs 5dabs, Mbos 300badbmb, HmA
Bomo@qdeem dg3mbzgzgddo 3MmEgb@gdo dmbogges goysmdgdam sMRgzbgdl, Mo(s baagzmb boows
Bmadd© Sbmo© sGhgnmo Jmnogzmmdal mgan@ndsz0sl. gb 3MmMdmgds o6 0@as 30d&mMM 0569 3mg0-
Rob dg3mbgg3edn, MoEash 3ob gondomyggs Logmmadmmabme smosMgdnm mgan@0dy® sMhgzbgddo
(Caryl, 2010; Harding, 2014). 53 35989335 3obsdommdgl ob, B3 396 dgmas BoMcMIsLdGodosba bo-
BmadmgdMogo 3mbbmmowas(zns. )3Mnbymoa bLodmgswmgds, Gm3gmas abGMGaMmo© osyMBamns
356DmMa0gdm obagmgmbs s sdmbagmgmdy, gobbbgsggdnmawm ynmgdos J39460b dmdsgamb.
09) Esbogmgo 13Monbsdn 3(3bmgMgdo gmbognMom 13Mnbymgdobomgol ggmmdmmoa schggebao oym
13603369mmmzbgLbo ggm3mmo@ninto badogn (bojomggmmada 83sb (3030mnE MRg356L 1bmeog-
396), s@3mbagmagm 3Mdnbsdn d(zbmgmgdo Imbobmgmdobogol g.6. GHubymo Ladysm Fonbs HRO™
303bo@z9mo agm. gb o6 godmEn3bo3L 0dsl, HmI dgmmg dsbs3do 06 gMgbom o6 MyNFgdwbyb ¥ Me-
0bals 936m 30330 msb, dob 0bLE0EGWEJOM6 s LB bEIMEGoMSE ssbmmMgdal, cyd(3e gb Logamgm
B3d@™ME0 36 nym obgmo 3603369mmdals, Hmam 3 babgmdbogmb 3o o(39ds (Jo@o(3900L 3(309mmmds)
0Mh936900L gogomdgdal abom, 3mENg 300 ©s/ob MmMIgmandy bbgs dows ob@0bobgmdbogmgdmngn
353m3m0bgds. 30m0MgdsL aboz MMM gdEs, M3 30d@ME 00by3mgaha, HmMIgmoai 0cmzmgdms
3OO bmm 3mmodogmbae, LbmMgo Mmd smdmbsgmgm 1 3Msnbsdn dm3mggdmmo b3gdalb bysem-
dom gobes J39460b 3M5bowgbE0. d3gdmm dm393m M390bg godmbobymoas bdgdal aobsbamgds
930mbgdol dobgogoo.

3ol Bobssmdwaga 30 g.6. 3MmEabagmymMo mMngb@ ool 3mmodogmbgdobs s Ladmdsmsgm s9@o0-
300890l gomaddzms @ods@gdomn dDofmn sdmAbms ¢ 3Mmonbyma babdmasmgdols 3mbbmmowsnal
36m(39b3d0. g3MMBo0db0 bofmnds@gdgmo 5dmhbrs sMs dbmmme 30Mggmo, sMedge dgmmg babs-
306mMdob s 3dsymagzomgdals 3bMowsbs(s. babgbdg agm ocs Fbmemme Grbgmal 3bMowsb 06y zmgahals
bgmobyamagdsdo oMhgbol d3mgmmds, 3Msdge 33gMozob dggmgdmmo d@o@gdobs ©d g36m3o-
330600 dommgbo 3mmo@oggmo gmo@gdol bomdmdaagbmagdol 3oMmadnm wbgda homggs (Nodia,
2014). 53g6039mds 3mbamagbdgbds gmb 353390639, 939M030L dggMogdmmo 38 oG gdnb Lobgmdbogm
3000360L Imo@anmad 3od@mMos bymabods, g3cmgogdamal ¢dommgbds bomdmdsagbgms bagasmgm
Logddgms s YLbogMmbmgdals 3mmn@ozol bsgombgddo Jgomab §d@mbds ©s bbgs (36mdomds ©abe-
3 gmds 3mmn@ogmbgdds mons dbaMmaggms asdmyyibawglb dmdn@nbaggdl, ogbbmbgb 3Mm@qLEob
0430900 ©d ©a30M0b30MEbgb 0564 3mg0hol Jmogmmdsls (Walsh&Capelouto, 2013; Rosenberg, 2013;
Weir, 2013; 'Muddling and meddling'? US, EU politicians plunge deeper into Kiev protest, 2013). dg@&n(3,
3080baqdby 30Abebyb (36mdamo JoMmzgmn Mgzmmyy30mbgHgdo s 3oMEgdol Mgzmemay300L M-
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3560DoGmMMgdn, HmamMazes badoMmggmmb 339 ymgomo 3Mgbowgb@&o dabgom boszsdgzomo o
dobo mobsgmbrogmgdo LogBom bszombsmaumn dmdMomdarsb (How Ukrainian protesters met Mikheil
Saakashvili, 2013). boogemo gobs, H™I 30s0bs gobs MM gemmdsmymo 3mmodnzob g0asb@ol @o-
3060b30Mgdal sMgbs — gmo dbMng, 53960 30L dggMogdmmo I@o@gdo s g3cMmgzszdomo, bmem, dg-
meg 3bMog, HYLgonlb BgEgMa30s. dggasm, obagmgmads doomm 9.6, 3EMELLsgE MM Jmogmmds
39&Mm 3mMmIgb3mb dgmanmmdoo (Balmforth & Heritage, 2014), bmmm G4bgomds dmabonbs yondal
3b94bos s bosggbs Lg3aMeBnbdn gobognMow MLbgdalb dogM obobmgdmm ©mMby(zzLbs s myas-
bL3dn (Pifer, 2019; Kofman&others, 2017). s dmmmb, safgmgg 396 dmbos bymobygmgdal 33300m-
300bo@ go@adamgdol 3Mm(3gbo. 30d&mM 006y 3mgahols Bngm LodMmmEgbEm o30980bL domomdmngon
300 533900l 3(3009emmdd LadnMabdnMm dgogan godmamm, dogomoma, bEGMEY6EGgdab sMmdg3s
(Oliynyk, 2018). 3m30@0nbgggdds 3@m@dnc somgl Lobgmdbogm wobgbgdamgdgdo s Jomasgolb (396-
&M0 dMdmmal ggmo@ aossg309L. ©a30Mab3nfmgds gowsnd3d LobbmObEgMadn s domonymgdol
ddz00mdnsbo gos(3930b bo(33ma, sanmo 3gmbos LagMHom 3Mmanbym GMmoggrosl, Mm3gmas s
sbdg 3g@0 bogmbemy 0dbbgg@3ms (Traynor, 2014; Amos & Salem, 2014). 3048 ™ 0sbg3mgoha J3g9960-
b go07(39, 013(30 Lbgs dg3mbzg39d0bgsb 3obbbgzoggdom, bsgmmama bgdoo o6 dgnbyzg@os Ngmyg-
d5-dmgamagmdgda. 3ob s Fabo 30806y 0wsb Gbgmdn godignmds Lbgs domamn mabsdwgdmdals
30619335 93MmB8s0@sbo obogmgmal 30 0bb3nGoMmgdmm assGMmosmgdsm aodmazborgl (Putin:
Russia helped Yanukovych to flee Ukraine, 2014). 4393mm 8m(393mos 3gm@g Godqms, Gm3gmos 3mbd)-
Lodgmms bogM(3gdn dmdbosmo Mggmme 30980l dmzmy sbs@mdnslb BomMdmawaqbl.

Godyems 21 boggMmmmgabo Mggmemyy309d0b 5bs@mdos

s Logofmggmm | 13Ms0bs 4ofgndgon M 3Mo0bs bemdbgmo
B3R 2003 2004 2005 2013-14 2018
LodmadEMgdMngo Lbodnbom LogaMgm
3MBLmmOEs(300 3603369emm3560 >6Mals >6Mals bodobom oMals

(560b) bobommdmngn
356 dbsMmoggms ob | BbaMmadgms 0dd
RomMggmmmds Ro@ggmmds oMol oMol Vs. M0l
(0BG Mmmds) (s60b) Gmbgon
.
domoggmgdals ddg0- | ddg00mdnsbo dnbodsmyMo
mMd0obo goma(393s (smab) >@ob domomdmogo dorromdMogo | ool

0530 2.2. 936:m35006b0b 5658m3dns

2014 69l gdm3Ms@omo 0bo(3058030L BMboIs hos@omMs 33mag3s 3onsbo 2013: 30b asl, Mo@Gma
5 Mobmgal? (MaitaaH-2013: xTo cToiTb, Yomy i 3a Wo? 2014). 53 353m3ombzal Mobsbdsw, g3eMmBsnwab-
do 3mbsbomgms 53.3% dgygeows 3OmEqLEL dmagmmdals dogH g36m 393d0Mmsb sbmznMgdal bge-
d936099mgdodg ool godm; sdbmemGnEo IMogmabmds 70% — dmsgzmmdol dogH LEGM©gbE ool
boboomdmaa gobbmm(30gmadmmo domomdbals godm, 50% — L 3mama (3bm3Mgd0lb 39mgLmdabawdn
(330mqobmzgal s 39% 03MmmM0bo g dmsegmmdal 3osygbgdobomgal.

2018 bemob 30by@mmb 936006530 Ro@omms Loymggmmam gsdm3z0mbgs, Gm3mal dnbsbo ngm g3m-
3000bal byomo Benals ma3%g J39y960d0 53 Imgmgbsbmeb ©s39330Mgdmmo go6bymdgdals goggds (What
Ukrainians think about Euromaidan five years on: survey, 2019). 53 33emg30L 05656350, Imbabmgmdol 52%
3bsMb g g3MmIs0wsbl, 6% 0dMmabogm dmezmMmdsal, 25% otz gfo dbsmagl, 10%-b gb 3Mm3g-
Lo bogMome o6 sEsMmEgdos.
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Lo0bGgMgbms, HMI ¢3M060L bagmgm s (396@MomMNE Bobormdn yzgmsdy d3m3ymommma 3abybo
0ym 300DMgdmmo dMmdmms Lygymemn NRmgdgdobmzgal — 68% s dMdmms ©3M3060L sdmey30gd-
mmdobmgolb — 56%; bmmm 439960l smdmbogmagom o LadbMgmdn 30 abogmagomolb dogH ™ 39LE &0-
90990 30@sGM0dmgds — 29% d 3mmo@ogmo domagdal (m3mba300b, msegfmmdol m3mbgb@gdal)
dngf asbbmM(z0gmgdnmo gows@Mmasmgds — 30%.

ooz Bomgmos gsobbgodomgds. 9360060l LadbMgom Mganmbgdda asdmombymms 56%-bes smdmbe-
3mgnda 44%-b dosRbosm, MM g3mBonobds J3994sbodn s babmasmmagdado gobbgomdomgds dgo@e-
bo; LEMmosE LadoMabdomm bLyMomas d3gybol @obogmgm ©s (396@Mo N Mganmbgddo, bawsy 69%
5 53% 93bOmds 3mbodMgdsl, Gm3 dmbs d39960L 3mbbmmas(zns.

LonbBgMgbms ob Gogd@n, MM g3MM3snEbals 3GMEgLEGNL dodsmm 3mboGnnMa gsbbymdgdo yggme
930mb30 d90dhbgmes. o3 (3o, y39madg ©oEo s Y3ammdm dbsmmaggms abgg d3gybol obagmagm
5 (396@MomM@n bobomnsb 3Jmbrs, 03 ML, MmEgbsg Lodbgm ©s smdmbagmgm Mganmbyddo
Focdmds bgo@MomMo 0sdm3nEgdanmagds. v93g, oLagmgmab J394696abodo ©s g3MmM3snwbals

®0305(330L domgdobodn @sEgdomo sdm3ngdnmgds aym dbmmme J399460b obogmgmbs ©s (39-
6&Mdo, Mofmymgnmo asbbymds 30 nbgg odmbegmgom s LadbMgo 13Msnbada.

5 dmmmb, d399mo dmyzebomos g3Mmdsnbol bmznmmmaom®n G 3, MHmImolb mobobdow, ©sd-
LEMgoS SBLMENE G0 YIMagmgbmds ¢ 3EMenbyman bamdmmdos, bmmm ndzoMgbmds MHrbamsw.

LEGOLE0IYMo ImMbs(393900 (3boYMBL, HM3 dmaswsE 30d@mM 05by3mz0hal EMHML sMLgdmMdos
36m@G9bEG0L oo FnbE o s §399s6530 3Mbgdmen 3dndg gomaMgdoom ¢ 3dogmaamagds. od(3d, 93Mm-
don@sbo ggM gobos Labmgsmgdol 360d369mm3zo60 3MBLMEOEEs(300L Bystim. 8ol gHom-gfma ¢d-
609d369mm3569L0 B0dgbo LEMG gL M3 dobo bagsmgm g56DmBomgds nym ©s, Ms m7Jds YYbws, 33 ga-
do 99339 933-b, 93Mm 3033060l s AMbgmal RoGggam godm 3Gm(39L0L eds@gdomn dmmnBndgds.
3963 dgad 03 ©Mbalb LabmgsmgdMogo 3mbbmmowas(zns, Mmdgmaz nym Bofmnbygobygmo o bbgs
Bom3o@qdmmo Mgzmmey300L OHMU.

©sb 3365

boggMEmM3563s Mg3mem9y (309335 3603369mmm3ba0 dg(330mglb 3mbELaddmoms Mgaombals 3mo@ o3&
9139. 39803, 39360 305Ab0s, MMT 53 3memn@ 0 3neo dgM3980bL 353mygbgdol MM xg& boMbyml o
Rodofs s hggb dgadmgds 300093 gobommo dbaszbo 3Gm3gbgdo Mgagombol bbgs J39969dda. bmadbg-
o0l d938mb3gg303 33moeg aooxz03s 068 gMgbo 3mbEBLIdFMMs LogM(39d0 ©gdmM3GsG0Do(300L 3GIm(39Lg-
d0bo s domda Mgzmeyy 300l Mmmaboodo.

