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In many respects deterrence and extended deternenetlnic conflicts seem very
unlikely to succeed. There is a fundamental difficin deterring low-level violence
since effectively delivering the threat to the opgot is hard; most of the time, the
actors on the opposing sides are not fully awargvlwdt the consequences will be
should deterrence fail. This problem stems in peoin the multiple actors and
interested parties that may be involved in sucbrdlict — a situation that complicates
the ability to make a credible threat.

There are, however, cases in which an ethnic gdidijmot cross what could
be defined as one of the red lines of an opposiagpyand exhibited restraint. Thus
for example, during the conflict between the Arnagsi and the Azeris over Nagorno
Karabakh and Nakhichevan, in two instances - inl18%er a massive operation was
conducted against the Armenians by the SovietsthadAzeris, and in 1992 and
1993, when the Turks were highly involved in stogpithe Armenians from
conquering Nakhichevan — there were immediate daterthreats that were quite
affective.

By incorporating insights from the classical theeriof deterrence, the
emerging literature on deterrence in ethnic cotdli@and insights from the
Constructivist approach, we show the advantagessiofy a broader deterrence theory
for understanding developments in ethnic confli@sr main claim in the paper is
that it is highly important to address identityded issues when discussing the
articulation and effectiveness of threats. Spedliffc we argue that reference to
situations of extreme violence in the near pasthapowerful impact. Such events,
not only take part in constituting the identitidstive actors, but further influence the
context in which future threats are posed andras¥preted. As we demonstrate, such
threats can be effective in achieving immediatemdence. While this is problematic
both normatively and with regard to the possibibfymaintaining long term general
deterrence, interested parties must be aware sé ttiynamics.

I ntroduction

In recent years much attention has been givendlem ethnic conflicts, which are
seen as highly destabilizing occurrences in théajlgystem. To mention just a few
of the problems related to such conflicts — muclm&n suffering, creation of a
refugee and internally displaced people problerd, spill over effects to neighboring
countries. In addition, many consider this reldf§ivew level violence to be hardly
stoppable. However, drawing on the classical detee literature and on recent
improvements of the theory, the question arisestoasvhether this pessimistic
prediction is the only relevant one.

It is intriguing and challenging to explore theenednce of deterrence theories
to ethnic conflict as it relates to different kindkactors who practice this strategy:
the ethnic groups themselves, the government, viegionist actors and multi-
national forces. As such, it may help to extendthie®ries of deterrence and may help
to improve our understanding of the ways in whiettedrence works (and fails). It is
also extremely important to understand how violemteethnic conflict can be
prevented and whether deterrence is an efficieategty to stabilize such conflicts.
Furthermore, using threats is a very common charatit of ethnic conflicts, and
also fundamental prerequisite of deterrence styat@g such, this kind of research
may have important policy oriented implications.e$b implications also bear a
normative dimension since deterrence is considerede literature as a 'lesser kind



of evil' strategy aimed at preventing aggressioowever, scholars cannot take this
assumption for granted in all kinds of conflictsdashould further explore the

dynamics of deterrence in ethnic conflicts. Lasthgthodologically, as Saideman and
Zahar suggest, “Just as the study of interstaten@ads to focus on the outbreak of
war and the existence of peace...” it is also impurta systematically study restraint
in ethnic conflicts and not just the cases of \noke"...since civil and ethnic peace of
various forms is far more prevalent than war" (8mdn and Zahar, 2008: 4).

In order to tackle these issues, we first disaasgeneral the deterrence
literature, and the few previous attempts that weegle to examine deterrence in
ethnic conflicts. Next, we try to address the scibjpy looking at the existing
literature on the outbreak of ethnic violence, dralv from it predictions with regard
to the possibility of attaining successful deteceepractices. Later, by elaborating on
some concepts taken mainly from the constructigigproach, we highlight the
context through which threats, and specificallye#its to identity, are interpreted, in
order to better understand what might deter ethotors. Specifically, we argue that
reference to situations of extreme violence inrnbar past have a powerful impact.
Such events, not only take part in constituting ithentities of the actors, but further
influence the context in which future threats ansqa and are interpreted. We argue
that referring to events of extreme violence, thougsufficient in creating an
effective general deterrence (since in the longth@y may cause actors to act rather
than restrain themselves), may enhance the crdditadf threats initiated during a
crisis (i.e., immediate deterrence). While we afecaurse not suggesting this is a
venue actors should aspire to, it does raise thgoitance of recognizing and
addressing identity-linked issues while discussidegterrence, and specifically
deterrence in ethnic conflicts.

