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			The changing nature of security

			This collective study is about the Southern Caucasus and the Caspian Basin areas. The book will focus on issues such as the positional relevance of this region in the major powers’ policies, the peculiar legal status of the Caspian Basin (saline as a sea, closed like a lake), the energy policies of some of the Caucasian countries and the role of these strategic resources as a cause for possible conflicts or, conversely, as effective means for their non-violent resolution. These issues will be examined from various fields of analysis, such as political science, legal studies, history and economy to ensure each topic is addressed with the appropriate depth of inquiry.

			The aim of the book has been the idea of linking the nine different chapters to a broader concept of security. On one hand, this tries to not limit the perspective to a military-only view often found within the discipline of security studies; on the other hand, it takes into account the long-time relevancy of the geographical area discussed in this analysis. The Caucasus, indeed, has been always a core interest for the main actors of international politics, from the Persian Empire to the 21st century Chinese power. However, the internal and systemic constraints that once drove various political powers to compete for the control of the area has changed throughout history. As a result, adopting an analytical prospective focused on specific issues would be too unbalanced while the context should remain crucial for this study. How much does the context matter, and why? Even more, for whom does this political space matter in the 21th century? This book will address these questions. 

			This work includes nine essays. The first three contributions – the more general in this study – introduce the reader to the evolving concept of security in the post-Cold War scenario; from the implications deriving from the dissolution of the USSR and their impact on order and stability in the Caucasus area, to the role played by this geographical space in shaping the interests of the United States, the main power in the international system. The second part of this work will be focus analysis on specific foreign policy issues of the Caspian area. The aspects examined within these chapters are related in particular to the foreign relations between the US and some of the countries in the area, the different positions stated by the region’s nations about the Caspian legal status and, lastly, to the possible naval competition driven by the exploitation of the energy resources in the Caspian Sea. The final part of the book will then investigate the ways in which the energy resources contribute to defining the policies of the countries in the Caucasus towards the EU, Russia and China, along with shaping the relations between the Caspian states and international companies. Finally, due to the importance of the hydrocarbons’ exploitation in the 21st century scenario, it will be consider how energy revenues contribute to resolve or inflame some historical disputes, as the one between Azerbaijan and Armenia, for the time being in a frozen conflict situation.

			The multi-disciplinary perspective embraced in this work is the result of the collaboration between scholars and analysts from different fields, including academia, think-tanks and international oil companies, coming from Italy, EU or extra-European countries. This research project investigates the reason for the Caucasus relevance in the balance of the international system, to show the relations among the actors in this political stage and, finally, the importance of these countries for the security strategies of major powers such as the US, Russia and China, and even for well-established middle powers, as the member states of the EU, Turkey and Iran, or rising actors like India. 

			As editor, I hope that this work would prove itself over time as a useful and effective tool for students and scholars interested in the close examination of interests and power dynamics in the Caucasus, a space not surprisingly considered as pivotal in projecting political and economical influence towards the East or, vice versa, toward the West.

			At the end of this introduction, I would like to thank the people and the institutions that made this scientific research possible, starting from the staff of the library of the Department of Political Science of the University Roma Tre. I would also like to express my gratitude to the International Relations Liaison Office of the University Roma Tre. In particular, the constant and effective support of Doctors Adina Pop and Claudia Stamini has been crucial in the relations with foreign partners. My thanks go also to Doctors Alison Hawks and Francesco Marino for review of the manuscript and the translation on some of its parts. 

			Finally, a special appreciation goes to the research team: Stephen Blank, Cristiana Carletti, Azad Garibov, R. Craig Nation, Indra Overland, Maria Sangermano, Elnur Soltanov and Matteo Verda.

			Rome, 9 July 2014

			Marco Valigi

		

	
		
			1. Power and security in the twenty-first century.
The South Caucasus and the Caspian Sea

			Marco Valigi

			1.1. Introduction

			Within International Relations (IR), the geography has a fundamental role in explaining both the behavior of the states and several phenomena regarding the evolution of the international system. It is not uncommon, indeed, that some concepts taken from early 20th century’s scholars of Geopolitics, such as Sir Halford Mackinder, Ludwig Dehio e Carl Schmitt, appear in modern IR theories as Realism and the Copenhagen School. 