03 gmoboo 91339 Im3bos® Mg3mme3098L dgmdmosm bonbdgmabm &qbwgb309dn g30h396mb. 396-
dm, bomgmoas 306mbDmMIngMgds, Gmdgmos gobadnmmdgdl boggMmmagabo Mggzmme 300l bomdsd)g-

dmmdol s Batnds@gdmmdal. Rodmysmadms ghmagadn Bobsdommdgdol dodemmba, MHmImal s 3-
doymgnmagdol 39dmbggzedo Mggmemay 309G ImdMaomds oM dbmmmm sbgMbgdl sMbgdama domszmm-
30l 3000594gb9d5L, 53 Lo 3mmadn domaamagdals 45638 30(3905L Labgmdbogmda bogmdbmda sMg-
emdol, @gbEdomads(300bs s domomdal gomgdy. LEmMgm gb sMal boggMomasbo Mggmmea 300l
y3gmadg 30dDo@zggmn sb3gd@ 0 — 9Md©gdm MG 0ma dmszmmdol babgmdbogmbogol bsjmagdo wo-
bobofxgd00 0330006 IMAmEgds. bsdommzggmmb, «360060l, yoagodgomobs s bmdbgmals dgdmbgg-
3960L dgmaomgdomo sbsmabalb dabgogom, babsmdogmm Bobsdommdgdal bosdn dgwmalb bodmaswmgdals
3MBLmMOEs(308, 306y IMmmsdadggdal BbsMmaggms 56 Rom@gzmmds (069G Emmds) s domanggmy-
30l 3d3000m0560 gos(3935. 93 IMmbmzgbgdl 5335gmu0mgdlb 3oM©gdal, boMabyrobygda s G0 qdal
193 (30900; 5369039, bmdbgmdo dmdbsmo LadmsegMmdm (33emamgds. md(39, 2013-2014 bemgdda
9360m3500060L Lobgmoom (36mdnemn 3mgmgbgdo bagzgHmgseba Mgzmm 300l Batdsdgdmmdals bomg-
0 3535m0m0s. J394sb53dn g9 Imbg@mbrs sMs dbmemme bsdmasmgdal 360336gmmazs60 JMBLmO-
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(300, 5537900 3MmM(39b3d0 Rg8b9b gemdsenyFn dmmo@nincn domygdo, Mo EaLEMmES bogsmamm
dg93000 1 3690b0bmgal; sbggg, o6 dmbos dnszMmdal ddz0mdnsba gosa(393s.

33930b5b domgdmmo dggagdal sbomobabmgzalb 3odmygbgdymo nym gmdys GuggMol dogH 3mbE-
Lodgmms bogMzgdo dmdbeamo Mgzmmey30960L gobosbMmgdma dgdmmsgsdgdyma g.6. 3mmgd@oy-
0 4390930 3Gmdmads/hombm (collectiveactionproblem/framework). 53 bggal msbsbdaw, LojsGmngg-
mmdo (2003), 436506530 (2004) s yoMgobgmdn (2005) dmdbstn dobmdmogo 3MmEqb@gdo aob3n-
Hmdgdnmo 0gm 03Mmabogmn Jmogzmmdgdol dogm Labgmdbogmlb doGs39d0b 3(30gmmmdsl sMhg3-
6930l goyomdgdal gaboom. gb 136ndzbgmmzgabglbds dos LobgmdbogmgdMagds aodmbggged sodyme
3dmbabmgmdal mommgymoa 69360 3ogMm0sbgdalzgb. ¢3G00byma g3mmdsnbol dgdmbggzado sbgm
%39g@0 o6 godmgmbomes dobo, doMomswaw/3omggmgbem, bagamgm dmmadozgmo 394&mEal godm.
35M©s 530bs, 360d369mmzgsba Mmma dgobMymagl asmg domgdds, Gmamgda(y bomds@gdmm dgdmbgg-
39090 56 byl bymdbgb dmsegmmdal (33emamgdsl 96, bygm (3m@9, 0bgdsl 303y36496. g3madsnsbo
03 3obomoss 9dmAbos gmmdsmymo sdomabdnfgdol bogsbo.
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Alexander Rusetsky

Deformation of perception of geography of the complex system of the
Abkhazian conflict

Abstract

The article describes the problem of perceiving the geography of the Abkhazian conflict, as a fundamental factor
in the incorrect perception of the structure of the conflict and, as a consequence, a complication of the process
of positive transformation of the conflict.Different ways of using the term “geography of conflict” are described
in scientific and political discourse.The problem is presented in the context of political psychology.Particular
attention is paid to the cognitive aspects related to the predominance of the reductionist style of thinking.

Keywords: reductionism, mixed conflict, apsualogy (Apsua Studies), abkhazology (Abkhaz Studies), abkhaziology
(Abkhazian Studies).

The problem of non-resolution of military-political conflicts in society is associated with the problem of incorrect
diagnosis, which, in turn, is associated with deformation of the perception of the structure of the conflict.
This deformation of perception may have cognitive causes, in particular, the dominance of reductionist way
of thinking. Meaning, if we do not see the general structure of the conflict, namely, by whom and how it is
presented, then we either seek to redefine it by ourselves, or are satisfied with a fragment and call it the whole
picture of the conflict.

One of the most important subsystems of the conflict structure is the parties to the conflict. Parties to the
conflict — direct or indirect participants of the process, which have their own specific interests. Parties to the
conflict can be represented by various actors (subsystems of a lower level), among which there can also be
conflict relations.

There are several types of determination of conflict-definition by object, by parties to the conflict, as well as
conditional definition. For example, if the object of the conflict is a territory, then we call it a territorial conflict.
Of course, the territory of Abkhazia is the object of a clash both at the local and international levels.

However, the participants of this clash cannot be limited to only two parties to the conflict. Although, reductionist-
minded experts and scientists are stubbornly trying to reduce it to one of the conflicting pairs.

That is why it is not correct to call this conflict, for example, “the Georgian-Abkhaz conflict”. It is also incorrect
to call this conflict the “Georgian-Russian conflict”, because, despite the fact that this component is present in
the conflict system, it is not the only one. There also exists a conflict between the Abkhaz separatists and the
Russian Federation, despite the fact that today the Russian Federation positions itself as an ally of Abkhazia.
However, the concept of “conflict between Abkhazia and Russia” is not presented neither in scientific nor in
political discourse.

For propaganda purposes, some call the conflict local, others — international. A similar problem exists also in
relation to other post-Soviet conflicts. However, this is just a manipulation that sets a goal — the promotion of
their interests. In fact, this is a conflict of a mixed-type that has local and international components.

Thus, the Abkhazian conflict represents a complex conflict and in the context of the theory of complex systems
can be called — “The complex system of the Abkhazian conflict.” In practice, this name consisting of 4 words is
difficult to use, therefore, we propose to agree on the use of a conditional name — “Abkhazian conflict”.
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The term “geography of conflict” can be used by us in the following dimensions.

1. Under “geography of the conflict”, here we mean the level of integration of local and international participants
into the conflict. The geography of international participants of the process has regional (Caucasian), regional
(Black Sea), continental and transcontinental character. An active regional participant in this conflict is Turkey.
An active participant in the continental dimension is the EU and other European organizations or individual
countries.One of the participants in the transcontinental dimension is the strategic ally of Georgia — the United
States of America.On the other hand, we can represent the United States of America not as a strategic ally
of Georgia, but as a party to the geopolitical conflict with Russia in the struggle for influence in the Caspian-
Black Sea area.In this case, the Georgian authorities are supporters of the USA, and the de facto authorities of
Abkhazia are supporters of the Russian Federation.In the process of modeling, it is necessary to introduce also
the other side of the internal (local) conflict in Abkhazia, this is the Supreme Council of Abkhazia in exile.

2. Thesecond dimension of the geography of the conflict is related to the fact that complex conflicts are represented
by several types of conflicts at the same time and the geographical boundaries of these conflicts do not always
coincide. For example, such terms as:

. Zone of ethnic conflict
. Zone of political conflict
. Zone of armed conflict

These terms are not identical. The zone of armed conflict may be local, and the zone of political conflict may be
international. Or the zone of ethnic conflict (as in the case of the Georgian-Ossetian ethnic confrontation) does
not coincide with the zone of armed conflict. Therefore, using the term “conflict zone” or “geography of the
conflict “, it is desirable to clarify which component of the conflict we have in mind.

3. The third dimension of the use of the term “geography of conflict” can be defined in relation to the geography
of Abkhazia itself. The borders of Abkhazia itself during the IXX-XXI centuries, have changed significantly. On
this map, indicated in brown, is part of the territory of Western Abkhazia, which was annexed in 1918-1921,
first by the Volunteer Army of General Denikin, and then by the Red Army.These territories today are part of
the Krasnodar Krai of the Russian Federation.

An interesting fact is that the Russian Federation today claims a part of the Gagra region. This issue has become
the core of the conflict between the Russian Federation and the Secessionists of Abkhazia, who, in the opinion
of Russian academician Andrei Piontkovskiy, really believe that they are independent, including from the Russian
Federation.

In 2011, in the process of negotiations on the issue of delimitation and demarcation of the so-called border
between Abkhazia and the Russian Federation, they were able to partially protect 160 square kilometers of
the Gagra region.However, the claims of the Russian Federation to these territories are traditional.lt must be
remembered that after the occupation of Abkhazia by the Red Army of Abkhazia on March 4, 1921, the Gagra
region was transferred to the Russian Federation and only in 1929 was returned to Abkhazia, Georgia as a result
of lobbying for this issue by Thilisi.Based on the foregoing, the agenda includes not only the issue of territorial
integrity of Georgia, but also the territorial integrity of Abkhazia.

The territory of modern Abkhazia can be divided into several zones.

. Territories that became part of Russia as a result of the annexation of 1921 (Sochi region).
. Territories that the Russian Federation wants to annex at this stage (Gagra district).

. Territories of Central Abkhazia in which secessionists feel more or less calm.

. The territories of Eastern Abkhazia, which, despite ethnic cleansing, political, economic and
cultural discrimination, are still inhabited by Georgian ethnic groups.

. The territory of the Kodori (Dali) Gorge, which until 2008 was under the control of the

central authorities of Georgia.

Another interesting issue is the expulsion of local residents from Abkhazia. They have been expelled over the
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past 200 years and today inhabit not only Georgia, but also other countries of the world.

4. The fourth dimension shows the problem of the perception of the geography of Abkhazia by different groups
of the population. One of the most important issues of Abkhazian studies is the problem of perceiving the
geographical borders of Abkhazia. Based on this, ambiguities and scientifically unfounded interpretations
of the geography of Abkhazia arise. For the Abkhazian separatists, Abkhazia, it is Apsny (and this is affixed
in the constitution). For Abkhazian pro-Russian irredentists, it is most likely part of the Krasnodar Krai. For
Abkhazian pro-Turkish irredentists, Abkhazia is part of the pan-Ottoman area, and Sukhum/i is the capital of
the Confederation of Mountain Peoples.For Abkhazian Armenians — Abkhazia is part of the Pan-Armenian Black
Sea area.For many AbkhazianGeorgians, it is the integral part of the Georgian political area...

The western borders of Abkhazia determine the western borders of the Caucasus in the geographical and
political sense of the word. Consequently, its movement to the east also changes the borders of the Caucasus,
in particular, the South Caucasus. The earlier occupied territories of Western Abkhazia (including Adler, Sochi,
etc.) today are not considered as South Caucasian.In the strategic future, in the event of the current accession
of Abkhazia to the Russian Federation, this can shift the borders of the Caucasus to the East to the Enguri
(Inguri)River.Moreover, further advance to the East may include the entire territory of Western Georgia.As
actual experience shows, such “advancements” are accompanied by total squeezing of the local population,
which represents a threatof strategic character.

Methodological problems and issues of the studies of Abkhazian conflict — apsualogy, abkhazology and
abkhaziology:

Abkhaziology (Studies of Abkhazia), a science that studies everything around Abkhazia — is a subsystem of
the Caucasian studies (Studies of Caucasus). Consequently, the “Abkhazian conflict” is an object of Caucasian
studies. For Georgian scholars, Abkhazian studies are a subsystem of “Georgian Studies” (Studies of Georgia).
It would also be true to consider these studies as a subsystem of the Black Sea Studies, since Abkhazia is an
important part of the Black Sea coast and the area as a whole.

In scientific discourse, “Abkhazology” is reduced to “Apsualogy”, which studies only the “Apsua” culture.

This discrepancy is determined by the reductionist approach and has its historical roots. The multi-ethnic
society of Abkhazia, through various political technologies, boils down to one ethnos — “Apsua”. This artificially
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legitimizes the special rights of this one group and provokes conflicts with other groups.

“Apsualogy,” as a term in scientific discourse, is not yet present. However, besides Apsua, many ethnographic
groups live on the territory of Abkhazia.Therefore, from a civil and scientific point of view, the study of the
specifics of ethno-social groups of Abkhazia should be defined by the term "Abkhazology". Thus, Apsualogy is
a subsystem of Abkhazology, and Abkhazology, in turn, is a subsystem of Abkhaziology.

The confusion in methodological research that exists at this point comes mainly from the work of the famous
scientist Nicholas Marr, who set the erroneous pseudoscientific cognitive paradigm, which is in effect till
today. An example of his research can be the work "Abkhazs and Abkhazology."
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Konstantin Vekua

Anaklia Peace Zone and the New Silk Road

Abstract

Since 1992, five versions of the New Silk Road have been developed. The first of them (TRACECA) was the proj-
ect launched by the European Union. The New Silk Road Initiative (2011), initiated by the United States, was
followed by its Japan, South Korean and Chinese variations in 2013, among which the most impressive was Xi
Jinping’s proposal, OBOR. We believe that the comparative analysis of all five projects and their exploration from
the perspective of peace studies is timely and important. Recently, there has been a proliferation of discussions
about the connection of the New Silk Road and peace among experts in different fields around the world. This
is an interesting and effective vision to rework a constructive model, which will be targeted to improve current
international relations. In the context of the New Silk Road, the small, but extremely important geostrategic
country, Georgia is considered as an alternative and certainly the shortest bridge connecting Europe and Asia.

