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Preface 
 
 
 
The expert workshop that lies at the origin of this report was convened by the Socio-
Economic Sciences and Humanities (SSH) unit of Directorate B in the European 
Commission's Directorate-General (DG RTD) with the intention of deliberating on one of the 
potential topics for the FP7 2013 SSH Work Programme, which would focus on issues of 
security and democratization in the Caucasus. Over 25 participants attended this one-day 
event, which allowed for ample exchanges among researchers and between the research 
community and policy-makers in view of refining the text of the Call for Proposals for the 
envisaged topic. 
 
The suggested Call for Proposals on the Caucasus would fall under the specific activity of the 
SSH programme dedicated to the role of the EU in the wider world (Activity 4 "Europe in the 
World"). It would be launched under Area 8.4.1. "Interactions and interdependences between 
world regions and their implications". Topics proposed in this Area stimulate the design of 
innovative projects dealing with various regions of the world as well as with the EU's 
relationship with those regions. Past rounds of Calls for Proposals focussed on the Americas, 
Asia, the Mediterranean region and sub-Saharan Africa. The Caucasus, as part of the EU's 
Eastern Neighbourhood, has - after a peak in the 1990s - tended to be slightly neglected as 
topic of research at least until the 2008 Georgia crisis. It warrants more attention not only by 
policy-makers, but also by the European research community. While "stability in the 
Caucasus" figures among the topics highlighted as foreign policy priorities in the Annual 
Work Programme of the European Commission for 2012, having the topic of "Security and 
Democracy in the Neighbourhood: the case of the Caucasus" as part of the SSH Work 
Programme for 2013 would be an invitation for all interested researchers from Europe and the 
Caucasus to join forces and thoroughly investigate this topic in a multidisciplinary manner. 
 
To indicate some useful possible avenues for future research, the present synthesis report 
provides an overview of the state of the art of social science and humanities research on the 
Caucasus on the whole, with a particular emphasis on the topics of security and 
democratization. It should inform the text for the Call for Proposals and is also meant as a 
valuable read for all those interested in the Caucasus region, the EU's policies in that region, 
and the research dimensions of these two topics.  
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Executive summary 
 
This report summarizes the presentations and debates held during an expert workshop on the 
Caucasus, organised on 19 December 2011 in Brussels. Representatives from academic 
institutes and think tanks in Europe and the Caucasian region as well as officials from 
different EU institutions and the Council of Europe attended this meeting. A wide array of 
topics was discussed, with participants touching upon issues as diverse as security and 
protracted conflicts, democratization, energy, historical legacies and ethno-cultural cleavages 
in the Caucasus region, analyzing these from the perspectives of different disciplines, 
including political science, international relations, sociology and history. This comprehensive 
approach in terms of both participants and topics makes it a challenge to report on all issues 
discussed during the day. For that reason, the present report follows the outline of the 
different panels that were on the workshop's agenda, attempting to remain as close as possible 
to the discussions. 
 
Since the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the Caucasus and its surroundings have steadily 
drawn interest of scholars of different disciplines. Research on security issues in the area 
initially focused on ethnic conflicts and perceived these as the result of the dissolution of the 
federal structure of the Soviet Union. Current research has broadened its scope and takes into 
account the role of, notably, regional politics and policies, of international actors operating in 
the area and of the issues of energy transport and supply. Democratization studies have also 
been slowly moving away from the classical transition paradigm and have taken into stronger 
account the impact of societal actors, media and non-parliamentary opposition voices in the 
Caucasian region. 
 
The EU’s policies towards the region have been transforming and intensifying since the 
independence of the three republics of the South Caucasus. The signing of Partnership and 
Cooperation Agreements in 1999 as well as the European Neighbourhood Policy since 2004, 
further enriched by the Eastern Partnership from 2009 on, have institutionalized relations to a 
degree, enhancing exchanges between policy-makers from the region and the EU. Since the 
entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty, the EU has implemented a new division of tasks 
between the various institutions working in the region such as Euronest, the Special 
Representative for the South Caucasus or the EU Delegations in Armenia, Azerbaijan and 
Georgia. 
 
When studying the Caucasus region and the EU's policies towards it, the participants of the 
workshop largely agreed that the two topics of this expert workshop - democratization and 
security - represented indeed top priorities for the region in need of focussed research. One of 
the main points of discussion concerned the question of how the two themes could be linked 
and which framework for analysis could be used to conduct synergetic research on them. 
Furthermore, it was suggested that research on these matters should not be disconnected from 
events in the wider region around the Caucasus, including the EU. 
 
A number of recurring themes and issues crystallized from the presentations and discussions 
in the different panels throughout the workshop:  
 
• There needs to be clear definition or construction of what we understand by "the Caucasus 
region". There is an inevitable link between the North and South Caucasus which needs to be 
taken into account when studying events in (certain parts of) the region. The Caucasus is 
moreover situated in a broader geopolitical context that influences it to varying degrees. The 
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role of Russia in particular is of special interest when studying the region, from an historical 
perspective as well as in current affairs. Yet, other actors such as Iran, Turkey and players 
from the Caspian and Black Sea basins and Central Asia also need to be studied. 
 
• Research on the region should be conducted from a multi- or interdisciplinary perspective. 
The historical background and diversity of the region in socio-economic, political, ethnic and 
linguistic terms requires studies that combine different strands of research. 
 
• When studying security in the South Caucasus, a broad definition of the term is desirable. 
Not only should hard security issues such as inter-state relations and armed conflicts be 
examined, one should also focus on "soft security", looking into issues that drive instability 
such as poverty, inequality, corruption or generational gaps. 
 
• The link between democratization and security was generally accepted by all participants, 
whereas the exact connections between the topics remain a hotly debated topic. Refining and 
investigating this nexus could be one of the most innovative avenues for future research. 
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Introductory remarks 
 
Philippe KERAUDREN opened the workshop by providing general background information on 
the activities of DG RTD in the field of Socio-Economic Sciences and Humanities and explaining 
the intention behind the workshop. He recalled that at the start of the Seventh Framework 
Programme in 2007, the Programme was still missing a solid approach to international 
cooperation. Since then, the DG had identified a number of key regions on which it attempts to do 
two things: tackle collective challenges and issues in these regions while creating an intellectual 
bridge to the actors from these regions. Examples of past topics include environmental 
governance in Latin America, urbanization in China or democratization in the Arab World.  
 