We chose to focus on the conflict in Nagorno Kakéiband in Nakhichevan,
since, in addition to the extremely large refugee aisplaced people problem it
created and the human loss, it provides a caseewthge to the highly charged
relations between the Armenians and the Azeris, wlie seen by the Armenians as
Turks, important identity-related issues arose. sThthis case can help in
demonstrating the relevance of addressing not omlyters concerning physical
security, but also threats to the identity of ttienec actors. Also, similarly to other
ethnic conflicts, the struggle between the Armesiand Azeris was not isolated and
hence it enables us also to discuss not only imatediirect deterrence but also
extended deterrence, as practiced by the SovidtthanTurks.

Theoretical Discussion: Deterrence and Ethnic Conflicts

Although scholars have started to use the condegterrence in the study of ethnic
conflicts, as well as other related concepts suharms race (Sislin and Pearson
2001: 60), compellence (Posen 2001: 202-4), sgcdiiemma (Posen 1993), and
balance of threat (Lindenstrauss 2006), the stddyeterrence in ethnic conflicts is
rather scarce. Current research regarding deterienethnic conflict revolves mainly
around immediate extended deterrence of interveistioactors. Most studies
concentrate on cases in which intervening partied to deter a further escalation in
violence, rather than preventing the eruption alence in the first place. Also, the
existing literature has usually concentrated onega® which the U.S has been
involved. Although there have been some importavetbpments in recent years, the
exploration of extended and direct deterrence lufietconflicts is under-studied and
not only should it be further developed theorelycand empirically, but there is a



need to study the connections between these twds loh deterrence with regard to
ethnic conflicts. These two strategies of detemencextended and direct — may
enhance each other and increase the chancesdletog be prevented.

When addressing ethnic conflicts and the intraestavel it is important to
differentiate between deterrence and repressiorst, Fifor theoretical and
methodological reasons we are interested in fogusur research upon threats that
are aimed at preventing violence rather than meastaken to coerce the opponent.
This distinction is to some extent acknowledgedthwy differentiation made in the
deterrence literature between deterrence by pumishend deterrence by denial (see
Snyder, 1959, Mearsheimer, 1983: 14lthough it was suggested that denial and
other defensive measures may enhance deterrencputighment especially in
situations of low level of violence (Schelling, B3&78-9; Jervis,1989: 9), repression
is considered to be employed only by governmentsila\Gaideman and Zahar claim
that abuses from governments threaten ethnic groupe than threats from other
groups (2008: 1), we are interested mainly in neseag the latter phenomenon.
Prima facie, deterrence theory that was developathlynin IR would better suit a
discussion of anarchy-like situations, in whichnéttgroups are the primary rivdls.

Our theoretical arguments are based on combinirgsidal notions of
deterrence that were developed during the Cold Warcurrent emerging exploration
of deterrence in ethnic conflicts, as well as samestructivist insights that allow us
to extend and improve the scope of research. Sgabtff we suggest that the
exploration of extended deterrence and direct diriee in ethnic conflict would
benefit from referring to actors’ identities.

The theoretical section has three parts. In tha fire distinguish between
extended and direct deterrence and review how tt@seepts were used with regard
to the study of ethnic conflicts and underline savhéhe drawbacks of the existing
studies. In the second part we briefly review treemexplanations to the eruption of
ethnic violence, and evaluate the feasibility ofedence strategies to prevent the
outbreak of violence according to each of thesdaggions. In the third part we
argue that some theoretical concepts and issuebdkia been studied in the literature
of deterrence in relation to other kinds of coniftould be further developed in order
to improve our understanding of the way extended dinect deterrence work in
ethnic conflicts. We elaborate on what consists dapabilities of actors in ethnic
conflicts, highlight the importance of the actaggntities and the context which these
identities create, and examine the effects of gnbetween the actors on the chances
of successful deterrence.

The Distinction between Direct and Extended Deterrence and the
I mplementation of these Conceptsin the Study of Ethnic Conflicts

Extended deterrence occurs in a conflict situationwhich a defender threatens with
use of force in order to protect his protégé framattack of a challenging actor. As
such, extended deterrence is opposed to direatrelete, in which the defender aims
to prevent an attack on his territory (Huth 198844 In either case, the criteria that

! For a related distinction between deterrence amdpellence, see (Huth and Russett, 1990: 466;
Morgan, 2003: 2-3; Schelling, 1966: 19-51).

