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Araz Azimov, Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs, Azerbaijan
Thank you, Chairman.

First of all, these are usual for a speaker thanks to go to the organizers of the conference. My gratitude for being invited. Although I’ve been lately informed that I have to speak, anyway I’ll try to engage you and entertain you somehow. The topic which I’ve been put in, the session, somewhat widened, expanded the range of issues which is embedded in a so yet not known quite geographically Wider Black Sea Region and I’ve been a bit puzzled about the strange composition of the panel, with me from the Southern Caucasus sitting together with a representative of a breakaway region of Serbia—Kosovo. 
But anyway, I’ll try to do my best in addressing the wide range of issues which come across the agenda of security of Azerbaijan. Behind the energy producer image and a country located in a vulnerable and volatile region of the South Caucasus Azerbaijan proudly has many other merits, and one of those is a strong partner of NATO so far during the last fourteen years. We always, together with our close partner in South Caucasus—Georgia, were first on the list of joining PfP 1994 in May, in joining PARP in 1996, in joining IPAP two years ago. And, of course, the agenda of NATO, although informal, meeting of ministers yesterday was quite a place of pinned interest and hopes of Azerbaijan and, I believe of course, Georgia. I am not pretending to present this neighbouring family country of Azerbaijan here today, but sometimes my friend David Dondua, Ambassador Dondua, will forgive me for referring to his country, as we are interlinked in a variety of ways. We are both engaged in NATO partnership, we are both sharing some goals of our foreign policy, we both are interested in settlement of conflicts which are very similarly developing in the territories of the two states, and we are those interested in providing security in a very vulnerable region of the Southern Caucasus. 
Yesterday we’ve heard, thanks to the organizers for bringing Minister of Foreign Affairs of Bulgaria from NATO Meeting here to this audience, some interesting elements, some pieces of discussion which took place in this informal meeting of NATO. We understand this was a very important meeting, we understand that ministers of NATO were very engaged in that, and still I hoped to have a bit more sound presence from that part of the Alliance here, in this hall, to talk to us, to partners. Actually, I would hesitate of putting a difference between alliance and partners, differentiating those in terms of being interested in providing Euro-Atlantic security. I would pretend, even more, to name both parties as partners. As we are partners of NATO, NATO is a partner of Azerbaijan and Georgia, other countries involved in PfP.  
So agenda of NATO developing till Riga Summit and afterwards would be of course a major focus of our interest in these upcoming months because somewhat now the turn is after us maybe, in a way. Now, somewhat we are summing up, we are approaching the edge where we can sum up the results of the activities, of efforts spent, energies spent so far, during the last fourteen years, as I said, and some would be rather frustrated once opportunities are lost. Or what opportunities, you would ask me. While NATO is increasing its involvement in a variety of ways, as yesterday Assistant Secretary General of NATO Adam Kobieracki has informed us, through different kinds of missions, operations, assistance programs—walking down to Pakistan, moving in helping the United States after Katrina hurricane, of course, that increases the expectations. While we see that NATO is playing a stronger and deeper role in providing security in the Euro-Atlantic area, those partners which, like Azerbaijan and Georgia are vulnerable would expect more engagement in this part of the world. Effectiveness and mightiness of NATO is a desire of all, of all sitting in this hall. And as philosophy of the security, yesterday someone has touched upon the issue of basic ideology of unification, and I thought that actually the security did not change in terms of its philosophy, otherwise why are all these things happening today in Euro-Atlantic security? And once we have the basis of unification, as Adam Kobieracki said yesterday, of like-minded nations as democracy and free market, why then there is a problem