Against this backdrop, Mr. Keraudren then recapitulated the aims of the workshop. First and 
foremost, rather than having the Commission decide on which and how challenges should be 
tackled, the event allowed academics from Europe and the region to bring in and discuss what 
they thought was important with regard to the topic at hand. The debates were thus to provide the 
opportunity for the DG to create links with academics working on the Caucasus and to utilize their 
insights and knowledge to identify key priority issues for future research. The results of this 
workshop should then be used by the Commission to refine a call for proposals on the Caucasus, 
which was to be integrated in its SSH Work Programme 2013, to be published in July 2012.  
 
Martin PENNY explained activities in the area of international research cooperation between the 
EU and the Eastern Neighbourhood, including the Caucasus. These actions are to create the link 
between research and the EU's external action policy. A whole range of agreements comprising a 
research component already exist, and a number of them incorporate countries from the Caucasus 
region. This region has different forms of relationships with the EU: besides bilateral relations 
with each of the countries, the South Caucasus as a whole forms part of the European 
Neighbourhood Policy, the Eastern Partnership and the Black Sea Synergy. Mr. Penny delved 
deeper into how research fits into these respective frameworks. A specific platform within the 
Eastern Partnership brings together research, innovation and education and is to develop a 
coherent "common knowledge and innovation space". Also part of the Eastern Partnership is a 
specific dialogue on democracy, good governance and stability. These two platforms would work 
hand in hand to strengthen cooperation between the EU and the countries from the region. 
 
Regarding research cooperation with Russia, Mr. Penny described the existing relations as very 
similar to those with the Eastern Neighbourhood. Out of the four common spaces identified as 
priorities in the EU-Russia relationship, one specific common space deals with research and 
education including cultural aspects. In the framework of this common space, a science and 
technology cooperation agreement with Russia tries to promote cooperation between the two 
research communities. From 2014 on, DG RTD should try to launch a specific strategic 
relationship with Russia on research and innovation. Finally, he argued that science and 
innovation were very much at the heart of the EU-Russia partnership, as they were high on both 
parties' agendas. 
 
To conclude, Mr. Penny stressed the international dimension of the Seventh Framework 
Programme. All countries from the region can receive funding, participate and lead parts of the 
projects in the same way as EU Member States. He expressed the wish to see more participation 
from the countries in the neighbouring region of the EU in projects within the Framework 
Programme. 
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Session 1: Research on the Caucasus: the state of the art 
 
During the initial session, various presentations provided an overview of existing research on 
the Caucasus, specifically on security and democratisation issues. Participants had the 
opportunity to discuss these issues or raise any other topic they considered important for 
future research. 
 
Sabine FISCHER, who had to cancel her attendance at the workshop at the last minute, had 
provided her views on the state of the art of research on security in the South Caucasus in 
writing, highlighting several key research gaps. For her, it is important to stress that security 
should not be perceived in a narrow, military sense, but that one should apply a broad 
definition including issues such as political, economic and human security. 
 
The first issue Ms. Fischer emphasized was the problem of unresolved conflicts in the region, 
involving all three countries from the South Caucasus. These had been the most important 
determinants of (in)stability in the region and shaped developments in these countries as well 
as political, economic and societal relations among them and between them and external 
actors. Protracted conflicts in the Caucasus had been extensively researched in the past 10 to 
15 years. Initial research in the late 1990s and early 2000s had focused on the emergence of 
tensions as a long-term consequence of the ethno-territorial organisation of the Soviet Union. 
During the 2000s, this approach was flanked by research on the role of international actors, 
including the EU, and the effects these conflicts were having on the affected societies. 
Another emerging strand of research was specifically targeting the unrecognised territories, 
both regarding internal developments and how the international community could deal with 
them. However, two problems emerged from this type of studies: on the one hand, it was 
increasingly difficult to conduct research in these entities; on the other hand, a risk of 
politicisation became evident whenever research could be perceived as giving legitimacy to 
the institutions and actors being studied. 
 
A second major research topic Ms. Fischer highlighted concerned the energy relations in the 
broader region, with the South Caucasus being linked to the wider Black Sea and Caspian 
region as a supplier and transit region for the European energy market. This research focussed 
on pipeline routes and their implications and was mostly produced by think tanks in the US, 
Europe and the Caucasus region itself. The problem she saw with this literature was that it 
concentrated very much on great power competition between Russia and other players rather 
than on the implications for the region itself. 
 
A third major research strand comprises foreign policy analyses of both countries from the 
region and external actors. Although there was a relatively comprehensive body of literature 
on US, Russian and EU policy, this also mainly remained on a general geopolitical level. The 
actual impact of these policies on the region as well as of the foreign policies of the countries 
from the region and other external actors such as Turkey, Iran or China remained 
underexposed in the Western research community.  
 
Ms. Fischer concluded by singling out three specific gaps in current research that she 
considered worthy of being addressed. The knowledge of internal processes and 
developments within the unrecognized territories should be expanded and placed in a regional 
framework, linking the different conflicts with each other - where appropriate from an 
analytical perspective - and opening up space for comparative research. Studies on socio-
economic issues should be broadened in order to not solely focus on energy issues. Finally, 
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the impact of Russia and other neighbouring actors such as Iran or Turkey on the South 
Caucasus should be taken into account in future research. 
 
Tinatin ZURABISHVILI focussed her presentation on democratization and social 
developments in the Caucasus region. She is a member of the Caucasus Research Resource 
Centers programme (CRRC), a network of resource, research and training centres established 
in the capitals of Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia with the goal of strengthening social 
science research and public policy analysis in the South Caucasus. One of the major projects 
of CRRC, and one of the few available in the region, is the Caucasus Barometer, which - 
starting from 2003 - aimed through a coordinated data collection effort to obtain reliable, 
comparable data on household composition, attitudes and practices across the South 
Caucasus. Recently, CRRC also started participating in an EU-funded project called MyPlace, 
which involves partners from 14 countries. This project compared how the civic engagement 
of young people was shaped by the legacy of totalitarian regimes. The scope of the project 
transcended the Caucasus region, providing data that could lead to interesting comparative 
research, as it places the Caucasus in a wider framework for analysis. So far, preparatory desk 
research and a first round of empirical work in Georgia, which consisted of focus groups with 
young people and expert interviews, have been conducted. Preliminary findings strongly 
suggested similar views and experiences among the participants. A key observation was the 
generally low level of civic engagement by young people. Respondents mentioned several 
reasons for this: while it was generally considered as "un-Georgian" to speak out, there was 
often also a fear for the reaction of the authorities. Other causes of the low occurrence of civic 
participation include a lack of education on possible forms of participation, the absence of 
positive models, of cultural acceptance and of trust towards major social and political 
institutions. 
 