The reasonable use of this “middle corridor” route depends on the implementation of those global infrastruc-
ture projects, which will increase the usefulness of the Caucasian region to take the development of internation-
al relations to a higher level. With the creative approach and well-thought-out vision, the construction of the
Anaklia city-port and the economic zone is more than possible to serve that purpose. For this reason, we see
the concept of the “Anaklia Peace Zone” as a unique and distinct paradigm in the projects of the New Silk Road,
which is not only the multiplicity of generalized conversations about peace, but the deep, concrete and system-
atic vision of how to implement the model developed in this direction and gradually carry out the corresponding
activities.Furthermore, it should be stressed that the new Anaklia can have all the conditions to become, on the
one hand, an economic and logistical hub and on the other, the zone of peace, where the West and the East not
only meet each other but through dialogue will be able to transform peacefully the conflictive paradigm, which
began and continues between Europe and Asia since the time of Troy.

Keywords: Anaklia, Peace Zone, New Silk Road, OBOR, Georgia, Peace studies, Caucasia, West and East

In today’s world, perspectives of the new Silk Road and Anaklia city-port are on top of the agenda. Both of them
present the opportunity of channeling the international relations and development in peaceful direction. In
recent years a lot of meetings were held on various levels, where together with discussing the innovative pro-
grams, the discussion often focuses on their effect on peace processes, but the realization of all this is impossible
without the scientifically substantiated, concrete, systematic and methodological vision.

It should be noted that since 1990, with the initiative of UNESCO, the interest in the potential of the New Silk
Road has been revived. The European Union created the first version of the new Silk Road (TRACECA) in 1992;
in the following 21 years this initiative was followed first by the American, then the Japanese, South Korean and
most recently by the Chinese versions. As you can see, the role and interest of the Western countries or its allies
in restoring this project of century-old tradition was and is proactive.

From ancient times, the Silk Road was the most important channel of not only commercial relations, but of
communication, sharing information and education between civilizations and different people. Together with
the economic development and common logistical system, we can view the initiatives of the modern Silk Road
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as a comprehensive mechanism of advancing its participants and regions from negative to positive peace oras a
complex network of peace zones.

In order to analyze the new Silk Road in the context of peace studies, we have to make a brief definition of a
peace zone. It is a private, public, educational, working or religious space, which is free from violence, animosity,
which promotes principles of inclusivity, cooperation and human dignity and living, working, learning and com-
municating in which provides the opportunity of individual and social development.

According to the scientific literature, there are three different gradations of peace zones:

— Peace is maintained for a certain period based on a lack of sufficient commitment
or will to start the conflict. Escalation of violence, civil war, internal or external conflicts is possible. In this type
of region member states are satisfied with the status quo.

-The expectation of violence is excluded and the maintenance of peace is achieved on a consensual
basis. In the present region, the possibility of war is so small that the participants have no interest in it because
territorial changes are not the national priorities except in cases where this is not the subject of the common
agreement. Instead of the heroic or romantic attitude, the states in the area choose economic development
to solve regional problems. And finally, because peace is a priority at the international and internal level, the
subjects of this region represent a commonwealth, satisfied with the status quo.

— The member states of the society share common values, political institutions,
and standards and are closely interlinked. The foundation of their cooperation is integration, which is successfully
achieved when the individual actors stop preparing for war with each other. And this happens during common
identity and shared economic gains .

There are the following factors to keep peace in the region:

a

b

Peaceful regional order maintained from the regional hegemon

The regional balance of power, developed by its states

(@]

o

)
)
) Confrontation in the face of common threat
) Isolation by geographical and natural factors
)

Common liberal-democratic regimes of the states in the region

]

f) Economic development
g) Economic interconnection between the states of the region

h) Normative consensus regarding the rules of international law and the management and resolution of
conflicts. Facilitated by a common cultural framework

i) Territorial status quo between the states of the region.
We can list the most famous/successful peace zones in modern and contemporary history:

1. Nepal, which became a zone of peace in 1975
2. The Ecuador-Peru Peace Process

3. European Union

Because Anaklia is located near the conflict zone, it will be useful to consider the experience of creating the
phases of the peace zone:

(Understand the assumptions and the historical-political dynamics of the conflict, where the
interests, demands, and alliances of the participants have been defined. Evaluation of the results must be
carried out in the context of ethnic, gender, economic groups, etc. vision and planning, where it is essential to
identify the cession of hostility and the promoters of the peace dialogue, to mobilize society in peace-building.
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For this, it is necessary to support the financing plan, human resources, stakeholders through facilitation and
logistics; the participation of stakeholders in conflict resolution and management of the peace zone for which
it is important to initiate and simplify the process of negotiation and consensus building).

(To ensure increased responsibility in the drafting and implementation of agreements and
resolutions, where the objectives, conditions, political agendas, responsibilities, and commitments are clearly
defined. The process of conscripting the documentation is relevant and will involve the development of
relationships between the participating organizations, as well as further knowledge between them. Periodically,
in the case of variations in actors and context, revision/renewal of agreements-resolutions is necessary. The
Peace Zone Declaration is an important document drawn up and signed by the concerned parties and must be
implemented by the parties involved. This is a solemn event and its celebration will be beneficial for peace as
a symbolic act, which connects participants. On a personal and informal level, ideas are shared between them,
which increases mutual respect and understanding.)

(The development of appropriate skills, knowledge, and attitudes among local leaders is
crucial, as it is an essential part of maintaining the peace zone process unceasingly. This, on the other hand,
considers the creation-dissemination of a support network, which guarantees the strengthening of peace-
building mechanisms. Participation in the indicated process, leadership and representation of interests is
established according to ethnic groups, economic status, gender, which is the consequence of the creation
of skills and possibilities; to effectively implement peace zone agreements, the leaders of the society must
transform themselves from peace “agents” to peace “managers” and they use such organizational structures,
such as peace or tribal council, operational unit, local coalition, or special commission, or combination of
certain groups. Such structures may be local government institutions, such as regional councils, or religious
organizations. In the case of inter-religious or inter-ethnic conflicts, each party must be represented at least
by a suggestion in the peace body. Among the latter, everyone participates with resources or funding through
support groups: NGOs, religious or popular organizations. Besides, the policies and regulations foreseen by the
Declaration of the Peace Zone are implemented and applied; at this point, it is very important to spread peace
education and the formation of peace volunteers, which will always be used to strengthen the peace zone.
To improve the organizational structure, committees with special responsibilities and functions (management,
finance, training, peace-building, etc.) can be formed; the creation of the monitoring system will contribute to
the correct evaluation of the correctly applied declarations and peace-resolution agreements’ requirements.
Since this is an ongoing process, it must be undertaken from the beginning. To establish violations, the
minimum requirements and parameters, with which it is oriented, must be edited. The state must participate
in monitoring both at a central and local level and its policies and legislation regarding the functioning of the
peace zone, must be controlled).

(The aims of the declaration, the functions of the support groups, the attempts to enlarge the
peace zone, the application of the mechanisms to overcome difficulties, the impact on the population of the
peace and conflict zone, so that society and leadership are informed, how to act for the further enlargement
of the project; based on the experience received from the evaluation, the establishment of the next steps and
sharing of recommendations to other conflict situations, so that others can create their peace zones. This, on
the other hand, contributes to the formation of peace zone networks. The sharing of experience is possible
through publications, films, press material, and other means).

From this perspective, we see Anaklia city-port as one of the peace zones, which will have better opportunity to
become an important element of the new Silk Road that will help Georgia in ascending from the status of the
“middle corridor” to the level of the main and the shortest route of the above global initiative. In parallel with
the free economic zone and logistic hub of Anaklia, establishing and developing it as a peace zone would set an
example for advancing the country, as well as the region in this direction, which may become an excellent way of
integration into the lines of United Nations Peace Messenger Cities via a Georgian model. For this purpose, we
consider Anaklia project as one complex system, which consists of the following components:

a) The city of peace
b) Peace zone

c) Peace system for the development of the state and region
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d) An effective and alternative model to the neutrality

e) Peace paradigm, situated on the New Silk Road

main operative directions of the Anaklia Peace Zone:

Institutional-administrative

* The peace zone under the patronage of the European Union, where and with the coordination of which
meetings will be organized between Georgians and representatives of the conflict zones at juvenile and elder
level;

* Through the concentration of international organizations, the transformation of the peace zone into the
cluster, which will help to deepen the international society’s relations with Georgia and increase the country’s
notoriety;

e Alternative format to the Geneva Process on the level of public diplomacy.
Economic

* The concentration of the leading corporations, which will contribute to strengthening the security of the
country and increasing investments in Georgia;

* Production of the goods, oriented to premium quality according to the principles of a peace economy,
where this area will be both the beginning and the end of the logistic, tourist, productive infrastructure and
where the support of small-medium enterprises will be oriented to promote joint activities with the other side
of the conflict; It will be possible to present the production received from these activities at high-level peace
meetings and appropriate international exhibitions;

e Social responsibility of corporations.
Cultural

* Foundation of the International Peace Festival, which will accumulate the best aspects of local and
international experiences;

* Place of meetings between the youth from the conflict zones.

4. Educational
Silk Road University

Transformation of the university into the center of the “New Silk Road” university network;
Consulting and research activity;
International center of the university diplomacy

With the patronage of the UN and OSCE, the creation of the alternative to the University of Peace of Costa
Rica and Schleining (ASPR), where together with Abkhasian and Ossetian students, it will be possible to invite
young people from different conflict areas;

* Cooperation with The Silk Road Universities Network (Hankuk, Seoul, South Korea) and The University
Alliance of the Silk Road (Xi’an, China);

* Preparation of competent and qualified peace ambassadors based on programs of Peace and Security
Studies.

Ecologic
¢ The gradual transformation of the Anaklia Peace Zone into an ecological zone;

e “Vancouverization”




| Konstantin Vekua

Levels of Anaklia Peace Zone:

Local

a) The development model for the country and the region.

b) Accelerator of the conflict transformation
Global

a) Linker between the West and the East (The North and the South?)
b) Mediator between the West and the East

In the present work, we have tried to present the best old and new aspects of the “New Silk Road”, as well as the
experience of the Peace Studies in the context of Anaklia Peace Zone, so that the latter would receive a more
systematic profile and have a character of recommendation in the process of realization of the similar project(s).
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Asymmetric Strategies and New Balance of Power in the Black Sea

Abstract

Globalization and integration are accompanied by not only homogeneous structures, but fragmentation and
localization as well. Spaces, which do not enter the synthesis, create uncertainty and infinite zones. One such
zone, formed after the collapse of the Soviet Union, is the new geopolitical area —the Black Sea and its adjacent
(so called “Wider Black Sea Region”).

The following paper will focus on the several issues:

e Determination and specification of new foreign policy vectors and Security Strategies of Black Sea Basin
Countries;

Modelling of prospects of various scenarios of Balance of Power in the Black Sea;

Prospect of transformation of internationally establishedStatus of Sea and its straits (Bosporus and Dardanelles)
as well as issue of new maritime and navigation order in the Black Sea.

Methodology: In order to complete main research goals there was used basic approaches empirical methods.
There was collected and studied various official materials, doctrines and strategies, official and public statements
of military and political figures. All these materials was giving possibility to portray objective geopolitical reality
one of the contested region of world and gives opportunity to make analyze correctly. During analyzing these
materials there were used method of comparative, interdisciplinary and content analyze as well.

Literature Review: We researched, studied and analyzed the security and defense strategies of Black Sea littorals
states.We also reviewed scientific literature using international scientific databases. In addition, we reviewed
policy papers of best known think tanks, press materials and information published on official web pages of the
relevant authorities.

Keywords: Black Sea naval Strategies, Balance of Power, geopolitics of Black Sea.
Introduction

Geopolitical architecture of Black Sea (BS) basin, its straits (Bosporus and Dardanelles) and its adjacent mainly
Southern Caucasus (SC) Region presents itself complex geopolitical environment and one of the cornerstones
of the world politics, as well as one of the contested region and the subject of intense debates between great
powers.These three geographical Components are link to each other and create geopolitically important space,
essential for those who fighting to take control over the Broaden Black Sea, Middle East and Central Asia. South-
ern Caucasus situated between two seas and connected to the world trade lines through the Black Sea and its
canals. Thus, it means that seaway and land-bridge creates one whole geopolitical unity connecting all parties
— East-West and North-South.




Historically, BC and SC region unlimited has capacity to connect

) and it is also a land bridge for (North-South). Besides of Geo-strategic option Cau-
casus and its Caspian part rich with energy Sources. Caucasus presents crossroad of Christian and Muslim Civi-
lization, European and Asian Cultures, here is interrelated local Caucasian, Turkish, Persian and Slavic cultures.
On the other side Geopolitical significance of region, their colorful ethno-linguistic and cultural structures were
causes of conflicts and intervention from outside. In the more wide Geopolitical aspect (in the present Global
political, Economic and strategic vision) South Caucasus Regions present itself as an important part of the “

(Black Sea, Caspian Sea, Persian Gulf, Red Sea and Mediterranean) where during

the several millennia were raised and existed ancient civilizations and now presents one of the most important
geopolitical, strategic and Geo-economic area of the world.

During centuries Black Sea Basin and its East-West littoral South Caucasus and Balkans were area of clashes be-
tween Eastern and Western Civilizations. During the 17th-19th centuries Ottomans and Russian Empires fighting
for hegemony over the region and consequently it was divided between two empires as a spheres of influence.
During the Cold war era Black Sea was an area of mutual deterrence. Generally, sea was closed (“Mare Clausum”)
and straits serves security interests only for regional powers USSR and Turkey. 1936 Monteux Regime (Bosporus
and Dardanelles) was acceptable for both parties and both of them supported Status qou.