between NATO and Russia? Why then there is such a big or deep political frustration in Russia about enlargement? Why then Russia is not engaged in this process? So, basically the reasons are not in democracy, which is somewhat developed in Russia. The reason is not in economics based on free markets. Those are actually present in Russia today. There is something else. There is something leading us to deeper security interests, to deeper security confrontationist approaches in Euro-Atlantic area. Some are taking us to another system centered around Russia and sponsored by Russia. Some have invited yesterday the very dangerous and narrow strip of freedom of maneuver within the cooperation between NATO and so called Organization for Collective Security Treaty based in Moscow and sponsored by Russia so far. And this is something very sensitive for my country. Cause you leave me then no room, no space for maneuver. I would be squeezed, already I am squeezed, I am sandwiched, as I usually say, between North and South, and now you make me more squeezed, if you arrange the cooperation between NATO and again Russia-centered system of collective security. Having no bright perspectives of enlargement or whatever security commitment of NATO towards South Caucasus, towards me—Azerbaijan, and towards Georgia. I’m not touching upon Armenia, not because of ignoring that country, but Armenia is well suited and fitted in terms of its military alliance with Russia and I am not touching upon that issue. But this is something to be taken due account of. There is a discrepancy in the South Caucasus region and there is a gap between policies. There is a problem of foreign military presence in the South Caucasus—not only those pieces of weapons which still remain in Georgia, but there is a huge presence of Russia in Armenia, there is an indirect presence of the military alliance of Russia in Armenia, in the occupied territories of Azerbaijan, there are huge amounts of UTLE (uncontrolled treaty-limited equipment) in Azerbaijan exceeding the ceilings of Azerbaijan sometimes twice. So all this bunch of risks and complex of threats is just in front of my eyes while I look at the prospects of the Riga Summit. 
What may I see there? I see that the more NATO is involved, more support NATO shall meet and the role of partners will be increasingly higher and demanded. The more NATO is increasingly involved in wider geography of activities, then the question of stretched capability of NATO is coming around. The stretched capability to be understood as a potential ability of a system, and NATO is a system, to be stretched Eastwards, Westwards, Southwards or Northwards, in any way, covering wider and wider geographies. And the interest of mine is to have effective NATO, to have a structure which can address problems because I am part of that system as well. And the system is stretched, as yesterday Mr. Teltschik has said—stretched, NATO is overstretched, he said. Well, I am not part of NATO member community and I will not dare to judge on this part of NATO’s policies, but I may give questions. And my question is about how far we can go forward, how far we can count on increased political unanimity covering this wider geography, how far we can count for interoperability between and among partners and NATO community. Because, again someone yesterday touched upon the issue of, I believe Ambassador Teltschik has said that, growing technological gap between the US and the EU that brings the issue of interoperability between these two members of NATO. The US and EU countries—members of NATO should be interoperable and while the gap is growing up, what to say more about  interoperability between some old members and other old members? Not say anything more about old members and new members. You all understand this is truly the thing that, within the enlargement policy since 1996, the major political drive was made. Interoperability has never been on the first place in the agenda. It was maybe second or third row of questions. But majorly, political environment, political reasonability, geopolitical soundness of enlargement was first to be tackled. Geography has taken NATO so far closer to us. But as geography played a role in driving NATO towards enlarged NATO of 2006, question is: shall geography play the same role further on? I believe there are more difficult pieces in front of us, more difficult than it was in the past.