Claire MOURADIAN presented the research that is conducted at her institution in Paris 
(CNRS) to illustrate the issues she considered as important to tackle regarding the study of the 
Caucasian region. First and foremost, she strongly argued for researchers to possess a good 
historical knowledge of the region in order to understand current affairs and conflicts in this 
area of the world. Second, knowledge of one or more languages from the region itself would 
facilitate conducting research in the Caucasus. Third, a comparative approach should be 
promoted as this region could not be fully understood if set apart from the broader regional or 
international contexts.  
 
Karina VAMLING commented on these presentations by first pointing out that the Caucasus 
region had experienced a boom in interest in recent years, where it had long constituted a 
rather neglected field of research, with the Caucasus being mainly considered as remote part 
of the Soviet Union and a peripheral region both with respect to Europe and Asia. Also for 
this reason, she advocated the importance of clearly defining what is meant when we talk 
about "the Caucasus". Not only should one take into account the South Caucasus and the 
ethnic republics of the North Caucasus, but also understand the whole region in the wider 
context of the different empires it once was a part of. According to Ms. Vamling, this 
historical legacy was key to understanding the multitude of political, ethno-linguistic and 
religious borders which had defined the complexity of the region. She argued that the study of 
various aspects of cross-border relations and cross-border communication would therefore 
become a central issue. 
 
Referring to Ms. Zurabishvili's presentation on democratization and social developments, Ms. 
Vamling pointed to rapid shifts that have taken place in the post-Soviet South Caucasian 
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societies with respect to culture, language and identity. She emphasized the challenges of 
communication in a minority-majority perspective in the highly multi-ethnic Caucasus region 
and its role in a successful participation in democratic processes. 
 
Dimitrios TRIANTAPHYLLOU stressed the importance of placing research on the region in 
the wider framework of what was happening in the world. If this did not happen, there could 
be a risk of marginalization of the Caucasus region. The Arab Spring, for example, could lead 
to an imbalance in both funding and interest among policy-makers between the Caucasus and 
Middle East regions. Also for that reason he argued that it had become more and more 
difficult to focus solely on the Caucasus and that it was necessary to come up with synergies 
with other fields or regions. This could be achieved by adopting a comparative approach 
based on one central topic such as democratization or by contrasting different regions. The 
experience from Western Balkan countries might be interesting to compare to current events 
in the Caucasus. In this context, Mr. Triantaphyllou also argued that there was a need for a 
network between researchers and institutions working on and/or coming from the region in 
the framework of the Eastern Partnership. Although there already was a multitude of actors 
attempting to create these networks, it had so far proven difficult to obtain a full picture of all 
these initiatives.  
 
In the discussions that followed participants came back to the issue of delineating both the 
type of research and the targeted region of the envisaged call. The former point became clear 
from a number of questions about which kind of research would fit into the broader rules of 
the SSH and Framework Programmes. Discussions centred on whether the Programmes were 
mainly focusing on policy-oriented research or if they aimed to reinforce research capacity 
about and in the region. The latter item represented a further elaboration of the questions 
raised during the presentations about whether or not the region should cover both the North 
and South Caucasus and the importance of comparative research. Several participants stressed 
the interconnectedness of the North and South Caucasus, which would make it impossible not 
to take account of the role of Russia in research on this region. They argued that it was not 
only important to study Russian policies, influence and historical legacy in the region, but that 
the Russian Federation itself harboured a number of expert centres and researchers working 
on the region. Consequently, research on the South Caucasus could benefit from incorporating 
Russia, both as an object of study and through using the available Russian expertise on the 
region. 
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Session 2: EU policies vis-à-vis the Caucasus 
 
This second session touched upon the EU's policies regarding the Caucasus region. Officials 
from different EU institutions discussed where they see priorities in policy-making and where 
in-depth research could be of interest. Experts from Europe and the Caucasus region reacted 
to these presentations. 
 
Katerina LOPO began discussing this topic by presenting the experience of the European 
External Action Service in the framework of the EU’s foreign policy in the Caucasus region. 
Relations with the three countries from the South Caucasus are governed by Partnership and 
Cooperation Agreements (PCA) which were implemented in 1999. Currently, these relations 
are expected to move beyond this framework as Association Agreement (AA) talks are being 
held. For the time being, the PCAs remain in place, however. Negotiations about the AAs had 
started in July 2011 with regular plenary meetings between the two parties every two or three 
months. Georgia had progressed the most with seven rounds of negotiations, while Armenia 
had had six and Azerbaijan five. Talks were expected to go much beyond existing PCAs, 
covering four clusters of themes: common foreign and security policy, justice, freedom and 
security issues, sectoral policies and trade. 
 
Ms. Lopo continued by pointing to a number of key issues based on her experiences during 
these talks. A comparison between the Caucasus and the Western Balkans could prove to be 
very interesting for the policy itself as well as for research. The Caucasian countries 
themselves were, in her view, also looking to other countries as possible successful models. 
Georgia, for example, was very interested in learning from the experiences of Ukraine and 
Moldova, especially in the field of mobility. Issues such as visa facilitation and the 
implementation of Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Associations and the recurring use of 
central principles like accountability and conditionality opened up the possibility for a 
coherent research agenda and comparative research on the region. 
 
Protracted conflicts were also high on the agenda and represented a recurring theme running 
through the negotiations on the four clusters. In this context, the Lisbon Treaty had led to an 
increasing and diversified set of instruments for conflict settlement. Moreover, the EU’s 
Georgia policy of engagement and non-recognition of South Ossetia and Abkhazia could also 
be an important and interesting topic for research, according to Ms. Lopo. Linked to this, she 
suggested taking into account the role of Russia when studying the region. In every aspect the 
Russian Federation remained a very significant partner for countries in the region, and it 
would therefore be impossible to negotiate on or implement a policy without considering the 
influence of this country. 
 