			Hans Morgenthau considers geography as the main factor in shaping the power of the state. According to Morgenthau, in seeking their interest, states could not leave aside the geographic constraint because position, extension and physical characteristics of their territory, indeed, are the preliminary factors that other nations have to bear in mind while defining their politics1. As for classic realism, the relevance ascribed to the geography entails also some important variables of structural realism. The interpretation of international politics offered by a structural theory such as the offensive realism, for instance, includes several arguments related to geopolitics. The oceanic masses are considered an important factor of friction for any projection of power. Thus, land power is considered superior to the maritime one2. In this case, the cross-reference to the land-sea contrast – as seen in the writings of Carl Schmitt3 – is explicit and relays to some conclusions concerning the relation between geography and hegemony that has been distinctive of the IR debate in the crucial stages of the unipolar moment4.

			The main conclusion of the offensive realism – namely that global hegemony can not be achieved – allow to connect the sub-systemic level of analysis with another investigation pathway appraising the geographic element: the Regionalism and the concept of Regional Security Complex, developed by the Copenhagen School. With the end of the Cold War, according to Barry Buzan and Ole Weaver, regional dynamics became more relevant than the systemic ones. For this reason, some local actors had more stabilizing – or vice versa destabilizing – capabilities on certain areas than systemic players. Taking into account the Caucasus, the peculiar position of this region as a crossroads among Europe, Asia and Africa allows both Russia and Turkey5 to play a potentially pivotal role. In classical as well than in post-modern approaches, geography is beyond dispute an effective means of analysis.

			Although the Caucasus can be classified as a new or newly formed political complex, since the ancient times the Caspian area has played an important strategic role within several complex diplomatic and military games involving the major powers. In particular, the central position along the East-West and North-South cleavages has been at origin of connection between the fate of the Caucasus with those of some of the most imposing empires in history: the Persian empire; the Ottoman; the Czarist and the British in the 19th century competition known as the Great Game; then the Third Reich and the USSR when fought for the control of the heartland6 and the Eurasian landmass, during World War II.

			While a progressive balkanization of the region as a consequence of the conflicts in the 1990s has been avoided, a number of important unresolved tensions are still present in the Caucasus: between Russia and Georgia first; between Armenia and Azerbaijan; finally – less explicit, yet dangerous – between the lakeside nations on the exploitation of the Caspian hydrocarbons. During the 2000s, the United States, China and Iran emerged as new actors in the regional balance, joining traditional powers like Russia, Turkey and the European countries. Within this scenario, indeed, energy resources are involved in a different way, and maybe even more, than in the past. Once again, thus, the internal dynamics of the Caucasus will be connected with the interests of the main actors in the international politics. In the following pages, this ongoing process and its outcomes will be described and examined.

			1.2. The Caucasus as near abroad

			The distinction between the internal and the international system implies that the former, rather than the latter constitutes an ordered space. Within the state, the use of force is limited, regulated and its rationale is hierarchical. In the international system, on the other hand, relations develop themselves among equal sovereign entities that for the same reason operate in the last resort under the self-protection principle.

			In both cases, states play the most important role. However, the distinction between internal and external context provides their actions with different characteristics and meanings. From a theoretical standpoint, the distinction between the two environments is clear, though there are many grey areas in practice, above all when the legitimacy of the government is limited and the sovereignty of the state is challenged, otherwise not fully recognized by other states. In these circumstances, states’ behaviors and their implications would seem ambiguous and more complex. In this perspective, a peculiar and specific case is constituted by the relationship between the Russian Federation, its neighborhood and the group of states formerly part of the Czarist and Soviet empire. The present political framework in the Caucasus region is in many ways a part of this relationship.