Current enlargement has obvious limitations and those limitations are somewhat getting closer to my part of the world, my region.  And partners, in terms of thinking what else can be done besides PARP, besides IPAP, are thinking about the reasonability behind all these things. Partners think more about motivation, partners think more about some new patterns of cooperation, some commitments of NATO towards security concerns and problems of these countries, some, even, security assurances, not to say guarantees. One of the speakers yesterday mentioned Washington Treaty’s Article 5 issue and was so open mentioning that the energy security is a matter of Article 5. But  I am an energy-producing state and with all my great respect to the ideas given yesterday by Secretary McFarlane on the issue of ethanol, and by coincidence yesterday CNN reported on ethanol production in Brazil—there was a report from CNN, but I believe since we are today in a foreseeable future not yet able to afford ethanol and methanol and other alternative energy resources, able and capable enough to replace current oil and gas-based resources of energy, we still have to care, we still have to care about vulnerability, about uninterruptibility of supplies and about reliability of sources. Countries like Azerbaijan would need more commitment to make the source of energy more reliable, lest make less vulnerable the state. And vulnerability is coming out from sometimes lack of interest, or lack of attention, or hesitation. Are we witnessing this on the side of NATO? I would say there are two programs—program minimum and program maximum—and there are a lot of questions. With regard to the upcoming Riga Summit, what partnerships could be developed further on? I think the major philosophical change has to be brought in. Partnership is no more exclusively a path towards membership. Partnership should be developed as an institution because NATO so far is not able to provide the membership in such a stretched, expanded way to all pieces of Euro-Atlantic security area. On the other hand, expectations are growing high. Overheated expectations in countries like Georgia, once the expected invitation will not be given, may bring a society to a frustration and may actually impact the policy of the government, and may give a wrong message to those who have been concerned, neighbouring countries I mean, who have been concerned with the possible invitation, and let them think that once invitation has not been given, there is a new stage, new opportunities, so we can still on going to press. So the Riga Summit is important not only in terms of transformation of NATO, it’s important also in giving right messages.

Someone yesterday, if I am still in time, Chairman, I am sorry for that, but I have not been able to make a shorter speech in advance, so I have to run through those pieces of yesterday’s speeches trying to assemble all of them and to cover all of them at one presentation. So I have only several remarks to go on.  Someone said yesterday about a link between NATO enlargement and crisis management. That made me think more about that also. And the question is: is there any link between settlement of conflicts or protracted unsettled stage of conflicts and perspectives of enlargement? On the other hand, someone yesterday, and I believe that was respected Assistant Secretary General Kobieracki, mentioned an opportunity of preventive deployment vis-à-vis a potential crisis as the one we heard NATO is expected to cover and to continue to provide protection for Kosovo area. Protecting separatist area, the function of NATO—is that it? And then shall that give a new message to neighbouring countries in the region? And shouldn’t that, then, put an aspiring partner in a very sensitive, difficult situation? With NATO playing the role of protector of breakaway regions in the heart of Europe, with NATO coming to this region, with several breakaway regions there, and with Northern neighbours getting a nice opportunity of being the good guy providing other sensitive opportunities. So we come to a very tricky situation with this point. So let’s think in depth about it, and I fully support what has been said by Ambassador Dondua indirectly by his question to Minister Tarasiuk, and what Minister Tarasiuk said was exactly what Azerbaijan thinks, maybe in a more serious and a more exacting way because we are vulnerable in terms of conflict. And I believe that the settlement of conflict has no other perspective, specifically in South Caucasus and in Moldova, other than providing territorial integrity of state and, we do that accommodating a self-ruling region with certain ethnic communities inside. So this is what is absolutely important, indispensable to the lasting security in the region of South Caucasus and in Moldova, otherwise this would be a continued conflict with more chances for our Northern neighbours to get back to the track. 
And finally, my reply to those who discussed yesterday and today the issue of intensified dialogue. All partners are different, partners should be treated in a differentiated way, but still, those countries which are implementing IPAP today without being put in a specific position of having received or not received an invitation for intensified dialogue, should be given a precise message that implementation of IPAP will open the way for intensified dialogue. That should be somewhat done in a shorter, automatic, procedurally smooth way. Implementation of IPAP, if there is a desire, opens a way towards intensified dialogue.  If there is no desire, then of course something else might be considered. But I believe that Washington Treaty Article 5 is important not only in terms of energy security, but even in that case. Energy security takes us to many more challenges linked to conflict settlement, linked to security and, of course, if we are about an increase through all of NATO, if we are about better and deeper engagement in Euro-Atlantic security, then more commitments on the side of NATO will be expected.

Thank you, Chairman. 