Baiba ALEKSEKUJA spoke of the role of the EU Special Representative for the South 
Caucasus, who was already working on the region before the introduction of the External 
Action Service. In August 2011, the first holder of this post, Peter Semneby, was succeeded 
by Philip Lefort, and the title and role of the function expanded to include the crisis in 
Georgia. This was a sign that the EU remained committed to the region and that the mandate 
had been tailored to fit key political developments. It was now concentrating on the frozen 
and regional conflicts, which were integrated into the "Geneva Talks on Security and Stability 
in the Caucacus". 
 
Her colleague Kevin TAIT specifically focused on the EU’s role in conflict resolution 
concerning the different protracted conflicts in the region. According to him, the EU has been 
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the driving force behind the Geneva talks with the US more or less standing at the sidelines. 
In addition, the EU was now also concentrating on security issues on the ground. It has been 
discussing with the different parties for a transitional security regime and has been working 
on concrete humanitarian aspects, but - as Mr. Tait pointed out - there was no "magic 
formula", which is why the process remained slow, but steady. The increased role of the 
Special Representative signalled the first time that the EU explicitly charged an official to 
work on Nagorno Karabakh. This was not to imply a change in substance however: the 
Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) and its Minsk Group, which 
has been in charge of finding a political solution to the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict since the 
1990s, would remain responsible. It showed, however, that the EU aspired to strengthen 
cooperation with the Minsk Group and heighten its visibility on the matter in the region itself. 
This, in turn, demonstrated that the European Union's policy approach was not only about 
economic policies such as visa liberalisation or free trade, but that it can also be a political 
force in the Caucasus region. 
 
Dag SOURANDER started his presentation by discussing the relations between the European 
Parliament and the South Caucasus. The Parliament has always been proactive on the 
Caucasus and called for increased action, further inclusion of the region and the necessity of a 
Special Representative long before the latter post was established. In general terms, the 
European Parliament regularly emphasized democracy and human rights and tended to react 
more strongly to violations in these fields than other EU institutions. Legislative, budget and 
opinion-making powers were the tools through which the Parliament tried to implement this 
agenda. A number of institutions to enhance cooperation between members of parliaments 
from the region and the EU had also been created, such as Euronest, an inter-parliamentary 
assembly consisting of an equal number of MEPs and members of parliaments from the 
region. In addition, yearly meetings of parliamentary cooperation committees, European 
Parliament participation in election monitoring missions and the office for parliamentary 
diplomacy provided opportunities for continued exchange. 
 
Mr. Sourander continued by raising a number of challenges for research on the region. The 
general interest and engagement within the EU towards the region had declined ever since its 
peak with the August 2008 Russian-Georgian war. The initial plans to abolish the Special 
Representative would have sent a bad signal toward the region and it was considered as a 
good sign by the European Parliament that the position had been re-created. Despite initial 
steps being taken in this direction with the Lisbon Treaty, the EU still needed to increase its 
actorness in the region. The multitude of actors representing it in different fields in the region 
prevented the EU from forging a more coherent position or strategy. While all these issues 
could receive greater attention from the research community, Mr. Sourander specifically 
endorsed the importance of the link between democracy and security and singled this out as 
an excellent future research topic. 
 
Amanda PAUL opened the discussion by pointing out the different attitudes towards the EU 
among the three South Caucasus republics. Georgia had clearly been the frontrunner, whereas 
Armenia and Azerbaijan had been able to tag along. She perceived the launching of the AAs 
as positive, but remained sceptical about the EU's "more for more" approach and the trend 
toward grouping together the countries of the Caucasus. The slow progress on issues such as 
visa liberalisation would entail the risk that the EU became less and less seen as a positive 
force for change in the region. What was needed, according to Ms. Paul, were therefore 
efforts to link up with civil society in order to deal with protracted conflicts. This would also 
diminish the dependence on local politicians, which was particularly important. As a number 
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of countries in the region were going through frequent elections, these politicians often only 
had a limited room for manoeuvre to implement changes.  
 
Bruno COPPIETERS argued that research should refrain from attempting to analyze and 
measure effectiveness of policies. Most research on the role of the EU was based on this 
theme and thus the border between policy-relevant research and outright policy advice 
became blurred. The presentations had shown, according to him, that knowledge of EU 
institutions was also needed, next to knowledge on the region. It would be important, 
however, not to blindly follow the institutional set-up and logic of the EU when conducting 
this research, but to take into account how the EU was being perceived in the region itself. 
Research on this issue and the region in general should be comparative, but also multi-
disciplinary by combining insights from different perspectives such as economics, law and 
sociology. 
 
The ensuing debate focussed primarily on the ambiguity of EU policies in the Caucasus 
region. The exact role of the EU often remained unclear and it had become even more 
difficult to assess the impact of EU foreign policy when it was compared to other external 
actors in the region. It was suggested that other examples of EU policies from outside the 
region could serve as a model. For some of the experts, such an approach would only lead to 
further complications, however, preventing a clear and coherent policy and strategic 
framework. Furthermore, the problem of political sensitivities was stressed, which can at 
times hamper integrated and comparative research efforts. One participant cited the reluctance 
of the government in Tbilisi to support Georgian institutions when forming networks with 
Russian counterparts under the TEMPUS programme as an example of this. 
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Session 3: Security risks and possible remedies in the Caucasus 
 
In this first afternoon session, two presentations and a vivid debate dealt with the topic of 
security and stability in the Caucasus and how research on this matter could be improved and 
enhanced.  
 
Leila ALIEVA described the security situation in the Caucasus as having three major 
characteristics. The first one was the imbalance in the military sphere: the military 
involvement and presence of Russia was insufficiently counterbalanced by other actors, 
leading to asymmetric power relations. Secondly, the countries from the region were currently 
facing tough political choices and dilemmas. On the one hand they could pursue further 
integration into Euro-Atlantic institutions, while on the other hand their main objective must 
be to survive in a difficult neighbourhood. With only Turkey being considered a democracy 
amongst the countries in the region, the three republics of the South Caucasus were not 
situated in a democracy-inducing environment. The third issue was the lack of regional 
security institutions: there is no security organisation or normative framework where 
countries could take their problems or grievances and try to resolve them peacefully. 
 