			Two historical facts are the key to understanding the political events tied to the expansion and crisis of the Russian Empire, Soviet Union and more recently of the Russian Federation guided by the Putin-Medvedev duo. The first one is that Russian history and the related country development were the result of more than four centuries of expansion until the collapse of the communist regime 7. And the second one is the deeply-rooted belief of national boundaries vulnerability diffused among Russian governing elites – evidences and beliefs which are complementary and reinforce themselves mutually, thus determining “an unrestrained outlook of the national interest” 8.

			With the end of the USSR, the relations between Russia and the fourteen countries arisen from “the main geopolitical catastrophe of the century” – as that political phenomenon has been described by Russian President, Vladimir Putin – have been the outcome of centuries of asymmetric relationships, despite Moscow being the main loser from the collapse of the communist regime. Notwith-standing some periods of crisis and internal weakening – such as in 1918 and 1921, or in early 1990s – Russia had always kept its primacy in front of the states arose by the weakening of Moscow control. This is proven by the fact that these countries tried to affirm their identity and interests usually into an anti-Russian perspective. The sovereignty of countries such as Georgia, Ukraine and Azerbaijan is mostly related to the capability to define their national interest with an acceptable degree of autonomy from Moscow. As for Russia, on the contrary, the more is the gap between the Kremlin politics and those of its former vassal states, the more the country will probably lose its rank in the international hierarchy.

			Not surprisingly, in a stage of renaissance of Russian power, such as the one ongoing from the early 2000s, Kremlin leaders are trying to restore the former relations with the neighboring countries. In this process, consistent with its historical pathway, Moscow is more liable to use force to repress, rather than adopting codes of international law in the implementation of its neighborhood policy. In this context, the events involving Georgia during the two wars in South Ossetia (1991-1992; and 2008) are still a relevant example. In particular, assessing the role of Russian peacekeepers deployed as an interposition force in the region since 1992, they clearly did not represent a neutral element. Moscow’s troops backed the separatist groups, and then were crucial during the first stages of the 2008 clashes that brought to the occupation a large portion of Georgian territory in less than a week. Facing the balancing endeavor of the Georgian President Saakashvili, who aims at connecting his politics to the US interests in the Greater Middle East to set favorably the dispute with Moscow, the Russian reaction stated clearly how its leaders conceived the notion of internal space, thus the justifiable means to intervene in the area9. Russian behavior during this crisis has been in many ways not far from the principles of the Monroe’s doctrine10 . Moreover, this would also explain as cautious the US was in that circumstance.

			This conclusion partially explains also for what reasons Russian leaders themselves feel as vulnerable. While the recently formed states in Central and Eastern Europe and in Central Asia identified Moscow as the ideal counterpart for their political experience, several traditional powers behave alike trying to impose their supremacy on the international system, such as France in the 19th century and Germany in World War I and II. Though minor and secondary powers defined their policies as more or less successful attempts of eroding Russian authority, major powers explicitly aim at conquering Russian territory, with major implications for country’s security. Losing certain territories – as with the Brest-Litovsk treaty11, during the Nazi invasion and after the collapse of Soviet Union – could seem a tolerable transitory reshaping of its boundaries for a vast geographical entity as Russia. Nevertheless, Eastern European and in Central Asian regions represent a strategic containment belt, therefore the control over tem has a considerable impact on Russia’s security. Overall, what is considered as an indirect and negotiable issue on the geographic stage represents a crucial problem in the strategic realm.

			Russian strategic view conceives the world as a system of surrounding concentric circles12 therefore political priorities, diplomatic practices and military doctrines are defined by a geographical proximity rationale. According to this picture, the Caucasus is a so called “near abroad”13 – an intermediate area between the internal and international context, in which Moscow considers legitimate to resort to military power, regardless of implications in the relations with other countries and the opinion of the international community. Many scholars underlined the fact that Moscow seeks to consolidate its position in the region both for material reasons, such as the control of important resources, and for psychological factors, i.e. the affirmation of its dominance, even on a cultural stage, in regards to the non-Russian ethnic groups. This scenario would strongly resemble the one observed by Mary Kaldor in the dawn of Soviet collapse, when she elaborated the New Wars category, if it was not for the enormous asymmetry in resources between Moscow and the neighboring countries.