After the 1991 Black Sea Basin became diverse. New regional players embarked independent foreign policy
which often was (and still is) inconsistent with old players, especially for Russia. Black Sea and its natural sourc-
es and transit capacity became essential for security, economic development and communications for newly
emerged states. Moreover, Region’s transit capacity and geopolitical importance also attracted interests of West-
ern and Eastern powers. In 2004 western littoral states (former communist countries — Bulgaria and Romania)
of Black Sea became NATO members and in 2007 EU members as well, another former soviet countries Georgia,
Ukraine and Moldova expressed its willingness to join Euro-Atlantic Organizations and built strong ties with
western allies. Changing order in the region became most disputed issue between East and West. During his
speech at Munich Security Conference (MSC) in 2007 Russia’s President Vladimir Putin blamed Western powers
in attempts to establish Unipolar World Order. He also clearly expressed that post-cold war liberal global order
under the US leadership was principally unacceptable for Moscow. Since MSC-2007 Russia became one of the

of global politics. Consequently, Moscow’s attitude regarding to the “near abroad”
countries also radically changed. It became more aggressive, destructive and offensive. This circumstance deter-
mines the high sensitivity of the domestic and foreign policy of the Black Sea countries, which at various stages
are revealed with different forms.

Thus, since dismantle of Soviet Union, before existed order in the strategically important Black Sea region was col-
lapsed. “Old Hegemons” of the regions lost theirs exclusive positions. Newly independent countries and non-re-
gional global actors attracted by region’s strategic capacity, created diverse but contested political conjuncture.

Considering the existed reality, acting powers in the Black Sea Region (BSR) can be divided into several groups:

1. (Actors): the US/NATO, European Union, Russia and China with its new Global Economic Initiative
— “New Silk Road”. They are fighting to create themselves profitable geopolitical configuration in the Black Sea
Region, over the canals and South Caucasus Region.

2. (actors): Turkey, Ukraine, Romania and Bulgaria;
3. but geopolitically important Frontline Countries: Georgia and Moldavia
4. — Azerbaijan, Iran, Armenia, Kazakhstan
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Since 18th century Black Sea has been an important area for Russian security, commerce, and other interests.
Moreover, Trans-Caucasia presents a Gateway for “Soft Penetration” in the above mentioned

from the North. Through South Caucasus region Russia tries to establish its influence over the
Middle East and become key actor in the Energy trading and transit capacity. What the Black Sea offers geopo-
litically is traditionally are Russia’s closest access point to the Balkans, the Mediterranean Sea, the Middle East
(mainly coastline trough straits), and the world oceans at large. These are all areas of strategic importance to
Russia where it seeks to expand its presence and activity, or to build upon current security and energy partner-
ships. In 2014 The U.S. Department of Energy has highlighted the importance of Russia’s energy exports. Russian
port Novorossiysk is Russia’s main oil terminal on the Black Sea coast. Its load capacity is more than 1 million
barrels per day (b/d). ... Oil and natural gas revenues accounted for 50% of Russia’s federal budget revenues
and 68% of total exports in 2013. Port also administrated 117 million tons of cargo, which is twice the amount
of traffic received by the St. Petersburg or even Primorsk ports located in the north of Russia on the Baltic Sea.

More than a decade has passed since President Putin made a pair of declarations within a single two-day span.
The first was that The second was that adjacent
Krasnodar — —is

Both are
reflected in the Military Doctrine of the Russian Federation published in December 2014.

Since 2007 Russia under the V. Putins’s leadership became one of the revisionist forces of post-bipolar global
order. Putin blamed US in attempts to establish unipolar world order and forecast establishment of multipolar
world not only in the global politics but in the global economic relations as well. Also Putin blamed West, espe-
cially NATO about violation of Treaty on Restriction of Conventional Armed forces in Europe (1999) and deploying
antimissile systems in Central Europe. Moreover, as Putin stated NATO deployed additional armed forces in Bul-
garia and Romania. All these facts was perceived as national threat for Russia and once again condemn that NA-
TO’s enlargement in the West and its defense strategy does not had any relations with the modernizations of the
Alliance itself or with ensuring security in Europe. Consequently, Russia started to respond in cold war manner
to defending its national interest became and sphere of influence especially in the “near abroad” covering Black
Sea as well. Few month after Munich speech Russian Air Force decided to resume long-distance flights by its stra-
tegic bombers covering also the Black Sea space. In the fall of 2008, the Russian Admiralty announced ambitious
plans for the expansion of the Black Sea Fleet, including its ability to “show the flag” in the Mediterranean. It
was also decided to accelerate the development of the military port of Novorossiysk. Besides of enforcement its
conventional forces in the region Russia successfully activated itstraditional hard power tools and via heating so
called “frozen” conflicts invaded in Georgia (August War), annexed Crimea (2014) and provoke separatist conflict
in the Eastern regions of Ukraine.

In order to strengthen Russia’s position in the “Near Abroad” and in the Black Sea region as well

and seized Ukrainian Maritime assets (Kerch strait
incident). Nowadays particularly Russia illegally controlling seaways in the North of Black Sea and Sea of Azov,
challenging security of Ukraine’s and Georgia’s Seaways and creates so called “Anaconda Circle” (a maritime
strategy for victory based on coastal blockades) around them. It means that simultaneously with land-based
conflicts gradually appearing sea-based conflicts which changing nature of rivalries between acting powers of
region. Moreover, in the near future Russia would support separatist regimes (DPR and Abkhazia) to building its
own maritime capabilities armed with large caliber weapons and antitank cruise missiles. A report by a pro-Rus-
sian newspaper in May 2015 claimed that an “Azov Flotilla”, with a maritime Special Forces element, had been
set up in the Donetsk People’s Republic. These forces would have ability to conduct raids or sabotage missions
which is clearly a serious threat to maritime security in the Black Sea. Consequently, Georgia’s and Ukraine’s
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coastline would be under increased risks and resulted with diminish their economic and transit capacity. Thus,
by using hard power, Russia has seized the initiative on land, and is doing so at sea. In the words of the Warsaw
Summit communiqué, “Russia’s recent activities and policies have reduced stability and security, increased un-
predictability, and changed the security environment.” The most principal strategic objectives of Russia in the
region is to returning and keep countries of so called “near abroad” under the Traditional (mean 19th century
stile) Russian Sphere of Influence.

Moreover, Russia has increased its capabilities and operations of air, sea, and land forces in the region. The Black
Sea Fleet currently consists of 47 warships and 5 submarines stationed primarily out of Sevastopol, located on
the west side of the Crimea, and Novorossiysk, located on the west bank of Russia proper. The fleet’s warships
constitute 22 percent of total Russian naval warships in service from all fleets, and seven percent of the total
submarine force. In 2015-2016, the Black Sea Fleet took delivery of the first of six planned improved KILO-class
submarines and the first of six planned Admiral Grigorivich class frigates systems. Russia’s 2020 State Armament
Program prioritized the Black Sea Fleet for significant capability upgrades, also deployed Intermediate-range
(1500 km.) missiles, Surface-to-Air (S-400 Triumph) missiles, mobile short-range (500 km) ballistic missile system
Iskander, anti-ship cruise missiles and etc. It continues large military infrastructure build-up in Crimea, Enhanced
air defense, communications and surveillance systems, as well as cyber war. Consequently in the Black Sea Russia
created so called Systems which is most essential features of reshaping not only
Black Sea regions but Security of Europe in general (Surface to Air Missile Systems S-300 presents threats to the
Air-corridor from Eastern Europe to Afghanistan. These systems could interrupt NATO and US flight from Europe
to Afghanistan). In fact, Russia seems to have acquired a strategic place d’armes for further incursions in its ‘near
abroad’, seen this time in a broader sense to include the Balkans, Eastern Mediterranean and the Levant. Avail-
able evidence suggests, in addition to threatening the sovereignty of Ukraine, Georgia and Republic of Moldova,
intent to control navigation in the Black Sea maritime space, to protect Russia’s communication lines and energy
transportation routes, to intimidate NATO members Bulgaria, Romania and Turkey, and to interdict the access of
NATO forces to the Black Sea.

Thus, reinforcement of positions on Black Sea gives opportunity to Moscow to build a platform for denying NATO
access to that region mainly in Ukraine and the South Caucasus and to serve as a platform for

into the Mediterranean and Middle East as well as. Argument for these can be served Russia’s military move to
Syria and enforcement of its presence on the Eastern cost of Mediterranean. Moreover, Russian long term strat-
egy goes beyond of Black Sea and Mediterranean and mainly focuses od Atlantic Ocean as it was during the Cold

War is a main focus of the new maritime doctrine, underlying which is the suggestion that
it is the most likely venue for a maritime conflict between Russia and NATO in the next five years. One significant
change is that the Seas are now contextually (and doctrinally) part of the

“return

back” (paradox but Russians calling annexation of Crimea as “return back of lost Russian Lands”) of Crimea and
Sevastopol, Russia must take all necessary measures to ensure their rapid integration into the national economy.
“Furthermore, Russia should strengthen its naval presence in the Mediterranean Sea, which is part of the Atlan-
tic region.”

But, it should be clearly delivered that Black Sea is not only exclusive interests zone of Russia, part of Sea called
Especial Economic Zone (EEZ) and its international seaways equally belongs to the other littoral states. But Rus-
sia actually did not recognize their right and their sovereignty, their independent foreign policy and freedom of
choice (these attitudes visible in the statements of Russian top officials and experts). All external links of former
Soviet States with Western organizations perceive Moscow as national threat and try to deter it using aggressive
methods. Russia regards the increased U.S. and NATO naval activity in the Black Sea as a threat to Russian in-
terests in the region, and an example of NATO expansion and interference in its immediate sphere of influence.
Russian policy makers and experts asserting that if Georgia and Ukraine become NATO member states Black Sea
would be a “Lake of NATO” and in the region there would be only two powerful and rival forces. Explaining exist-
ed situation in the Black Sea and South Caucasus region is better to recall story about Pirate and Emperor quoted
by Saint Augustine in his book “The City of God”. A captured pirate was brought before Alexander the Great.
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“How dare you molest the sea?” asked Alexander. “How dare you molest the whole world?” the pirate replied
boldly, and continued: “Because | do it with a little ship only, | am called a thief; you, doing it with a great navy
and are called an emperor.” The same can be said about the case of the Black Sea and Southern Caucasus region,
where the force gives absolutely different status to the interests and actions of Russia and Small Countries. As
long as there is the different interpretation of existed problems (liberal or 19th century order of sphere of in-
fluence), there will be permanent base of confrontation as well, which will keep the new geopolitical horizons
under the increasing risks and will be a sense of contested area in general.

Pragmatic and Normative Power in Region — Euro-Atlantic Community

During Cold war Black Sea was one of the closed but sensitive area of Global Politics. Here was reciprocal
deterrence keeping region under the “Forced Peace”. After the collapse of Soviet Union US started to enhance
its relations with newly emerged post-soviet independent states helping them to overcome economic problems,
state-building, conflict resolution issues and democratic transitions. Svante Cornell describes US strategic
interests in the region with 3 words: “Sovereignty, Energy and Security”. The strategic significance of the Black
Sea region moved up on Washington’s agenda in connection with the logistical and other requirements of the
military operations in Afghanistan and Iraqg. That was also an object test for the reliability and effectiveness of
the new allies. According to the United States National Security Council Strategy of 2002, Black and Caspian
Sea Regions are considered as important regions not only for its oil and Natural gas deposits, but for its transit
capacity, which gives opportunities to connect through trade routes Europe-Black Sea-Transcaucasia Corridor
to the Central and South-East Asian markets. The United States military presents from Black Sea coasts to
Afghanistan increases Washington influence over the region.

The U.S. and NATO naval presence in the Black Sea prior to Russia’s annexation of Crimea in March 2014 was
mostly designed for small-scale peacekeeping exercises with select NATO Black Sea members and partners, and
only increased after the mid-2000s. The first large-scale NATO exercises in the Black Sea were held in 1995. Form
2000s NATO naval forces including US Vessels, started implementation of annual military and rescue operations
under the Turkey’s initiatives.

After the Crimea annexation, Russia’s military build-up in the Black Sea region and Moscow’s activities in the
East of Mediterranean challenged US positions not only in Black Sea, but in South Europe and Middle East as
well. The challenges to security in the Black Sea region are all interconnected and inextricably intertwined in the
wider context of Euro-Atlantic security. Therefore, in order to deter Russia’s increased military activities in the
region, US tries to maintain part of 6th fleet in the Black Sea to deter Russia and provide NATO Allies and partners
in the region with security assurances against Moscow. But Monteux Convention doesn’t allow non-Black Sea
powers to keep its fleet permanently. That is why Washington tries to use tools of “soft penetration” using NATO
members (Romania and Bulgaria) and aspirant countries of NATO membership (Georgia and Ukraine). “Despite
increasing Russian presence in the region, EUCOM has increased U.S. [and NATO] maritime presence in the Black

Sea through Passing Exercises (PASSEXes) Since April 2014, U.S.
Naval Forces Europe (NAVEUR) has maintained a in the Black Sea.”
Speaking in September 2015 , deputy commander of US Naval Forces Europe, stated

that the United States was making its

As part of its commitment to the Black Sea, the
United States also increased the number of troops and aircraft in Romania. More recently, it has expanded its
capabilities to perform further presence-based operations in the port of Constanta, in its training hubs in the

3MWO0030 30330600b 36H3IAM | POLITICS AROUND THE CAUCASUS



Romanian base, and in the Novo Selo Training Area in Bulgaria. In 2016 US navy secretary stated
that the United States would continue to operate in the Black Sea, because its aim was

Considering these commitments and US maritime presence, tension between Russia and
the Atlantic Community in the Black Sea has increased significantly.

NATO

Since The Black Sea region has become Europe’s outer periphery, with much of what is regarded as Eastern
Europe joining the European Union and the Alliance in recent years, NATO has an interest in stabilizing the
area by encouraging democratic regime transitions. Nevertheless, NATO’s interests are often perceived by
Russia to be in direct opposition to its own interests in the region. In response to the NATO Russia’s increasingly
aggressive behavior, including the 2008 Russo-Georgian war and the 2014 annexation of Crimea, along with its
naval buildup in the Black Sea, has triggered an increase in NATO naval presence within and around the Black
Sea. Led by the U.S. Navy, NATO nations have increased their patrols in the Black Sea as a deterrent to Russia.

In 2014 NATO Wales Summit adopt new approach called collective defense and deterrence including on Seas.
Summit declaration clearly underlines that “NATO would provide a coherent and comprehensive package of
necessary measures to respond to the changes in the security environment on Alliance’s borders and further
afield that are of concern to Allies. It responds to the challenges posed by Russia and their strategic implications...
The Plan strengthens NATO's collective defense. It also strengthens our crisis management capability. The Plan
will contribute to ensuring that NATO remains a strong, ready, robust, and responsive Alliance capable of meeting
current and future challenges from wherever they may arise.”