Ms. Alieva then spoke of the different external actors and threats that have an influence on the 
security situation of the Caucasus. The EU could be considered only a minor and distant actor 
compared to other international players such as Iran, Turkey or the US. Russia was without 
doubt the most important of these and through its military presence and energy policy it 
heavily influenced the region. Important to note, in her view, was that it is not merely an 
external actor, but through its own policies towards the North Caucasus it remains also 
directly involved in the regional security set-up. In addition to the multitude of external actors 
important outside events were having an impact on security in the Caucasus. The Arab 
Spring, the status of the Caspian Sea and the situation in Central Asia were all factors that 
determined the situation in the Caucasus. Moreover, minorities, religious extremism, 
internally displaced persons and refugees as well as corruption were all potential difficulties 
obstructing the creation of coherent and solid security in the region. 
 
The complex issue of the frozen conflicts should be the first challenge for the EU to tackle if 
it wanted to have added value in the region. Where it was mainly working on confidence-
building measures now, Ms. Alieva advised it to tackle obstacles to border-crossing and to 
strengthen cross-border cooperation in the future. Reinforcing democratic and liberal values 
and tendencies within societies in the region would also influence the regional leaders in the 
choices they can make regarding security, as even in matters of security, identity and 
socialisation would be able to play important roles. 
 
Sergey MINASYAN then addressed the military dimension of security in the Caucasus. He 
assessed the risk of an outbreak of war in any of the region’s frozen conflicts as unlikely at 
this point. All regional actors stood behind the non-use of force. Recourse to war like the 
world had witnessed in August 2008 seemed therefore highly improbable according to Mr. 
Minasyan. For him, the focus on armed conflict when talking about the Caucasus region was 
partly the result of overemphasizing the importance of external threats. It was more likely that 
domestic threats would endanger security. Rather than talking about Russian-Georgian or 
Armenian-Azerbaijani relations, it would be better to investigate domestic trends within these 
countries. The example of the Armenian-Turkish rapprochement of a couple of years ago 
showed that this was driven by domestic trends and not so much by external pressure. 
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Applying this method to the non-recognized territories represented the main challenge. In Mr. 
Minasyan's view, if the EU wanted to become active in the field of conflict resolution, it 
would have to start including instead of excluding the non-recognized entities. The 
populations of these territories were de facto completely cut off from Europe, which almost 
automatically made them further dependent on Russia. His advice would be to stop focusing 
on cross-border projects and start working - and researching - on domestic issues. This could 
be implemented with participation from experts on the ground and lead to a higher visibility 
and bigger presence of the EU in the regional societies, which would in the long run benefit 
regional security. 
 
Ayça ERGUN began her discussion of the two presentations by pointing out that when talking 
about security in the Caucasus, the North Caucasus inevitably had to be taken into account as 
well. Earlier in the workshop, the inclusion of Russia as an actor in and from the region had 
been discussed, but the links between different societies in both the North and South 
Caucasus were also an important element when talking about regional security. The main 
question, according to her, was how to find a conceptual link between democratization and 
security. Importantly, security should be perceived in a broad sense and not only refer to 
conflicts, but also to other fields like corruption or violations of law or human rights. Yet, the 
initial enthusiasm in research on democratization and consolidation in the early days of 
independence having waned, scepticism had now grown about chances on democratization in 
the region. A novel framework for studying stability in the region was thus needed, which 
would allow for combining both the latest insights on democratization and security and for the 
input from different disciplines such as international relations, political science or sociology. 
 
Domitilla SAGRAMOSO picked up the thread of the risk of an outbreak of violence in the 
region. Although she agreed that war seemed unlikely at the moment, she pointed out that 
there is a continuing string of attacks and bombings in the North Caucasus. This might not be 
an instance of conventional fighting, but it showed the underlying tensions and continuous 
risk that violence in one region could spread to or influence neighbouring regions. In order to 
conduct reliable research on security in the region, one must therefore take into account the 
underlying reasons for violence. In this vein, the main traits of domestic political systems, 
regimes and the way they respond to violence should be studied. Second, the socio-economic 
dimension, with a large number of mainly young people experiencing a lack of opportunities, 
should be considered, as it also affects security. Third, the cultural, educational and religious 
experiences and traditions need to be examined because they impact on the occurrence of 
violence, for example through reinforcing certain enemy images. 
 
Ms. Sagramoso continued by stressing the importance of Russia when studying security in the 
whole Caucasus region. There seemed to be a slowly but steadily shifting thinking about the 
most appropriate policy for the North Caucasian region within the Russian government and 
academia. It would be advisable to do research on Russia’s own North Caucasus policy and 
incorporate these insights into this research. Furthermore, Russian experience in working in 
the region could be useful as parts of the region were known to not be the most hospitable to 
conduct research in. 
 
A number of these topics were addressed by various participants during the plenary 
discussion. The main arguments centred on the nexus democratization-security. All 
participants agreed that these two topics indeed were closely linked to each other. It remained 
however difficult to come up with a coherent framework of analysis, which could integrate 
both strands of research. A key challenge for research was therefore to examine the exact 
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relationship between the two. The fact that the region consists of countries that are all still 
going trough the process of democratization and are all somewhere between authoritarianism 
and democracy would make it even harder to come up with a coherent research framework.  
 
The spill-over from the North to the South Caucasus was also widely accepted as being an 
important factor in regional security by all participants. There were however different 
opinions on how to deal with Russia in this matter. The fact that for Russia the Caucasus is 
partly a domestic problem and partly a subject of its foreign policy makes it difficult to treat 
the country as a unitary actor. In addition, the call for integrating domestic problems in the 
South Caucasian countries into future research would render the development of any potential 
overarching framework for analysis of the region more intricate. 
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Session 4: Democratization challenges in the Caucasus 
 
The last session of the day tackled the key challenges to democratisation in the Caucasus, 
covering issues related to both the transition to, and the consolidation of democracy.  
 
Jos BOONSTRA opened this session by stressing the importance of studying the impact and 
effectiveness of what and how the EU is doing in the region. Quite some research on these 
issues had already been conducted with regard to the Eastern Partnership. It had demonstrated 
that the EU’s policies in the region barely had a security component so far and that the EU’s 
role had overall been rather confusing for people in the three South Caucasus republics. This 
situation had already been improved to some extent by rationalizations that come with the 
Lisbon Treaty, but there remained work to be done on this matter. 
 