			1.3. The concept of security and South-Caucasus

			In the 1990s David Baldwin examined the ambiguities of security, somehow forecasting them effect on some of the 2000s policies, such as the Global War on Terrorism launched by the George W. Bush Administration, which re-shaped the power projection and the interests of the US and some other states in the Caucasus area14.

			Baldwin stressed the definition of security combined empirical elements to normative ones and, more than the concept in itself, reflected the political agenda of different countries. According to Arnold Wolfers argument (1952), Baldwin stating that the ambiguity and the vagueness were not concerning the concept of security, but the policies, namely the instruments the states employ in seeking this goal15. The aim was thus mixed up with the means, because the conceptual dimension of security and the empirical one of the policies tend to overlap. Security often means only the use force and military policies: an interesting examination, especially if we look at the plurality of fields encompassed in the notion of security and at the evaluative nature of the concept16.

			Although security is still obtained mainly by the use of violence, in the last two decades this term has been often combined with some adjective, to express such a connotation. Rather than define itself, however, the scope of security seems even less clear. When crises flare up – as in North Africa or in the Middle East after the Arab Spring and the Syrian revolt – and the permeability of European borders as well as its internal social equilibrium are shaken, the concept of security can be reasonably related to migration. In case we discuss the hypothesis of a pandemic threat – like the swine flu in 2009 – the concept of security is extended to public health. If there would be a large-scale attack on information systems, most likely we would talk about cyber-security. When the purpose of a state is sustaining and increasing productive capabilities and turn the society into an advanced economic system, energy security will be taken into account, eventually. The concept of security is implicated every time a state interest seems threatened or when we want to give more relevance to a specific issue in the public agenda17. Therefore, the word security seems an effective means to convey further contents (social, economic, military and ideational ones) and is almost a synonym of politics.

			When energy security becomes an option among alternative policies such as partner or allied states, resource types and different markets, it represents no more than – as Daniel Yergin stressed – a branch of the national strategy18. In this sense, a certain energy policy can pursue the conservation of a peculiar military position – like Churchill’s decision of giving up coal for oil in fueling the British Navy. However it can also set the conditions for stabilizing diplomatic relations with specific actors as well as employ the revenues from the hydrocarbons’ market to implement both some public policies and a modern defensive system equipped with advanced weapons, as in the case of Azerbaijan19.

			In the Soviet era, the asymmetry of power between Russia and other member states of the Union, as well as the absence of market and exchanges with the external world, turned these actors into mere sources from whom the central power would have extract oil and gas, in order to satisfy the internal energy demand and pursue certain foreign policy objectives. At the time, the only available option for Caspian ruling elites was to try to exert such a influence over Moscow’s decisions. With the collapse of the USSR, however, those countries from subordination and absence – as directed from the outside – of such an energy policy, once again would be able to pursues the purpose of diversification. They could now decide what to extract and how much, set the priorities and methods and who to ask for support (public or private sector), to which market deliver these goods, and even across which countries the pipelines should transit. Thus, the picture changed.

			On one side, the actors in the Caspian region could count on a variety of political options for economic and military partnerships. On the other side, those opportunities couple to different risks, relatively unknown compared to the Cold War period. In particular, according to some arguments developed by Michael Handel20, these countries face two constraints. The first is their geographical po-sition, influencing their position in the international environment, while the second one is their military capabilities, which derive by a combination of geography, material and human resources, and collective action skills21. Notwithstanding geographic position and control over large hydrocarbons and minerals fields provide these counties with strategically relevant resources, the international environment as well as their internal organizational skills are crucial to transfer this potential within effective political leverages.