After 2016 Warsaw Summit NATO started updating its Maritime Strategy in the European area touching issues
like activating maritime strategy in the Mediterranean, Black and Baltic Seas, called “Security of Three Seas”.
NATO becoming more active to strengthen its position on seas which are most important security area for
Eastern European partners and simultaneously is one of the effective tool to deterring Russia. “Russia’s recent
activities and policies have reduced stability and security, increased unpredictability, and changed the security
environment... We will also deepen our focus on security in the Black Sea region.” Moreover, enhancing its
position in the Black Sea NATO would strengthen Its Southern Flank.

The Black Sea region (BSR) is of crucial significance for European security, as it is a major crossroads of East-West
and South-North corridors, including for the transit of energy resources, bearing unavoidable political implica-
tions. Many experts believe that whoever controls the BSR can easily project power to the European continent,
mainly in the Balkans and Central Europe, but also to the other adjacent regions — Mediterranean Sea, South
Caucasus or Middle East.

Thus, considering given circumstances in the Black Sea region it can be concluded that BSR actually bipolarized
between two poles Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian Poles.

» Tries to establish Spheres of Influence;

* Presents itself as revisionist force. Using hard power (even in economic relations)

* Holds standart of Hierarchical relations in the context of foreign policy and regionalism;
*  Promoting only autocratic regimes in the neighboring countries;

* Encourage ElectoralAuthoritarianism;
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* Respects Freedom of Choice;

*  Promoting Democratization and institutional development;
* Transparent election and rule of law;

* Europeanization, harmonization and “import” of reforms;

* Equitable Partnership, Collective Security and Development Perspectives;

While the EU and the United States promote norms and values based on representative democracy, the rule of
law and human rights, in the hope of contributing to peace building in the region, authoritarianism, militarization
and power politics are on the rise. Common strategies aimed at addressing and overcoming deadlocks, differ-
ences and regional security threats, have proven difficult to arrive at. This is also of concern with regard to the
diminishing role of inclusive international organizations such as the OSCE and the increasing relevance of the EU
with its selective membership. Finally, hitherto tried and tested conflict prevention and resolution mechanisms
have been unsuccessful in the Black Sea region and there is a clear need for new and creative ideas with regard
to conflict resolution.

Regional Actors. Western Littoral States

After the collapse of Soviet Union Romania’s Strategic Power Projection to the Black Sea was mainly passive.
Among the other military forces Romanian navy was one of the neglected, since last updated in 1998 vessels and
military equipment was already outdated. In 2003 Romania acquired two used Broadsward Class Frigates for UK
as part of modernization program to harmonize NATO standards. In April 2006 President Traian Basescu resented
and approved a new National Security Strategy of Romania. This Strategy aimed to systematically transform the
elements of Romanian power. Among the main missions there are: participation to the global security efforts,
constructing the new European and Euro-Atlantic identity of Romania, new regional security approach with
focus on the Black Sea area, building a Homeland Security system, providing good governance, strengthening
economy, transforming the security sector and modernization of critical infrastructure.

But after the annexation of Crimea by Russia and militarization of North Black Sea forced Romania became one
of the most active contributors of Euro-Atlantic Security in BSR (it will not be exaggerated if we assume that Ro-
mania has brought the strategic significance of the Black Sea into NATO discussions). According to the Romanian
military establishment the Russian presence in Crimea is a direct and imminent threat to Romania. Promoting
the strategic implications of the Black Sea for European and transatlantic security has been a key goal for Ro-
mania, which has put all its diplomatic effort into increasing the awareness of allies and getting NATO to focus
more on the South-Eastern flank of the alliance. During last years, Romania has always promoted its national
interest so that the Alliance could adopt a more balanced, holistic, and integrated approach to the security of
the Eastern flank by promoting a unified concept for the NATO forward presence. This implies recognizing that
the threat to European security is indivisible across the eastern flank and places the BSR on an equal footing with
the Baltic Sea. After the 2016 Warsaw Summit, which mainly was Baltic-centric (created an imbalance that left
unaddressed might risk transforming the Black Sea into the center of gravity of Russian revisionism), Romania
actively advocated for a permanent NATO naval presence in Black Sea, it will not be exaggerated if we assume
that Romania has brought the strategic significance of the Black Sea into NATO discussions). Bogdan Aurescu a
Foreign Policy Adviser to President Klaus lohannis, during his speech at the center for European Policy Analysis,
clearly stated Romania’s regional concerns — “Since Russia Controls the waters of Crimea Romania has de-facto
maritime border with Russia already. Black Sea is the most complex security environment on NATO’s doorstep.
We are pleased to see that more attention is being dedicated to the Black Sea, but it’s not enough. We must go
from reassurance to deterrence. It’s obvious we need more NATO presence in the Black Sea, and we have the full
support of the U.S. for this initiative.” Faced with growing Russian Military threats in the Black Sea, Romania has
decided to increase its defense spending and modernize its military capabilities. In 2017, Romania begun ten-
year ambitious program worth of 8.9 billion Euro. Modernization Program considers:
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1. To purchase four corvettes estimated 1.6 billion Euros;

2. Three submarines, which would replace soviet Kilo Class submarines which doesn’t meets Romania’s Security
interests;

3. And development of Romanian shipbuilding industry. Ex-Prime Minister Mihai Tudose during the cabinet
meeting clearly expressed Romania’s national interest connected to the Black Sea naval development. “... We
are going to have state shipyard... Maybe we are going to build some frigates, maybe we are going to build a
little boat there... It is not possible for a country with assess to both Danube basin and Black Sea it is not to
have a shipyard to build a little boat...”

Comparing with Romania Bulgaria still remains passive. Its foreign policy priorities are ambivalent. In 2012-
2017 during the rule of President Rosen Plevneliev Bulgaria was highly critical regarding to the Russia’s regional
politics. He therefore supported a stronger NATO role in the Black Sea region. His successor, President Rumen
Radev, who is a former commander of the air force, seeks to maintain close ties with Russia while having a good
relationship with the EU and NATO partners. He has made statements seen as being to some extent supportive
of Russia’s takeover of Crimea. But Radev supports substantial and urgent increases in Bulgaria’s military spend-
ing and a modernization of military equipment to NATO standards. In 2017 he emphasized the need for ‘strong
navy forces’ to uphold [Bulgaria’s] military sovereignty and guard economic and energy interests. Bulgaria also
participates in security cooperation activities (e.g. training courses, operations and military exercises) organized
by the US Black Sea Rotational Force stationed in Romania and involving US Marines and partners in the Black
Sea region (including Romania), the Balkans and the Caucasus. Bulgaria participated in related exercises in 2016,
2017 and 2018.

Turkey is constantly struggling to find a balance between
its national security interests and its commitments as a NATO ally. Aware of both Russia’s military superiority and
sensitivity, Turkey tries not to compete with Russia in the Black Sea. After the brief Russian-Georgian conflict in
2008, Turkey adopted a neutral stance and consulted with Russia before reaching out to NATO. In 2014, though a
vocal supporter of Ukraine’s territorial integrity, Turkey did not sanction Russia for Crimea’s annexation, limiting
its role to negotiating for the freedom of jailed Crimean Tatar leaders. Eventually, it took an overt violation of its
airspace at its southern border in November 2015 for Turkey to react, which it did with alarm by shooting down
a Russian Sukhoi Su-24 aircraft. But in long-term interests and policies of both countries cannot be correlates to
each other long time. Russia’s absolutely different interests and goals cannot be relevant to Ankara. According to
the “Strategy of Warm Seas” Russia’s main goal remains to enhance its influence over Black Sea, its straits and
increase its presence in the Mediterranean which automatically means encirclement of Turkey.

Considering above mentioned challenges Ankara’s principal task to preserve the 1936 Montreux Convention that
grants it exclusive control over the Bosporus and Dardanelles Straits, Turkey always implemented its clauses in a
strictly impartial way, avoiding potential disputes over Russian ships classification and denying NATO vessels any
favorable treatment. The Convention consists of 29 Articles, four annexes and one protocol. Articles 2—7 consider
the passage of merchant ships. Articles 8-22 consider the passage of war vessels. The key principle of freedom of
passage and navigation is stated in articles 1 and 2. Article 1 provides that “The High Contracting Parties recog-
nize and affirm the principle of freedom of passage and navigation by sea in the Straits”. Article 2 states that “In
time of peace, merchant vessels shall enjoy complete freedom of passage and navigation in the Straits, by day
and by night, under any flag with any kind of cargo.” (Erdogan case). Turkey was authorized to close the Straits to
all foreign warships in wartime or when it was threatened by aggression; additionally, it was authorized to refuse
transit from merchant ships belonging to countries at war with Turkey. A number of highly specific restrictions
were imposed on what type of warships is allowed passage. Non-Black Sea state warships in the Straits must
be less than 15,000 tons. No more than nine non-Black Sea state warships, with a total aggregate tonnage of
no more than 30,000 tons, may pass at any time, and they are permitted to stay in the Black Sea for no longer
than twenty-one days. Although the treaty is often cited as prohibiting aircraft carriers in the straits, there is no
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explicit prohibition on aircraft carriers in the treaty. However, the tonnage limits in Article 14, which apply to all
non-Black Sea powers, would preclude the transit of modern aircraft carrying ships. In the case of Non-Black Sea
powers, these terms make it impossible for transit any modern ships carrying aircraft through the straits without
violating the terms of the convention. Thus, Convention denied access to NATO aircraft carrier and other type of
vessels more then 30 000 tone, equipped with sophisticated weapon and military applications, because of it is
not allowed by the Article 11.

If Turkey’s shift to Russia continues in future, there would be opened a new diplomatic front for revising Con-
vention of Montreux regulating passing military vessels in the straits and their period of stay into the Black Sea.
Convention of Montreux is one of the legal frame of Black Sea status which also keeps it as closed sea not only
for external powers, but for Black Sea littoral states as well. Presumably, US Government has already worked
on several scenarios how to make some significant and profitable amendments in the Montreux convention. In
the short term, if the Pentagon didn’t get permission on the legal (international) basis to pass any type of US
maritime forces through straits and stay in the Black See more than 21 day, the United States would try to reach
strategic goals using NATO as a tool and fulfill so called “light (soft) penetration” in to the Black Sea Region. This
scenario will be unacceptable not only for Russia, but for Turkey as well. Turkey is arguing that it already exists
into the Black Sea basin responsible institutions and military mission such as “Black Sea For” and Black Sea Har-
mony (initiated Turkey for fighting against terrorism) for regional navigation security. According to the Turkish
strategists there is no necessity to enhance NATO’s military activities or increase military forces into the Black
Sea. Neighboring countries Non-NATO member states (especially Georgia) also actively participate and promote
security of the seaways. Ankara also is afraid that Washington’s new initiatives regarding making changes into
the Montreux regulations will provoke new debates, threaten Turkey’s position and weaken its control over the
Straits.

Frontline Countries: Georgia and Ukraine

Since gaining its independence in 1991 Georgia continuously perceives Russia’s foreign policy strategy both on
land and sea as aggressive and a major threat to its security. In order to deter increasing threats from Russia,
Georgia views membership of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the European Union as stra-
tegic priorities. Georgia actively participates in and supports NATO activities in the Black Sea region, which it
sees as a means to ensure stability in the region. On the other hand for Georgia the US remains as a key of stra-
tegic partner. According to the National Military Strategy of Georgia 2014, Georgia “has an active cooperation
program with the U.S. Department of Defense and is committed to further deepening and sustaining existing
collaboration through the framework of the U.S. Georgia Charter on Strategic Partnership (Strategy 11). Georgia
is hosting naval forces of NATO Member states and participating in large-scale exercises both on sea and land.
Frequent flag-show visits of NATO warships in the eastern part and also in order to fulfill maintaining naval forces
in the Black Sea there is most important to ensure with naval capabilities such as deep water port for temporary
stationing, refueling and for technical support on the both West and especially on the East shores of Sea. Both
NATO and US officials openly are fixing that Black Sea deep water ports such as Anaklia and Batumi Port in the
East part of Black Sea will be one of the huge leverage to counterbalance Russian military and transit buildup in
the Black Sea Basin. Moreover, Anaklia has capacity to become one of the important short-term naval shelters
for US/NATO warships and meanwhile important factor keyfor security and economic development. Since new
deep water port construction plan had been announced there was huge interest expressed by the top officials
of US/NATO/EU

. “The Anaklia deep-sea port shows the potential of a stronger bilateral
relationship between our nations. American companies are investing alongside their Georgian counterparts in
this multi-billion-dollar project. As we look toward the future, our two nations have untold opportunities to
contribute even more to each other’s prosperity.”
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*  During official meeting with Prime Minister of Georgia Mamuka Bakhtadze in Washington (June 11, 2019) the
US Secretary of State expressed the hope that “Georgia will complete the implementation of the
project (deep-water port of Anaklia). Its implementation will strengthen Georgia’s ties with free economies and
will not allow Georgia to be under the economic influence of Russia or China. These imaginary friends are not
driven by good intentions.”

. the Deputy Chief of Mission at the U.S. Embassy in Georgia: “The Anaklia Deep Sea Port project
and special development zones are vital and demonstrate the great potential not only for the development of
Georgia but also of the whole region. We are proud that two large American companies are involved in this
project — SSA Marine and “Conti Group, Rood said. The broader involvement of the American government
agencies in the project shows the importance of this project for the US.”

. “In general, constructing a
deep-sea port is important for any country and it is brilliant that Georgia is investing in this project... “I think
this is a brilliant, ambitious vision. And if you have strong economy and stability, it will build the security of the
country and anything that contributes to the strengthening country’s security is a good thing,” he added.

. “Anaklia has high potential to become a European and Eurasian regional
logistic centre. | believe that after the launch of the port the United States and other member countries of
NATO will become more interested to ensure the safety of the country, as Georgia’s role in the economic field
will be seriously grown... ... before Georgia becomes a NATO member it should be closely involved in Black Sea
security®.

. “The U.S. has a strong strategic interest in
completing the Anaklia deep-water port facility. | think Russia would prefer not to see this investment happen.”