Mr. Boonstra listed seven possible avenues for research on democracy in the Caucasus. First, 
a stronger involvement from local civil society, universities or NGOs in research projects 
should be aspired for. It was often the case that European experts offered their insights 
without input from experts from the region itself. Second, looking more closely at civil 
society as an object for research was necessary. Studies frequently looked to political 
organisations, and especially NGOs, and omitted to incorporate other organisations such as 
the church, labour unions or universities. Third, the EU could have added value in the region 
when talking about human security, especially because until now it had not been a hard 
security actor in the Caucasus. Security sector reform and governance in particular were 
interesting potential sectors for the EU to support and for research to be conducted on. As a 
key link between democratization and security, this would be worthy of further research. 
Fourth, little seemed to be known on how non-recognized entities are governed. There was 
thus also a need to look further than traditional models and think about models that allow for 
different populations to live together, such as "independence without sovereignty". Fifth, 
research should learn from what has happened during the Arab Spring and investigate the role 
of new media in political protest and unrest also in the Caucasus. Sixth, Mr. Boonstra 
expressed doubt about the usefulness of comparing the region with Central Asia, since the 
only important link between the two concerned energy supply through the Caspian Sea. 
Regarding democratization, Central Asia showed that the EU possessed only limited tools to 
push for it vis-à-vis authoritarian regimes. Finally, a specific country focus would be needed 
when exploring the Caucasus region, in particular in the field of studying democratization, as 
all three countries in the South Caucasus had gone through their own processes of 
democratization. 
 
To conclude, Mr. Boonstra touched upon the role of the EU in the Caucasus. He noted a shift 
of power relations between different international actors in the region. Both Turkey and 
Russia had increased their presence, while other actors had lowered their activities in the 
region. NATO had become less active, the OSCE was marginalized and the UN played a 
lesser role after its exit out of Abkhazia. This would leave room for the EU to step in and 
increase its involvement in the region. 
 
Adam HUG spoke about the difference between the processes of democratization and 
modernization. While Georgia for example seemed to have progressed further regarding 
modernization with a state that had increasingly grown more efficient, actual democratization 
was much less evident. He saw three main challenges concerning democracy and governance 
issues in the region. The first one concerned the rule of law: the quality of legislation 
determined the overall quality of the democratic system. There already was much 
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international interest in this matter, but it needed to be complemented by research into 
specific issues such as the appointment of judges or the low acquittal rates throughout the 
region. The second issue was media freedom: all three countries in the region had known 
relatively strong “oppositional” TV channels at some point. This had diminished during the 
last years, and while critical voices remained to be heard in print media, TV was the most 
consulted medium by the general population. The third challenge concerned the field of 
freedom of assembly. In all three states, the most important opposition voices were extra-
parliamentary. Further research on these instances and how they could fit into the general 
democratic system needed to be conducted, according to Mr. Hug. 
 
Claire MOURADIAN commented on these presentations by comparing today's context in the 
Caucasus with the situation in the 1920s when Russia and Turkey divided up the region 
amongst themselves. For her, the current situation entailed the risk that researchers imported 
certain models for analysis which could be described as forms of neo-colonialism. It was 
therefore important to take into account the vision and experience of the people from the 
Caucasus in order to come up with a correct understanding of the region. Research on the 
common history and geography of the region needed to be improved so that the 
democratization issue could be studied from a long-term perspective and not just focus on 
current events or apply currently dominant democracy blueprints to the region. 
 
Humbert DE BIOLLEY elaborated on the role of the Council of Europe in the Caucasus 
region. As all four countries - Russia, Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia - are members of the 
Council of Europe, this organisation was in the unique position to be able to hold them 
accountable to the commitments they made regarding democratization and human rights. 
Since these were legal commitments, a permanent dialogue with the four countries on these 
issues on different levels and through various bodies had been institutionalized. He also 
pointed out that the Council of Europe and the EU were cooperating in the region to further 
the democratization agenda. This showed, according to him, that democratization continued to 
be very high up the agenda of both the EU and the Council of Europe. 
 
The subsequent debate focussed on the inclusion of civil society actors and how the EU could 
strengthen ties with them. It was argued that the concept of civil society should indeed 
incorporate all kinds of actors, including the ones that may not fit certain "Western notions" 
of "civil society". Several experts recalled that some NGOs in the region were often not truly 
civil society actors linked to the grass-root level, but elite projects, and could therefore better 
be defined as think tanks or research centres. Another problematic issue was the existence of 
quasi- or government-sponsored NGOs that tried to usurp the existing organisations and 
presented themselves as trustworthy partners for the EU or other external actors looking to 
reach out to local civil society. Further research on this matter was needed to increase the 
knowledge on regional civil society and to formulate an approach for the EU to work with 
societal actors in the Caucasus region. 
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Concluding remarks 
 
Yves MAISONNY recapitulated some of the key findings of the expert workshop and 
commented them from his perspective. What had become clear to him during the different 
sessions is that there was an ongoing discussion about the definition of the Caucasus region, 
due to the complex history of being a borderland between waxing and waning empires and the 
shared legacy of having formed part of the Soviet Union. As a result, Russia remained a key 
player in the region and needed to be taken into account when analyzing current events in the 
Caucasus. The Caucasus itself was part of a broader region and multiple links existed between 
countries in the Caucasus and neighbouring regions. Energy inevitably linked the Caucasus 
with Central Asia trough the Caspian Basin, while the shared Soviet past meant that both 
regions faced a number of common problems and challenges which are typical of post-
communist countries. Through the European Neighbourhood Policy, the region shared a 
policy framework with the Middle East and Northern Africa. It remained to be seen if the 
events of the Arab Spring would resonate throughout the Caucasus region in any form. 
 
According to Mr. Maisonny, the EU was playing an increasingly important role in the region 
and the workshop had shown that there were enough possible sectors and policy fields where 
the EU could create added value. Financing and interest from policy-makers were however 
crucial to strengthen the EU’s commitments in the region and to actually develop a coherent 
and robust policy for the Caucasus. Research and science could play an important role in this 
process. Perhaps science offers one of the few occasions where people from every single 
country in the region could be brought together. This would increase exchange of ideas and 
experience between all people from the region and could pave the way for policy-makers to 
do the same. 
 