			In a long-standing asymmetric relation involving multiple realms as the one between Caspian states and Russia, settling different terms for the relationship with Moscow provided these countries the opportunity to regain the control over the exploitation of their national resources, and use them as political instruments. The access to energy supplies would have lead to the creation of revenues – a primary means to build an independent defense system, and together with diplomacy the preferential instrument to implement a national foreign policy. By the early 1990s, however, the infrastructures for the extraction, transportation and know-how (i.e. the organizational skills to which Aron and Handel referred) were in Russian hands. For that reason, in order to translate their potential to power, the Caspian countries should have been able to overcome that obstacle, shifting from isolation – apart from the relations with Russian Federation – to interdependence22.

			1.4. Security and energy supplies: Azerbaijan and its neighbors

			In the aftermath of the collapse of the Communist regime, the states that arose from that political crisis faced a double transition both on the internal and the international stages. Faced with this challenge, different policies have been implement by South Caucasus and the Caspian states, with some degree of dissimilarity both in terms of outcomes and effectiveness.

			While in the case of Turkmenistan the neutrality declared in 1996 made the relations between energy resources and security rather weak, Kazakhstan sought a policy tied to a systemic rationale instead, due to the country position between Russia and China, the status of provisional nuclear power and the proximity to US interests in Central Asia. The picture is also different for Azerbaijan, Armenia and Georgia. In particular, Erevan and Tbilisi represent two equally extreme, yet opposed, cases. The first one is an example of failed emancipation and reiterated dependence from Moscow, when the second one of opposition to Russian policies, in particular for the special relationship with Washington and the status of candidate for NATO membership pursued by Tbilisi. To be precise, these two countries are not on the Caspian Sea, and their lack of energy supplies do not to attract foreign investments, such as from European and Asian markets. Nevertheless, the diplomatic triangles involving Armenia and Georgia with exporting countries such as Russia and Azerbaijan, and in the case of Tbilisi with Moscow and Washington, entail to be analyzed23.

			Armenia, due to its territory and policies, is extraneous to the energy dynamics of the Caspian area regarding both the extraction and transit of hydrocarbons. The country is completely dependent from Russia. In particular, with the outbreak of the Nagorno-Karabakh war, Moscow ensured its military support to Erevan, and mediated the ceasefire in the Bishkek accord, restoring its political influence over the country in mid-1990s. The economic and military dependence form Moscow, together with the protracted conflict against Baku, crystallized the distribution of power in the triad composed by Russia, Armenia and Azerbaijan and enhanced the dominion of Moscow24. In this picture, if Armenia has no possibility of circumventing its position as the weak link in the chain, for Azerbaijan, instead, the persistence of the conflict with Erevan tends to limit its room for maneuver in foreign policy, giving also Moscow an excuse for such a form of military interventionism. Tensions between the two sides are frequent as well as mutual violation of the cease-fire, however any potential military reply by Baku will offer Russia the chance to justify a legitimate intervention in support of its ally. The supposed outcome of this dynamic is not difficult to forecast, and will be the more distinguishing divide et impera policy – a practice to which the Czars and the Soviet leaders have been used likewise. Both Armenia and Azerbaijan would lose something, but in comparative terms Baku will face the main potential risks.

			As for Georgia, the absence of hydrocarbons and its geographical position made Tbilisi irrelevant to the energy competition and the legal dispute for the exploitation of the Caspian basin. Regarding the relations between energy resources and foreign policy, Georgia is a transit country for two among the major oil and gas pipelines – the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan (BTC) and the South Caucasus Pipeline (SCP), operating since 2006. The role played in the energy chain by Georgia could seem secondary, however is crucial in the power and interests dynamics which interconnect Caspian states, Western powers and Russia. The peculiarity of the BTC and SCP facilities is that of supplying Europe with non-Russian hydrocarbons, avoiding the transit across Russian territory or any country under Moscow influence, thus downsizing – politically rather than as energy producer – the Kremlin’s ability to influence Caspian and European actors.