. — Strategically for Georgia, the Anaklia port is a game changer. It provides
Georgia, for the first time | might add, direct access to large-scale shipping from around the world. Obviously,
it has a national security impact in terms of traditional military security, but it also has a great impact on
Georgia’s economic place in the world. ... There are promising new logistical opportunities to deliver, for
example material, food and other support, goods. For example, US military personnel in Afghanistan might
consider using the Anaklia Port instead of having to transit military cargo into Afghanistan from Turkish ports,
like Mersin, and drive across Turkey into Georgia. So there will be a lot more business, a lot more economic
activity, which will reinforce Georgia’s strategic relationship with the United States. The port will also establish
Georgia as a stronger global trading hub, which will be great in terms of strengthening its own sovereignty and
independence and general security.

. Director-General for Mobility and Transport of European Commission: “One of the important
projects is the Anaklia port. Georgia needs deep sea port in the Black Sea. Today Georgia’s ports are not able
to receive about 75% of the ships, because there is no deep sea port in the country. Anaklia is not only about
port, it is about ecosystem. And it is a very ambitious project and we are very keen to see this project also take
shape. It is among the priority projects between Georgia and European Union and of course, we would like to
see this project going forward.

If we broadly review official statements and comments of NATO/US/EU top-officials and diplomats it is clear that-
stability of Euro-Atlantic Security Architecture partly defending not only Inter-sea line from Baltic to Black Seas
but on complex area including Black Sea Basin itself and South Caucasus.

But it should be noted that constructing of a new deep water port in Anaklia became one of the disputed issue
in the internal political arena of Georgia. Ruling political party Georgian Dream officially declares that building
of a new port is one of the most priorities of Georgia hoping that it would increase transit of cargo from East
to West and vice-versa. But observing current political approach to Anaklia issue, it becomes evident that ruler
party under the influence of party leader Bidzina Ivanishvili, artificially obstructing realization of project using
several institutions. Currently consortium was left by American company known as Conti International. Reaction
from population was passive. Only opposition parties, several non-governmental organizations and think tanks
reacted properly.
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Observing given developments it can be concludedthat in the strategic thinking of Georgia’s political and military
elites sea perceived and valued by limited specific opportunities — with the desire to receive both economic
and political dividends (even more, historically Georgia’s political and military elites, population and society are
mostly ,land-oriented”. Even according to the ancient Greeks Georgians means “tiller of the land”). It is consid-
ered only part of the land-transit system, so it is not fully understood its strategic opportunities and importance.
Superficial actions do not give a corresponding result.

Since 2014 Ukraine become one more victim of Russian aggression in the Black Sea region. Annexation of Crimea
and separatist war (officially known as Anti-terrorist Operation) in Eastern part of Ukraine supported by Russia,
sharply reduced Ukraine’s Black Sea coastline and Especial Economic Zone. Ukrainians also lost control over the
Kerch Strait and access to the defence industries, military bases, shipbuilding facilities, shipyards (capable of
building and repair missile and aircraft carriers, large antisubmarine ships, heavy transport ships, coastguard
ships and multipurpose icebreaking supply vessels) maritime infrastructures located in Crimea. The Ukrainian
navy also lost two-thirds of its warships, including its most modern platforms. Thus, results of territorial lost, con-
flict in Eastern Regions and Russian military build-up in Crimea has become by far the most important security
issue for Ukraine, overshadowing all other security considerations for the moment. Tenses between Russia and
Ukraine equally were ongoing on land and offshore (Kerch incident).

In light of these severe losses and the realizationof the important role maritime forces can play inthe war in the
east and in protecting Ukraine’s interestsin it sexclusive economic zone (EEZ), the reis a growing recognition
within the Ukrainian government of the need to rebuild The Ukrainian navy. Ukraine’s expresident, Petro Poro-
shenko, stated unequivocally that Ukraine, was, is, and will remain a maritime stateand announced ambitious
plans to “revive” the Ukrainian navy, statingthatin thefuture it would be equipped withstate-of-the-artprecision
weapons.

Navy, ports and maritime infrastructures are important not only for security and defense, but for economic de-
velopment as well. In June 2015, the then deputy head of the Ukrainian navy, Andri Ryzenko, pointed out that
Ukraine’s prosperity, its economy, and the potential growth of tax revenues depend on realization of the coun-
try’s maritime potential. According to statistics quarter of Ukraine’s gross domestic product (GDP) is generated
by the five regions with access to the sea. Ukraine’s export-oriented economy defends on cheapest transporta-
tion using seaways. Despite loss of several ports, Ukraine retains four important commercial ports in Odessa,
Chornomorsk, and Yuzhny, located on the northwestern coast of the Black Sea, and Mariupol’ in the Sea of Azov,
which is one of the busiest commercial maritime hub responsible for transporting 70% of industrial outputs
(mainly steel production and machinery). Considering these important maritime economic and commercial in-
terests, rebuilding the Ukrainian navy clearly is necessary to protect Ukraine’s national interests.

In order to secure Ukraine’s EEZ and maritime facilities first action was to rebuild naval forces mainly coast guard
or so called “Mosquito Fleet” able to ensure security of seaways. Second important decision was relocation of
survived Ukrainian navy to Port Odessa were Ministry of Defense planning to invest several millions for con-
stricting surface and underwater military facilities. Thus, Odessa got status of main sea base of Ukraine, where
deployed navy headquarters as well. The Kerch group was relocated to Berdyansk.But Russia tries to disrupt
Ukraine’s naval rebuild trying to seize port Mariupol’ using separatist militias, illegally locking Strait of Kerch and
controlling movement of Ukrainian navy and also from time to time sabotaging port facilities in Odessa.

Thus, both Georgia and Ukraine presents itselflittoral states having only capabilities to develop only coast guard
forces. Otherwise they can be a reliable partners for maritime powers responsible to deter Russia’s aggression
into the Black Sea basin. Both Georgia and Ukraine offer strategically important onshore and offshore facilities,
diplomatic and political support as well. Counter-balance Russian rising military activities in the Black Sea pres-
ents one of the most important challenge for Euro-Atlantic Security.
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has similar interests:

Deter Russia’s aggression — Secure Security and Stability;
Freedom of choice and foreign policy action — EU/NATO membership;

Development of Alternative Transit Capacity;

el A

Mare Liberum and Free of Navigation in the Black Sea;

Conclusion and Suggestions

Thus, Balance ofPower Collapse of Soviet Union order and Spheres of Influence came to the end. Regional order
into the certain area was destroyed, but new onehas not emerged yet. These circumstances create the so-called
Limitrophe Zone where Global and regional Actors try to establish comfortable conjuncture for itself. Moreover,
New Status and consequently new order of the region are essential not only for regional, Euro-Atlantic and Eur-
asian Security, but also for Global Security Agenda as wll, because of “security for one is security for all” (F. D.
Roosevelt). But there is contrast division between concepts of Future Security Architecture of Black Sea and its
littoral. For western powers most important issue of strategic agenda in the region is “New Status” and deter-
mining so called “New Order” based on liberal values, International law, and mutual respect, freedom of choice
and respect of sovereignty.

Main consequences of defining New Status of Black Sea should be the following:

*  Establishment of “Mare Liberum” (freedom of Navigation) into the Black Sea region. First of all, this point
considers revising and changing of existed regime of navigation established by Monteux Convention (1936);

*  Maintaining of Maritime and littoral Security;

e Demilitarization and arms control even conventional. Limitation of surface and submarines forces, missile and
antimissile systems;

* Deepening regional integration and economic cooperation;

* Increase transit capacity East-West, North-South.

Contrary to the West Russia’s foreign policy and Defense strategy are still based on principle of “Balance of Pow-
er”, “Spheres of Influence”, Buffer Zones” and “Sanitary Cordons” and using hard power to gain its control over
the region. It also considers restoration of old style (Cold War) order keeping Black Sea as “Mare Clausum” and
South Caucasus exclusive zone of Russian Influence and Security. But Russian policy-makers and strategists still
really (de facto) do not recognize sovereignty and choiceof freedom right of neighboring countries and tradition-
ally still considering that Big Powers should determine foreign policy and Security agenda of neighbors.

Once again, if we consider that the concept

it is hard to imagine whether the all actors of global politics can agree on common
positions or not. there will
also exist a base of confrontation and fragmentation as well, which will involve all actors (regional and global)
and keep the region under the increasing risks. Also it can be proved that until the Status of region and also re-
gional Order are not finely defined or agreed, it will always be existed sense of unpredictability.
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Mariam Gureshidze

Reasons for Immigration of the Vaynakh (Kists) to Georgia and the
Qadiriyya Sufi Order in the Pankisi Gorge

Abstract

The Pankisi Gorge, the life of the Kists, their time-honoured customs and religion always represented an object
of study and research, but the events having taken place in Syria from 2011 made this issue even more urgent.
Khvtiso Mamisimedashvili in the book Pankisi: The Past and Presentoffers a quite detailed description of the
Pankisi Gorge, which is located in the Akhmeta municipality, in the upper reaches of the river Alazani. The Pankisi
Gorge stretches over 20 km. To the north of the gorge, paths over the Caucasus lead to Khevsureti, and to the
northeast — to Tusheti (p.11). A road is built to Thatana, and from there a bridle path is leading to Alaznistavi.
From Alaznistavi paths are leading to Tush community-villages. From Tusheti, through the Kerigo pass, a bridle
path descends to Chechnya, namely, the Khildikharo Gorge, and through the Kachu pass —to Acharo. It is possible
to arrive in Chechnya by the passes of Atsunta, Tebulo, Ukarecho, Dano and Lashkari mountains.

In the first centuries AD the Pankisi Gorge was included in the Kakheti Eristavate (“Duchy”). At that time the
Kakheti Eristavate did not cover the same territory which is known as Kakheti at present. At that time on the
current territory of Kakheti there existed several regions settled with Georgian tribes: Hereti, Kukheti, Kakheti,
Tsuketi, Sujeti, Kambechani. The Kakheti Eristavate proper was situated in the upper reaches of the lori and
Alazani rivers, including the mountainous areas. Namely, according to Leonti Mroveli and Vakhushti, Kakheti in-
cluded “Pshav-Khevsur (who were called Pkhovian), Tianeti, Ertso, Irtoskhevi, Pankisi Gorge.” (353535000, 1970).
Around the villages on hills and mountains everywhere can be seen village and settlement sites, fragments of
various vessels and weapons are scattered all around. At many places kvevris (wine jars) and winepresses occur
which have survived wars and destruction. It should also be taken into consideration that Pankisi in old Georgia
represented a significant economic region. The paths leading to the North Caucasus passed through this Gorge.
Christianity was spread here from the 1st half of the 4th c., which is also indicated by the abundance of the Chris-
tian monuments of the Early Feudal period (353453300, 1970).

Beginning from the 4th c. Christianity became more and more established in the Pankisi Gorge. This process
was especially facilitated by the emergence of powerful centres of Christian culture near Pankisi such as the
Igalto Academy and Alaverdi. In the gorge there are numerous settlement sites of the Feudal Period, churches
and monastery type monuments with kvevris, winepresses and wine cellars. E.g. a church of the Early Feudal
Period has survived to the present day in village Birkiani, at Tskvitadzis Qure, where on November 23 the Tush
and the Kists celebrate Giorgoba — the Feast of Saint George. About one hundred meters away from it there is a
watchtower.

In historical Kisteti, at Vaynakh village sites, even at present a lot of towers have survived, which bear represen-
tation of crosses. In the churches of Tqobaierdi and Aliberdi Georgian inscriptions are preserved. In the graves
brought to light by archaeologists and other persons the deceased are buried according to the Christian rite —
with the head to the West. One of the deceased Kist was buried with an icon- medallion of St. George. At the
Museum of Grozny numerous hewn stones and stone crosses with the Georgian Asomtavruli (capital) graphemes
are kept. (Aia No2, 1997).

In the 2nd half of the 17th c. the Pankisi Gorge was a part of the Alaverdi Eparchy. However, it is also noteworthy

that the boundaries of the eparchies changed frequently over the centuries. At different times the Pankisi Gorge
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was within the Eparchies of Nekresi, Kharchasho, Martgopi and Alaverdi (p. 75). An interesting picture of the
social-political, economic, demographic and national- religious situation of the Pankisi Gorge of that period is
found in the document of the population census of the 1st quarter of the 18th c., preserved at K. Kekelidze
Institute of Manuscripts. After this census, as a result of frequent invasions of Daghestanian feudal lords, the
Pankisi Gorge became completely depopulated: the majority of the population perished, a part of the people
immigrated to new places. It becomes obvious from the materials that in the 1st quarter of the 18th c. the
Pankisi Gorge was mono-religious and mono-national. Apparently, more than one hundred families lived there,
all of whom were Orthodox Christian Georgians. In the records of the population census of Eastern Georgia of
the 1st quarter of the 18th c. only seven villages of the Pankisi Gorge are mentioned. Vakhushti in his historical
and geographical description of Georgia and in the map drafted by him names 19 villages (396dg60330o, 1990).
Likewise, in the Description of Kartli and Kakheti by loane Bagrationi, composed in 1794-1799, also 19 villages
of the Pankisi Gorge are listed.

At the beginning of the 19th c. there did not exist a resident population in the Pankisi Gorge, which is confirmed
by the fact that in the Census of Kakheti Population of 1801-1802, none of the villages of the Pankisi Gorge is
named. At present the populations of the Pankisi Gorge are ethnic Chechens, and practically all of them are
Muslim Sunnites. Their majority was Sufis, but in the gorge the number of people increased greatly who identify
themselves with Salafism. At the end of the 1990s Chechen refugees settled in the Pankisi Gorge massively.
According to the official information, in October-November 1999, through the Shatili-Omalo passes, 6-7 thousand
Chechen refugees arrived in Georgia from Itum-Kade, most of them being women, children and elderly people.
In the subsequent period (i.e. over 2 years) the period of migration of refugees still continued. At present, the
Pankisi Gorge is populated by the Kists, the Ossetes, the Georgians (Pshavians, Tush and Kakhetians). The main
differentiating feature between the Kists and other ethnic groups is in the language and religious affiliation. The
Kists, who were considered as a part of the Chechen ethnic group, in the Soviet period were fully integrated
with the Georgian society. They spoke the Georgian language and mixed marriages were also frequent. Serious
changes took place after the Chechen War of 1994, when the Chechen refugees settled in the Pankisi Gorge.
The Kists were distanced from the Georgian population. It is noteworthy, however, that the Kists (or Chechen-
Kists) are descendants of the Vaynakh and they live in Tusheti. The majority of the migrated Chechens live in
the villages of the Pankisi Gorge. According to Georgian historiography, the Chechen-Kists appeared in Tusheti
in 1840-1870. It may be noted that the situation is not so one-sided, as some historians state that in the 19th c.,
when up to one hundred Vaynakh families under the guidance of religious leader Jogolo and Dui moved from
the upper reaches of the river Chanti-Argun to the south, the Vaynakh population already lived in the Pankisi
Gorge.