Simon SCHUNZ concluded the workshop by summarizing some of the key findings and most 
hotly debated issues of the day. He first noted a shared call for multi- and interdisciplinary 
research on the region. Second, the importance of a clear definition or construction of what 
exactly the Caucasus region was had emerged as a key theme from the debates. Third, the 
inclusion of the North Caucasus in research on the wider region had both proponents and 
opponents: some called for integrating the Caucasus in a wider region while others feared this 
would weaken the research focus. Fourth, comparative research had also been widely 
endorsed by the experts, both between countries in the region and with countries from other 
regions. Fifth, the afternoon sessions had demonstrated that the design of further research on 
security matters in the Caucasus should take a comparatively broad approach. Security itself 
should not be understood in a hard, narrow sense, but should encompass softer aspects such as 
poverty, inequality and generational gaps. Opening up the black box of society would enable 
a look at the underlying drivers of (in)security. In this context, Mr. Schunz observed that the 
link between democratization and stabilization had been described as natural by some 
participants, while others thought about it as being problematic or at least in need of thorough 
construction. Working on this link could be the innovative part of future research projects on 
the Caucasus. In preparing the text for a potential future call for proposals on security and 
democracy in the Caucasus, the Commission will take the key observations made during the 
workshop into account.  
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Abstract:  
 
 
This expert workshop aims to brainstorm on one of the potential topics for the 
FP7 2013 Work Programme in Socio-Economic Sciences and Humanities, 
which would focus on issues of security and democratization in the Caucasus. 
The one-day event will allow for ample exchanges among researchers and 
between the research community and policy-makers and civil society 
representatives. It will, inter alia, reflect on the following preliminary 
description of the topic (key words) as envisaged in the provisional work 
programme: 
 

Instability and insecurity in the Caucasus as concern for EU and actors in 
the region;  strategic potential in terms of energy security, environment 
protection, fostering democratisation, trade, fighting trans-border crime; 
mapping the current and emerging 'hot spots', identifying the short and 
long-term roots of conflicts and insecurity in the South and North 
Caucasus and assessing the implications for the EU's foreign policy; role 
of different state and non-state actors (including media and civil society 
actors, local and international organisations) in fostering - or hampering - 
cross-border cooperation (including in the Caspian and Black Sea basins - 
and, where relevant, with countries of Central Asia). 

 
 
 
Objectives/Desired Outcome:  
 
 
• map the current state of the art in terms of available research and analysis on 

the Caucasian region, 
• refine our understanding of key analytical and policy issues concerning the 

current situation and future outlook in the region with a view to the FP7 SSH 
Work Programme 2013 and the Call for Proposals to be launched for 2013, 

• provide a forum for dialogue between researchers of different disciplinary 
backgrounds on these issues,  

• provide a forum for dialogue between researchers, civil society and EU 
policy-makers, 

• prepare a draft synthesis report (to be published on the Cordis website). 
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AGENDA 
 
from 9:00h   Registration and coffee 
 
 
9:30h    Welcome and Introduction 

Philippe KERAUDREN, DG Research and Innovation, European 
Commission 
Martin PENNY, DG Research and Innovation, European 
Commission 

 
 
10:00h SESSION 1: Research on the Caucasus: the state of the art 
  

Chair: Philippe KERAUDREN, DG Research and Innovation, 
European Commission 

 
 Introductory Remarks  

Sabine FISCHER, EU Institute for Security Studies, Paris 
Tinatin ZURABISHVILI, Caucasus Research Ressource Center, 
Tbilisi 
 
Comments 
Dimitrios TRIANTAPHYLLOU, Kadir Has University, Istanbul 
Karina VAMLING, University of Malmö 
 
Discussion 

 
 
11:15h  Coffee break 
 
 
11:30h  SESSION 2: EU policies vis-à-vis the Caucasus 
 

Chair: Angela LIBERATORE, DG Research and Innovation, 
European Commission 

 
 Introductory Remarks 

Katerina LOPO, European External Action Service 
Baiba ALEKSEJUKA and Kevin TAIT Office of the Special 
Representative on the Southern Caucasus and Georgia 
Dag SOURANDER, Secretariat General, European Parliament 

 
 Comments 
 Amanda PAUL, European Policy Centre, Brussels  
 Bruno COPPIETERS, Free University of Brussels (VUB) 
 
 Discussion 
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12:45h   --- Lunch break --- 
 
14:15h SESSION 3: Hot topic I: security risks and possible remedies in 

the Caucasus 
 

Chair: Simon SCHUNZ, DG Research and Innovation, European 
Commission 

 
 Introductory Remarks  

Leila ALIEVA, Center for National and International Studies, 
Baku 
Sergey MINASYAN, Caucasus Institute, Yerevan 

 
 Comments 

Ayça ERGUN, Middle East Technical University, Ankara 
Domitilla SAGRAMOSO, King's College, London 
 

 Discussion 
 
15:30h  Coffee break 
 
15:45h SESSION 4: Hot topic II: democratization challenges in the 

Caucasus 
 

Chair: Angela LIBERATORE, DG Research and Innovation, 
European Commission 

 
 Introductory Remarks  

Jos BOONSTRA, FRIDE, Brussels and Madrid 
Adam HUG, The Foreign Policy Centre, London 
 
Comments 
Claire MOURADIAN, CNRS, Paris 
Humbert DE BIOLLEY, Council of Europe 
 
Discussion 

 
17:00h   Concluding remarks 
    

Yves MAISONNY, Secretariat General, European Parliament 
Simon SCHUNZ, DG Research and Innovation, European 
Commission 

 
17:15h  End of the workshop 

 
 

Rapporteur: Thijs ROMMENS, University of Leuven 
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think tank Center for National and International Studies (2004). Leila Alieva held research fellowships 
at Harvard University (1993-1994), UC Berkeley (2000), Woodrow Wilson Center -Kennan Institute- 
(1995), SAIS -Johns Hopkins University- (2001), NATO Defense College (NDC) in Rome, Italy 
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researched the interrelations of oil and politics. She advised the President of EBRD, leading oil 
companies and consortia, including BP, AIOC, UNOCAL, STATOIL, served on the board of the 
Open Society Institute in Baku in 1998 and was a National Coordinator of the Human Development 
Report for UNDP (1997).  
 