			Even if the impact of Caspian supplies is marginal compared to the overall European consumption, diversification is the most important thing thinking about energy security, both for producers and consumers. In the case of Azerbaijan, the BTC and SCP multiplied the potential buyers, shifting the country from dependence to Russian oil and gas consumption to competition with Russian companies in supplying the European market. As for European Union, instead, the mentioned energy hubs in the Mediterranean Sea allowed access to reliable and affordable supplies, securing economies of its members from fluctuations related to Middle Eastern instability or Russian politics. Some economic and political interests have been able to promote convergence between the objectives of the small and dynamic Caspian oil producers and the vast European market, and virtually break the Russian network monopoly. However in the process Georgia’s position has been fundamental.

			After the Nagorno-Karabakh war, the conflict with Armenia and of the closeness between Erevan and Moscow made essential for Azerbaijan to let the BTC and SCP pass through Georgian territory25. In the same way, after the First South Ossetia war (1991-92), supporting the energy policy of Baku stick together a both political and economic logic of interest. For Georgia, the implementation of new infrastructures would have limited Moscow’s influence by reducing the number of supplies. At the same time, this implementation would have raised Tbilisi’s revenues through transit taxes and, finally, would have increased Georgian control on the extraction process, due to the central position in respect of the energy deposits and the destination hubs. Assuming a new crisis, decreasing the dependence form Moscow, and strengthening the ties with the West would have emphasized the European bent in support to Georgian claims. Moreover, The project was supported by Washington and the American oil companies had the third stake in the consortium which managed the infrastructure. Washington’s interests therefore were a guarantee in the case of some disagreement with Moscow26. In a trilateral game, with Washington being the strongest actor, Russia in the middle and Georgia the weak link, Tbilisi has been driven by the confrontation with Moscow to link its interest with those of the US in the Greater Middle East. Indirect economic and security benefits both for Azerbaijan and Europe came from that decision.

			As for the cases yet examined, the Azerbaijan connection between international politics and energy policy is intense and explicit. Baku, indeed, play a crucial and long-standing role bridging the wealth and the power of the main international actors of the 19th and 20th centuries’ with the hydrocarbons sector.

			Azerbaijan’s energy policy can be divided in three stages: first, the golden age, from 1871 to 1920, the period between the year in which the first drill was installed in Baku and the one in which the Red Army ended the short, but innovative, republican experience in the Caspian country, imposing the Soviet control. The second, the Soviet middle-age, from 1921 to 1991, the period in which, due to the absence of any decision-making autonomy, the extraction policy in the Caspian Sea was integrated in the process of permanent internal mobilization27 characteristic of the USSR and its foreign policy; and third, what would be called the Azerbaijani renaissance, began in 1992 and still ongoing, during which the newly independent country resumed the exploitation of hydrocarbons as the favorite instrument of its policies.

			With the collapse of Soviet Union, after more than 150 years, Baku’s government one again was able to achieve an autonomous policy. This change of scenario was an opportunity, but also a risk, because lacked of the warranties related to Moscow’s rule, above all ensuring the order in the territories and among the nationalities formerly part of its empire. The first effect of this social and political transformation was the war against Armenia, a struggle that until 1994 drained the majority of Azerbaijan’s resources, frustrating the implementation of different foreign policy issues, such as the promotion of the country international position and the development of the proper means to pursue an autonomous international stance. The war has broken out with unexpected rapidity, and in the short term the government has not been able to convert its energy resources into wealth, in means of political influence and, finally, in military power.

			Although on the military stage the campaign against Armenia was not a success, the cease-fire signed by Baku can be interpreted as a tactical failure but a strategic victory. In particular, getting out of the conflict allowed Azerbaijan to set up a foreign policy not confined to its neighbors. Regarding security, for a newly independent country like Azerbaijan, there were two main aims: securing itself against possible threats and consolidating the relationships with historical partners, namely creating the premises to avoid the Russian return in the future, and reinforcing the ethnic and cultural ties with Turkey. The key surrounding elements in the BTC’s implementation were Europe’s need for hydrocarbons in the post-bipolar system, the interest of the US in filling the systemic gap produced by the Soviet Union’s collapse, and the opportunity for Ankara to link itself to the European countries, taking advantage of it in the historical competition with Russia for the influence on the Caucasus. Face the scarcity of capital innate in the stagnant Soviet economy, through that pipeline project, Baku would provide itself with the means to project its own interests in the international arena.