At the end of the 1890s the Chechen-Kists lived in villages Omalo, Duisi, Dzibakhevi, Joqolo, Birkiani, Khalatsani
(Shua-Khalatsani), Artana and Akhmeta. Not to mention the materials of caméral description, M.Machabeli in
the work concerning the economic situation of peasants of the Tianeti Province, published in 1887, noted: “The
Kists live in Kisteti of Tianeti (Kisteti of Tianeti refers to several villages of mountainous Chechnya, namely, the
Mitkho Community, which at that time, according to the administrative division, was within the Tianeti Province
(Kh.M.) and also in the Pankisi Gorge, where they immigrated from the Maist Community in the period of the
Viceroy, Prince Vorontsov, and founded three villages: Joqolo, Dui (Pankisi) and Omalo” [132. 328]. As is known,
the period of service of Viceroy Mikhail Vorontsov was 1845-1855. Thus, according to M. Machabeli, the Kists
did not settle in the Pankisi Gorge earlier than 1845 (p.119).

In an interview, Meka Khangoshvili answers the correspondent’s question as to what the difference is between
the Kists and the Chechens in the following way: “The difference between the Chechens and the Kists is
approximately the same as that between the Kakhetians and the Gurians: The Chechens, the Kists and the
Ingush belong to the Vaynakh tribe. Their language, religion and customs are the same. The difference is that
we live in Georgia for almost two centuries, due to which the Chechens became assimilated with the Georgians.
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In a certain way, the Chechen traditions underwent modifications as well”. She also notes: “I have read in my
grandfather’s archives: ‘We, people of three different nations, lived in harmony in this gracious land’. Thus, my
grandfather was well aware of the fact that the Chechens lived on the territory of Georgia.” The “people of three
different nations”, according to M. Khangoshvili’s explanation, imply, above all, the Georgians, who returned to
the Pankisi Gorge in the course of time, and in addition, the Chechens and the Ossetes, who moved to Pankisi
from Java and Tskhinvali in 1901-03.

As regards the term “Vaynakh”, M. Khangoshvili explains that in the scholarly literature the term “Vaynakh” is
used to refer to the Chechens and the Ingush living in the North Caucasus. Thus term also unites the Kists living in
Georgia and the Tsova-Tushs, who are also called the Batsbs. This term has remote historical roots, it stems from
the period when this people came into existence. From time immemorial the Chechens, the Ingush and the Kists
call themselves the Vaynakh, which means “our people”. It does not matter where a person lives and to which
community or he/she belongs. Above all, the person considers himself/herself as a Vaynakh: “Veinakh stag” (“a
man from our people”, “Veinakh moakhk” (“the country of our people”), “Veinakh moatt” (“the language of our
people”), etc. Whether the Chechens or the Ingush, they regards themselves as the Vaynakh — one ethnos and
brethren with respect to one another.

In an article published in Literary Georgia on website of the electronic archives of the Georgian Press, we read:
“The fact that we, the Georgians and the Kist-Chechens, are kindred peoples is also confirmed by other historical
sources as well. According to Marie Brosset, Teimuraz | in his letter sent to the King of Russia stressed that a
part of the population of Chechnya and Ingushetia in the 1630s followed the Christian religion. In addition,
Nikolay Marr states that the Georgian language often was the state language for the North Caucasian tribes.
And Prince Teimuraz declares that the Kists-Durdzuks-Ingush as tribes speaking Georgian from the beginning”
(E')gﬁdgﬁoggoqm, 1990).

Researcher Khvtiso Mamisimedashvili concerning the life of the Pankisi Kists and the Vaynakh, in general, writes
the following: “After World War |l rapid Islamization of the population of Jogolo began. Before that period, as
eye-witnesses relate, there was even a pig farm in the village. The conversion of the population of Jogolo to
Islam was completed at the beginning of the 1990s. Today they are Muslims” (p.27).

In the article Islamization of the Kists in Georgia of the 20th c. by Metropolitan Anania Japaridze, published in
journal Iberia, the author notes: “An impressive fact in the history of religion of Georgia is that the process of
conversion to Islam of the Kists immigrated to the Pankisi Gorge in the 19th c. ended in the 1990s; at the time of
settling in this region of Georgia the Kists were Christians and similar to the Georgian mountaineers performed
Christian religious rites. In particular, Islamization of a part of the Kists living in the Pankisi Gorge began at the
end of the 19th c. during the Russian rule in Georgia (at the same time, the majority of the Kists again remained
Christians), the process intensified after the second conquest of Georgia by Russia in the 1920s, the influence of
Islam spread rapidly after World War Il and the complete Islamization of the population ended at the beginning
of the 1990s.

It is interesting what forced the Kists in the 19th c. to leave their homeland and settle in the Pankisi Gorge, which
was under the Russian authority?! In this regard, Kh. Mamisimedashvili writes: “On the basis of ethnographic
materials, Leila Margoshvili arrives at the conclusion that the reason of the movement of the Vaynakh to Pankisi
was their hard economic state, blood feud and severe measures carried out by Shamil to spread Islam in moun-
tainous areas of Chechnya. As is known, Shamil disseminated Islam there by fire and sword, those who refused
to accept Islam, was oppressed greatly and had to seek a reliable refuge” (ibid.p. 24).

A. Ziserman offers significant information concerning the Kists’ religious life as well. He notes that Shamil’s Mu-

rids in vain tried to disseminate the belief of Allah among them. The number of preachers of Islam increased in
the Kist villages at the beginning of the 20th c. The Sufi variety of Islam gained a foothold among the Kists of the
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gorge in the form of the Nagshbandi and Qadiriyya directions, at the same time, here Muridism was adjusted
to the local specificity and moved away greatly from the worldview of these religious fraternities spread in the
Muslim world.

“In 1909 preacher Isa Efendi arrived in the Pankisi Gorge from Azerbaijan, he propagandized the Nakshbandiyya
teaching and had many followers. The founder of Qadiriya, another direction of Muridism in Caucasia, is consid-
ered to be Sheikh ‘Abd al-Qadir Gilani. As regards Kunta-Haji teaching, it was introduced to the Pankisi Gorge by
Machig Mamaligashvili, having returned from Ingushetia in 1927. It is also noteworthy that as the Chechens were
converted to Islam in the 18th c., and the Ingush — at the end of the 19th c., the Kists who had migrated earlier,
had not time to accept Islam and arrived in Georgia with their old religion” (35353300, 1970).

As noted above, in Pankisi, as in the North Caucasus, the Qadiriya and Nagshbandi Sufi orders were disseminated.
However, it is noteworthy that in the process of working on Shamil’s letters (Shamil’s 100 Letters) we have not
found addresses or appeals concerning the Pankisi Gorge. Georgia, and the more so the Pankisi Gorge, is not
mentioned in the writing of Shamil (1858) either, which is preserved in the document kept at the National
Archives of Georgia. E.g. “Address of right-believing ruler Shamil to the beloved brethren, qadis, honorable
people and the entire community of Argun. May the peace, mercy of Allah, his protection and defence from
any misfortune be fulfilled? May it be known to you that the entire population of Daghestan is equated with
my entire population, there is no difference between them, | do not consider some of them as kinsmen and
respectable relatives, and others — as distant persons and enemies. The time-honoured customs have been
inherent in me from the very beginning, they express only care for the people who find themselves in some
trouble and who lack any means to overcome it and remedy the existing situation. May Allah eradicate giaours
and destroy their fortress by the hands of his faithful slaves who struggle for their faith. The Lord may protect
us from giaours and rid us from them and then the new order will be established. Hard work and poverty
will be replaced by prosperity and wealth. The rest will be told you by the persons to whom this letter will be
transferred, listen to them. May you be in good health and in safety. Sunday (1858)” (bsgomsos, 1962).

For example, Ahmed Abu Bekr Ogli, born in village Barkh, wished to move to the Ottoman Empire together with
his family. A family living in the neighbouring village, with three children and a servant, wished the same. It
becomes clear from the letter sent to the Consul General on October 23, 1863 that this case was with Ibrahim
Hasan, going to Daghestan, who must have completed his affairs in order to resettle his family in the Ottoman
Empire subsequently. The document is also noteworthy concerning the exile of man from Caucasia who medi-
tated dhikr, which contains Abdul-Selim’s appeal for pardon and request to return to the homeland. This person
was 23 years old, at first he was imprisoned in Grozny, and then on December 16, 1864, was sent to Smolensk.
On May 27, 1866, he received a letter informing him that his family had been sent to Turkey and he was asked
whether he wished to move with his family to the Ottoman Empire. Abdul-Selim submitted a written consent
to the ruler of the Smolensk Gubernia, in which he noted: “Expressing my consent | pursued the only object to
meet my mother, sister and brothers, but | am unable to support the members of my family in Ottoman Turkey.
| prefer to die than to live in Ottoman Turkey and have no means of subsistence. | admit that | am guilty, but you
are more merciful than | am guilty. | beseech you to show mercy upon me, to pardon me and allow me to return
to my country. God has mercy on a guilty person who repents. | swear by God that for the rest of my life | will be
obedient to you and not to teach any Dhikr, to take into consideration your orders and serve you no matter what
kind of work may fall to my lot. Although it is ordered by you that | must clean streets in your cities, | will entrust
to all my relatives, whose number reaches five hundred, to act in the same manner, to obey your orders and to
restrain themselves from anger. It will be sufficient for us only to see our country. My uncle is 63 years old, he
does not have any resources to move to Ottoman Turkey either. He only wishes to live and die in his homeland. |
entreat Your Majesty to inquire about my behavior with the authorities of Smolensk”. In Collection materials are
represented concerning the Chechens exiled in the Ottoman Empire as well as documents reflecting their return
to the homeland. It becomes clear from the archival materials that in 1865-66 the Chechen ideology, thought,
requests did not include the return to Georgia in Pankisi Gorge.
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The situation changed drastically after the Second Chechen War, when Wahhabism was disseminated in the re-
gion. Wahhabism demanded from its followers, the so-called believers complete obedience and established for
them strict requirements. Wahhabis must obey the following basic requirements: a) to believe that all Muslims
are brethren, no matter in which country they live; b) to observe strictly the Muslim moral-ethical principles; c)
not to indulge in great luxury, entertainment is unacceptable; d) each Muslim must make efforts to spread and
consolidate Islam; e) apostates must be brought back to the true religion, even if use of force becomes neces-
sary; f) Jihad or a “holy war” must be undertaken against any other religion. Wahhabism teaching lies in the
foundation of the state religion of Saudi Arabia.

As the main sources of dissemination of Wahhabism on the North Caucasus territory are regarded the Embassy
of Saudi Arabia and various organization, financed by the world Islamic organizations, e.g. “Shamil Society”, “King
Fahdi Madrasah”, “Ahmed Al-Daghestan” Foundation, “Islamic Solidarity Union”, “lbrahim Ben-lbrahim” Foun-
dation, “Islamic Congress”, etc. Means of propaganda are used, such as dissemination of million copies of the
Koran and other religious literature, as well as visits to “the holy places” free of charge, education of the youth
at foreign fundamentalist centres, foundation of Islamic “centres of culture”, bribing separate religious figures,

journalists, deputies and officials.

From 1992 massive propaganda of Wahhabism ideas began in Chechnya and Daghestan. One of the first to
disseminate the new teaching in the Chechen Republic was Khatab, who earlier had participated in the War in
Afghanistan on the side of the Mujahidins. He was mostly engaged in teaching the youth, attracted them into his
circle not only by religious appeals but also by material support. Many of his pupils became subsequently leaders
of the so-called “Shariath” military formations.

A significant factor of spreading Wahhabism as a phenomenon of a geopolitical character in North Caucasia is its
financing by numerous international Islamic centres, foreign cultural, educational and charitable organizations.
Until the middle of 1999 in Daghestan there functioned actively branches of a number of foreign Islamic organi-
zations, including: international Islamic organization “Salvation” (headquarters in Saudi Arabia), “SAAR founda-
tion”, “Taibat al-Hairia” (headquarters in the USA), “lbrahim al-Hairia (headquarters in Egypt).

The centre of “Wahhabism” in North Caucasia was Urus-Martan, where there existed llia Ahmadov’s “Jamaat”.
In 1998 in Gudermes a fight occurred between the warriors of Arbi Baraev and members of Sulim Ymadayev’s
“National Guard”. On July 25, 1998 on the initiative of Akhmad Kadyrov a meeting took place in Grozny, where
Wahhabism was criticized and by the order of the President of the Republic “Wahhabism” was proclaimed illegal.
Some of Wahhabi Jordanian missionaries were expelled from Chechnya.

In the 18th c. the process of bringing the highlanders under the Russian influence, opening the Russian repre-
sentation, protection of the mountaineer peoples from the influence of the Ottoman Empire, pillage from the
Crimean Khanate and the Persian expansion was completed, the creation of the single military line and the
southern boundary cordon of the Empire was completed as well. From the same period the spread of Islam
began in Chechnya, which in the 19th c. found its development in Daghestan. The conditions which the spread
of Islam found there were the following: 1. Economic poverty; 2. Mutual enmity and blood feud between tribes
of highlanders; 3. The awkward and severe policy carried out by the Russian Empire, disregard of the customs,
culture and lifestyle of the highlanders; 4. The weak influence of the Christian church of the Empire (which is con-
firmed by the above-mentioned appeal of Imam Shamil to the society of Argun). In Islam spread in this area two
directions were identifiable: Nagshbandi (which rejected a loyal policy and had a tendency towards the Ottoman
Empire) and Qadiriya (which showed loyalty). Naturally, for the Russian Empire the dissemination of the Qadiriya
order was more acceptable. Russian Empire did not oppose the spread of Islam as a means of unification of the
mountaineer peoples. This facilitated the Russian Empire to carry out a unified flexible policy or strict military
campaign with respect to the highlanders.