Jos BOONSTRA is a senior researcher at FRIDE. Based in Brussels, he is also head of the Europe-
Central Asia Monitoring (EUCAM) programme. Before joining the organisation, he was programme 
manager at the Centre for European Security Studies (CESS), Groningen, The Netherlands. Jos has an 
MA in International Relations and an MA in History from the University of Groningen. His research 
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the UN International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda. He then joined the Office of the High 
Representative in Bosnia and Herzegovina and later (1998) the Council of Europe, in Strasbourg and 
in Brussels where, since 2007, he is Deputy Director of the CoE Liaison Office with the EU. 
 
Ayca ERGUN is an associate professor of sociology at Middle East Technical University (METU). 
She is the vice chair of  the Center For Black Sea and Central Asia (KORA) and also serves as the 
deputy dean of the Graduate School of Social Sciences at METU. Her research interests include 
democratisation, civil society, nation-building, national state-building, state-society relations and 
political elite in the Southern Caucasus, civil society in Turkey, cross-border cooperation between 
Turkey and Europe, qualitative research methodology. 
 
Sabine FISCHER is a research fellow at the German Institute for International and Security Affairs in 
Berlin. She was a researcher at the EU Institute for Security Studies, Paris, at the Freie Universität 
Berlin, the Mannheim Centre for European Social Research and the Peace Research Institute 
Frankfurt. She has published on domestic and foreign policy in Russia and other countries of the 
former Soviet Union and EU policy towards these countries. 
 
Adam HUG is Policy Director at the Foreign Policy Centre. He leads the Centre’s work on the EU, 
former Soviet Union and Middle East, with a personal research interests in UK- EU relations and 
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democracy, human rights and governance issues in the South Caucasus, Central Asia, Turkey, 
Israel/Palestine and Iran. 
 
Philippe KERAUDREN is deputy head of unit of the Socio-Economic Sciences and Humanities unit 
of Directorate B "European Research Area" at the Directorate-General for Research and Innovation, 
European Commission. 
 
Angela LIBERATORE is scientific officer in the Socio-Economic Sciences and Humanities unit of 
Directorate B "European Research Area" at the Directorate-General for Research and Innovation, 
European Commission. 
 
Katerina LOPO is an International Relations Officer at the Georgia Desk of Unit III B 2 "Eastern 
Partnership bilateral (Ukraine, Belarus, Moldova and the Southern Caucasus)" of the European 
External Action Service. 
 
Yves MAISONNY is an administrator at the Secretariat of the European Parliament, within its 
Directorate General for External Policies. His activity is primarily devoted to the work of the 
EURONEST Parliamentary Assembly, which is the parliamentary institution of the Eastern 
Partnership between the EU and its Eastern European Partners. Before joining the Parliament in 2011, 
he worked at the European Commission, Directorate General for Research and Innovation, holding 
various positions dealing with research policy matters and international cooperation. 
 
Sergey MINASYAN is deputy director and head of the Political Studies Department at the Caucasus 
Institute in Yerevan, Armenia. He holds a PhD in Military History. His main areas of expertise are 
military history, security studies and international relations. His current research is focused on regional 
security, ethnic minorities issues and settlement of ethnopolitical conflicts in the South Caucasus.  
 
Claire MOURADIAN is senior research fellow (Directrice de recherche) at CNRS (Centre national 
de la recherche scientifique) and the head of Caucasian Studies of the Centre d'études sur les mondes 
russe, caucasien et centre-européen. She also teaches and supervises master and PhD thesis at EHESS 
(Ecole des Hautes études en Sciences Sociales). Her published works deal mainly with modern history 
of Armenia and the Caucasus, Russian and Soviet nationalities and foreign policy, the Armenian 
genocide and diaspora, international relations. She is also a member of the Editing Committee of 
French Diplomatic Papers (WW2 serie). 
 
Martin PENNY is a policy officer in the international cooperation Directorate in DG Research and 
Innovation, working to strengthen research and innovation cooperation with Russia and the countries 
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Amanda PAUL is Policy Analyst and Programme Executive at the European Policy Centre.  She is 
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and has particular expertise on Turkey, Ukraine, the South Caucasus and the Cyprus issue. She has 
also worked at the Centre for European Policy Studies and Türk Henkel in Istanbul.  
 
Thijs ROMMENS is researcher at the Institute for International and European Policy at the KU 
Leuven. He works for the Research Group on Russia and Eurasia, and has conducted research on the 
South as well as the North Caucasus. Currently, he is finalizing his PhD on the interaction between 
NGOs and the EU in Georgia. 
 
Domitilla SAGRAMOSO is Lecturer in Security and Development at the Department of War Studies, 
King’s College London (KCL). She obtained an MA in War Studies (KCL) in 1992 and a PhD at the 
School of Slavonic and East European Studies, University College London in 1999. She joined the 
Department of War Studies in 2005, having previously been the Principal Researcher at the Caucasus 
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Policy Institute, within the International Policy Institute (KCL). Her areas of expertise include 
Russia’s foreign and security policy in the CIS, as well as issue of security and development in 
Eurasia. Over the past eight years she has been conducting research on Terrorism, Violence and Islam 
in the Russian North Caucasus.  
 
Simon SCHUNZ is scientific officer in the Socio-Economic Sciences and Humanities unit of 
Directorate B "European Research Area" at the Directorate-General for Research and Innovation, 
European Commission. 
 
Dag SOURANDER is policy adviser on the Eastern Partnership, South Caucasus and Central Asia at 
the Policy Department "External Policies" of the European Parliament. 
 
Kevin TAIT is Political Adviser for the EU Special Representative to the South Caucasus since 
November 2011. He served as a Foreign Policy Adviser to the EU Delegation to the Russian 
Federation from 2006 to 2011. Before coming to the EU, Mr Tait worked for various UN agencies in 
Ukraine and Burundi, as well as serving as the Country Co-ordinator for an NGO in Kyrgyzstan.  
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International and European Studies (CIES) at Kadir Has University in Istanbul where he also teaches 
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Georgia and North-West Caucasus). 
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