			If energy resources have been a security vector for Azerbaijan in the short term, in the medium to long period their role seems less certain. This is due to the country’s dependence on exports (or on import of everything but hydrocarbons), and due to tensions with the other Caspian states on the ownership of the rights of exploitation of the off-shore oil and gas fields.

			The first of these two perspectives is an issue related to the welfare and efficiency of the Azerbaijan’s leadership. Much will depend on the way in which the government will use its sovereign wealth fund linked to the oil revenues (SOFAZ), and how much this will promote such an internal diversification of industry, trade and services sectors, and further social stratification, eventually. Another perspective that deserves attention is the way in which energy revenues will be put towards public spending on defense sector. If the investments in the military-industrial sector would follow a logic comparable to the one depicted by Aaron Friedberg for the US, security and prosperity may even be appeased28.

			As for the legal status of the Caspian Sea, even this issue concerns the external relations of the country. On the background of the legal dispute we can see again the outlines of the struggle for power in an area with a peculiar sub-systemic structure, representing the entire hierarchy of power: one main power, as Russia; a middle power like Iran and two secondary powers, though different from each other, such as Azerbaijan and Kazakhstan. Due to the various triads chains that can be found within this structure, this case holds a great theoretical interest and, for the same reason, the interactions among these group of states will be strongly competitive29. Furthermore, in a circumstance in which the economic systems of China and India generate an increase in demand for hydrocarbons, this element could possibly intensify. In a security dilemma context, the legal dispute over the Caspian could also rise in a naval competition: an instable sub-systemic scenario, carrying a high risk for a country like Azerbaijan, whose prosperity is almost entirely related to the constant access to its offshore reserves.

			On the strategic stage, in conclusion, due to the recent Russian “muscular” policy and the implications related to the presence of Russian strongholds and military personnel on the former Soviet states’ territories, the Azerbaijani attitude on the issue of Gabala radar station represents a peculiar case that seems appropriate to be included in this chapter. This stronghold, built during the last phases of the Cold War (1985), was part of the early warning system of the antiballistic Soviet defense, safeguarding the southern side of the Warsaw Pact from devices coming from the Middle East (Iran, Iraq and Turkey) and from the Indian Ocean (US and in the future India and China, as for SLBMs). In 2002 the radar station was leased to Russia in a ten-year contract, in which it was expected that the structure would be jointly held by Russian-Azerbaijani personnel. In 2007, Moscow tried to use the station in a specious way, as to avoid the deployment of NATO antiballistic systems in Poland and the Czech Republic. During the negotiation, Russia offered to the US first to share the data collected in Gabala, then even those from Krasnodar’s station. However, the negotiation failed. 

			When renegotiating the location contract, in 2012, there were changes in the scenario. On one side, the deployment of US antimissile system in Poland and the Czech Republic deteriorated the Russian offensive hedge on the Western countries, thus increasing the relative strategic value of Gabala’s radar. On the other side, Moscow’s behavior towards Georgia in 2008, and the enhancement of frictions between Baku and Erevan boosted the potential risks related to the presence of Russian military personnel on Azerbaijani soil. In case of a war with Armenia, Moscow could not only give arms to its Armenian ally but, in the stages immediately prior to the outbreak of hostilities, it could justify military intervention as a legitimate protection of Russian technical staff. In this way, the Azerbaijan defensive structure would have been neutralized ex-ante, and a resumption of the Russian rule would have not been merely hypothetical.

			Facing this eventuality, in addition to the indirect risks related to hosting an antiballistic station from a third party power, that is, being the target of a preventive attack to neutralize Russian defense, Baku has been involved into a long negotiation, concluding with the non-confrontational ejection of Russian personnel and the demise of Gabala’s radar. While a failure for diplomacy but a success for a strategy that represented the end of an era, it has projected Azerbaijan towards the 21th century’s challenges, first of all the internal development of its society. Internal development, more than any other means, will probably have a great influence on the security of future Azerbaijan generations.
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