Conclusion
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The influence of similar processes was observable in the Soviet period from the middle of the 20th c. The re-
pressions of the Soviet system affected the Chechen people especially severely, but later on, after the return of
the Chechens to their historical territory, the Soviet Authorities facilitated the dissemination of Islam. Before the
beginning of the 1990s this process was successful in the sense that centres of conflict did not appear. At present
the status quo existing before the 1990s is restored in Chechnya, whereas the Wahhabism problem is not solved
in the Pankisi Gorge. That is why the problems concerning the Pankisi Gorge are sensitive for the Chechen-Kists
living in Pankisi proper, for Georgia and the entireregion as well.
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KaBKa3ckaa apxeorpaduueckaa komuccusa ¢. 416 on-4. 61/0TPbIBKM M3 ONUCAHMA BOEHHbIX AEUCTBUM B
KaBKa3CKOM /IMHUKN B CEBEPHOM M HaropHOM JarectaHe CAeNaHHOro nopyumkom Xepse (1842 r.)

KaBKa3ckan apxeorpaduueckas komuccua ¢. 416 on-7. 924/kpaTkm 0630p COCTOAHUA KaBKa3CKoW obiactu
KaBka3ckaa apxeorpaduyeckasa kommcema ¢. 416 on-3. 619/npowieHne yeyeHua abayc-censam TyTrupu

Kaskasckoe BoeHHo-HapogHoe YnpasneHue 1860-1883 rr. ®-545 on-1. KH-I 23/Mepenucka o npasunax
BMCEMEHUs B OPeHOYPCKM Kpan KaBKa3KMx nepeceneHLues, BO3BPaATMBLLMXCA U3 Typuum

KaBKa3ckoe BoeHHo-HapoaHoe YnpasneHue 1860-1883 rr. ®-545 on-1t0 KH-145/Mepenncka o nepeceneHum s
Typumio Kutenen [larectaHckom obnactu

KaBKa3sckoe BoeHHo-HapogHoe YnpasneHue 1860-1883 rr. d-545 on-1to KH-l1 90/Mepenucka o nepeceneHun
yeyeHues B Typuwnto 13 Tepckon obnactu. MNpasuna nepeceneHns M MapLLpyTbl

KaBkasckoe BoeHHo-HapogHoe YnpasneHwue 1860-1883 rr. ®-545 on-lio KH-I 95/Mepenucka no ageny
nepeceneHma yeyeHues B Typumio

KaBkasckoe BoeHHo-HapoaHoe YnpasneHue 1860-1883 rr. ®-545 on-1io KH-1 249/Mpocba nepecenmsumnxcs 8
Typuwmto JarectaHcKMx KHA3eu Pewmng bea n nnemmnaHuKa ero lfeHb Xagunben o 403BONEHUN MM BO3BPOTUTHCA
Ha POAUHY

KaBKa3ckoe BoeHHo-HapoaHoe YnpasneHue 1860-1883 rr. ®-545 on-1io KH-I 336/cBeseHunna o x»utenax
[JarectaHckou obnactu, KauTaro-Taba capaHcKoro okpyra, mup3sa Annax v ap. 410 BO3BPOLUEHUS HA POAMHY.
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Simon Gureshidze

Libya and the Impact of Tribal Conflict on the “Arab Spring”

Abstract

In the MENA region and also in some other parts of the world tribes and tribalism has strong influence on shap-
ing of each country’s internal and external policy. Tribalism as a phenomenon was the focus of several researches
beginning from anthropological perspectives to the political issues and its influence on ongoing political process-
es and violence in the Middle East and especially in Libya after “Arab Spring” revolution in 2011 when the regime
of Colonel Muammar Gaddafi was toppled. This article attempts to show similarities and differences of tribalism
influence in Libya, Syria, Irag an Afghanistan.

According to the several sources, in Libya there are 140 tribes and 30 of them are significant. Country has been
divided between ethnicities and groups for a long time, including Barbers from North Africa and Arabs tribes
from south. All of them are Sunni Muslims and speak Arabic, but “The prospect of increased friction or violent
conflict between the country’s tribes, clans and ethnic groups — specifically between the Arabs and Berbers —
remains a serious source of concern,” (GHARIZI, O., 2018) said Anthony Skinner, Middle East analyst at political
risk consultancy Maplecroft. In 1969 Colonel Gaddafi led a coup to overthrow the king. Since he came to power,
Colonel attempted to reduce the influence of the tribal system. Indeed he simultaneously diminished the power
of the other tribes, giving economical privileges to others and he also established alliances through marital ties
and sometimes exploited threat of punishment. It is worth to mention, that Gaddafi’'s Qadhadhfa tribe is one
of the smaller one and not powerful historically, but according to analysts, it became wealthy under his rule
and sometimes accused for making up the core elements of the “regime protection units”. Gaddafi surrounded
himself with his tribe members and appointed them to the different most sensitive posts to ensure his own and
government safety. This kind of policy led to tribal tension, within the army on the part of the Magariha tribe.
Tension reached such high level that according to some analysts, Magariha could be the first place of uprising
against Gaddafi. Considering that a large number of its members occupied important positions in government
and the security apparatus. The Loyal tribes benefited themselves from material privileges while opposing tribes
were punished. “In March 1997, the Libyan parliament passed a ‘code of honor’ which enabled the imposition of
collective punishment against tribes and clans — usually through the withdrawal of government services — when-
ever they engaged in activities against the regime” (Otterman, Sh., 2005). Such discrimination became the main
reason of tribal tensions and grievances in Libya. For example, the first area of the revolution in Libya was the
eastern part of the country-where the most important oil recourses were located and this place was settled with
the most marginalized tribes. So it is clear, that for the Libyan authority apparatus Tribalism was an instrument
to maintain control on society through tribal sheiks. Some Libyan Tribes became one of the non-institutional pil-
lars of country’s central power and sheiks began to fight against opposition groups on their territories. Gaddafi
wanted to eliminate tribal conflicts through granting them with additional responsibility to enforce the rule of
law of a central government.

Now in Libya there are several large forces, based on a tribal and ethno-religious basis. This is the Tobruk parlia-
ment, now in Libya there are several large forces, based on a tribal and ethno-religious basis. This is the Tobruk
parliament, cooperating with the head of the Libyan National Army, Marshal Khalifa Haftar, and the Tripolitan
clans, represented by the Prime Minister of the Government of National Accord Fayes al-Sarraj.There was also an
Islamist parliament, which self-dissolved in 2015, when an agreement was reached on the creation of a govern-
ment of national accord.Sarraj, is a completely non-independent figure: he depends on Tripolitanian structures,
West Libyan tribes and external support. Haftar is also not an independent politician: he relies on international
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support and depends on the tribes in the east of the country. There is also the city of Misurata with its armed
forces. These are other representatives of the local tribal elite, who do not obey either Haftar or Sarraj, although
they are supporting Sarraj. There are still unfinished Islamists, some of whom were affiliated with the “Islamic
State”. Different factions of Islamists clash with each other. There are other actors. All of them are fighting for oil,
for smuggling weapons, for control of water supplies. Also “Turkey has propped up the embattled GNA, becom-
ing increasingly involved in a proxy war against regional rivals Egypt and the United Arab Emirates, which support
Haftar’s forces” (Tribalism in Afghanistan, 2001).

Syrian population also belongs to different tribes, according to The Royal Institute of International Affairs sourc-
es northeastern Syria contains a significant tribal presence. Syrian Arab tribes are important players between
conflicting sides in the country. Last year, on December 21 in northern Aleppo took start first conference of the
Supreme council of Arab tribes and clans. The council unifies more than 100 clans and tribes, including Arabs,
Kurds, Turks, Alawites and Druzes. Some of the tribes are allying the Syrian regime and others joined opposing
groups, after the civil war began in the country.

After the 1963 revolution the Alawites were holding of the country’s highest military elite posts, al-Assad’s Nu-
mailatiyyah clan and the Matawirah tribe. “Asad’s tribe, al-Matawirah, belong a number of other major figures
in theregime, including Brigadier Muhammad al-Khawli, Adviser to the President, Chief of Air Intelligence, and
Chairman of the Presidential IntelligenceCommittee; Brigadier ‘All Duibah, the head of Military Intelligence; Brig-
adier ‘Ali Aslan, the Deputy Chief of Staff and the Chief of the Bureau ofMilitary Operations and Training; and
Major General ‘Ali Slih, Commander of the Air Defense Forces and the Missile Corps” (Otterman, Sh., 2005).

The high-ranking officer corps also included Sunnis who were semi-Alawites in their kinship and were the closest
group around Hafez al-Assad.Vice President from 1984-2005 Abul Halim Khadam was Sunni, his wife from the
tribe of Matawirahs), Prime Minister Abdul Rauf al-Qasim, Deputy Speaker of the People’s Council Mahmoud
Az-Zubi Ba’ath Party Secretary-General Abd al-Lah al-Ahmar The commander of the armed forces, HikmatShi-
hab, was one of those Sunnis who held high positions in 1987.Minister of Defense Mustafa Tlas was a member
of a mixed family, with a Sunni father and Alawi mother. Most of the Sunnis who had risen to prominance in the
armed forces had the same background after the Ba’ath party came to power. Shihab and the Tlas were born and
raised in the village, and their families were not from the old, privileged Sunni upper class, they shared a newly
formed socioeconomic class elite of minorities.

Real number of tribes in Irag not known exactly, there are hundreds of them with 1000 tribal organizations.
“About 75 percent of Iraq’s population is either a member or close associate of one of the country’s approxi-
mately 150 tribes. The tribes, which comprise multiple family-based clans, have wielded considerable influence
since modern Iraqg’s founding in 1921. In contemporary Iraq, tribes and tribalism are most prominent in Sunni
areas — Anbar, Salahadin, Kirkuk, Nineveh —and the southern, mainly Shia province of Basra. Tribal leaders, called
sheikhs, settle disputes within their tribes, some of which cut across ethnic and sectarian lines. Tribal networks
can help members gain employment, secure government services and protect members from external threats”
(The roots of Afghanistan’s tribal tensions, 2017). Many Iraqi military officers, intelligence and security service
officials were recruited from prominent tribes because of their links to President Saddam Hussein’s family, clan
and tribe, as was happening in Syria, beginning from 1960s, “Tribal ties, however, brought Saddam to power: he
was a cousin of President Ahmad Hasan al-Bakr as well as the chief enforcer of the Baath party’s security force.
For Saddam, tribal values and loyalties as well as Baathist ideology and Arab nationalism were intended to en-
force pride in his and the country’s uniqueness. More important, they gave the Iraqi leader tools to reinforce his
own power and control” (Tribalism in Afghanistan, 2001). As some experts consider, building relations with tribes
could help to end insurgency against U.S. Tribes are main power-holders in Iraq and sheiks have high authority
among communities and there is no other power to help U.S. forces to establish close relations with Iraqi popu-
lation. Shiite Religious leaders are more potent political actors than Sunnis, because of their lower public profile.
In the south part of country with Shiite domination, many tribal sheiks are intermediating between authorities
and popula tion and the Coalition Provisional Authority regularly discussing reconstruction and security issues
with them.
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At a practical level among the Sunnis, tribal leaders command local constituencies, often in remote territory
inhospitable to external interference; this makes tribal support most important asset to any outside actor—be
it “Islamic State”, Baghdad, the US military, or others seeking to exert control over tribal areas. Tribal values and
vernacular are frequently invoked in Iraqi political discourse.

Tribes and tribalism is also plays important role in Afghanistan. Most Afghans are Sunni Muslims, but Hazara
people adopted Shia Islam from Safavid Persians, country itself is a multi-ethnic and there are 40 major ethnic-
ities with 50 separate languages and dialects: Pashtuns, Hazaras, Kafirs, Tajiks, Uzbeks, Durrani, Ghalji, Farsiwan
(Parsiwan or Parsiban), Qizilbash, Baluchis, also Brahuis and Gujars. Majority of Afghan Population are focused
to their tribe rather than country’s common interests and these attitudes have negative influence on the polit-
ical life. Internal violence which erupted in the last decades in the country, is caused by these ethnic tensions.
Pushtuns aren’t fighting enough, against their relatives from Taliban. “For example, the main Tajik commander
around Mazar-e-Sharif, Atta Mohammed, ismarried to a Pashtun and owes his life to his in-laws who were able to
smuggle him out ofthe area when the Taliban took over. Similarly, the current foreign minister, Dr. Abdullah, had
a Pashtun father from Kandahar while his mother was a Tajik from the Panjshir valley. One of the current deputy
defense ministers, Zabet Saleh Registani, has a Hazara motherand a Tajik father. The current Tajik Interior Minis-
ter, YunusQanuni, is married to aPashtun, and the former Tajik President, Burhanuddin Rabbani, has a Pashtun
daughter-in-law. Afghanistan’s ethnic diversity is also complicated by the fact that the Afghan notion ofethnicity
is different than the view commonly held in the West” (Otterman, Sh., 2005).

Conclusion

After studying, processing and comparing all the materials, it is clear that in the list of discussed countries,
tribalism is the key factor of tensions within the states. So it wouldn’t be right approach considering Middle
Eastern crisis from the side of regional key players interests. The causes of tensions and discontent have been
accumulating inside the country for decades. There is a clear similarity between Libya, Syria and Iraq. All leaders
of listed countries surrounded themselves from the members of their own tribes, granted them with privileges
and marginalized other ethnic, confessional groups. Such kind of rule of the country leads to long term Civil war
as we can see after “Arab Spring” wave.

Soitis impossible to achieve any positive change without full involvement of all tribes and factions in the political
life of the each countries. The most acceptableform of power would beto transform all these states into a parlia-
mentary republics and to strict the power of the heads of Libya, Syria, Irag and Afghanistan.
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