2Saideman and Zahar are highly critical of the ajibn thus far of security concepts from IR in the

study of ethnic conflicts (2008: 4; 13-14). Stile join those who still think this abstraction obking

at failed and collapsing states as anarchy-likeasitns is useful. Furthermore, we would expect IR

scholars to have a sort of ‘comparative advantagekplaining these cases.



have been suggested by scholars with respect tomdaabe regarded as a deterrence
success, apply. Scholars tend to agree that theessiof a deterrence strategy is
dependent on the defender's capabilities, the defenresolve and the defender’s
ability to communicate these two factors to the mmmt (Williams 1975: 70-76;
Morgan 2003: 15-20). During the years, scholarsehiaentified additional factors
that influence actors’ ability to sustain succekgbuactices of deterrence. For
example, they suggested the need to acknowledgpsifehological barriers through
which the deterrent threats are understood (Jdreisow and Stein 1985; Lebow and
Stein 1987; Lebow and Stein 1989) and thatance of interest that affects the
credibility of these threats (Mearsheimer 1983;n&tioni 1988). These issues were
further developed with regard to the study of egezhdeterrence. Huth, for example,
suggests that there is a special importance inscakextended deterrence that the
defenders clearly signal their intention and irgesevhen protecting their protégé in
order to prevent any uncertainty the challenger imaye regarding it (Huth 1988:
438-9; see also Danilovic 2001:347-9,385).

While both the study of direct deterrence and ektendeterrence in ethnic
conflicts are under-studied, the study of extendetkrrence is nevertheless much
more developed. Still, scholars face some diffiesl in trying to implement the
concept of extended deterrence in ethnic confliMergan 2003: 280-1; see also
Tickner 1995: 179§.Posen suggests that a fundamental difficulty atestis often the
lack of real time information regarding the needdaer. Furthermore, some ethnic
conflicts are in strategically less important areaat endanger only minor interests of
potential interventionist states, and hence makand for them to present appropriate
and credible threats (Posen 2001: 202-6; SaidemdrZahar 2008, 8).

Nevertheless, these problems do not necessarilg thahextended deterrence
cannot work in ethnic conflicts (Morgan 2003: 28Thus for example, Harvey
arrives at the conclusion that extended deterremeghnic conflicts is a feasible aim,
based on his empirical research regarding NATO’scpdowards the conflict in
Bosnia. Thus, he demonstrates that by fulfilling tHassical requirements to attain
successful deterrence — communicating costly aedildle threats to the challenger —
NATO members had succeeded in deterring the Serry¢€y 1997: 203-6). Carment
and Harvey make an important contribution, in engpghag that it is useful to think
of a violent ethnic conflict as a series of semarahcounters, that in each one,
scholars must address the question of whether wWais a success or failure of
compellence or deterrence (2001, 44). The studgxténded deterrence in ethnic
conflict was also developed with the approach ofofal deterrence, which is a
practice used by a third party in a “pivotal pasiti between two committed
adversaries”. The aim of the deterrer in such césgsimarily to deter both sides
(rather than one side as with extended deterreace) sometimes simultaneously to

% Huth suggests one way that defenders can sigeilittiention is through a bargaining process (Huth
1988: 439).

* For this reason, the distinction between detereand compellence in such conflicts is very
important. It was suggested that following politiaad strategic difficulties that constrain theligypiof
interventionists to act in time and to pose credifhireats, the interventionist states “more ofted
themselves in the active compellence mode thanrréetemode” (Posen 2001: 202-3). Thus for
example, since fears of casualties and other cagtssignificant, “credibility will be most easily
attached to an intervention that reflects a profoumerest specific to the state or states concerne
(Turkey and Cyprus, Russia in the ‘near abroadijogan 2003: 280; see also Morgan 2003: 101).
Furthermore, since it is hard to identify the valaad priorities of the combatants, it is quitdicliit

to pose an effective threat. In addition, it is abways clear to whom the deterrent message shmmuld
directed (Morgan 2003: 281).



induce the opponents to reach a compromise (Craw®®01-2: 502}. What is
interesting regarding the research of extendedr@eiee in ethnic conflicts till now,
is that scholars have tended to explore mainlyctrélicts in Bosnia and Kosovo but
have reached different conclusions regarding tlestipn of whether these were cases
of successful deterrence or not (e.g. see Zimmer®85: 13-14; Carment and
Harvey 2001; Crawford 2001-2; and in Saideman 2002)

We argue that there are still some problems in shely of extended
deterrence in ethnic conflicts. One problem is #mphasis on Western powers'
extended deterrence (U.S, NATO) and the neglestunfy of other powers, especially
regional powers. A second problem is that not ehasgholarly attention has been
given to the special characteristics of (extenddeterrence in ethnic conflicts. For
example, although Harvey (1997) provides imporiasights with regard to the study
of extended deterrence in ethnic conflicts, he dosiselaborate on the difference
between extended deterrence in ethnic conflictsextended deterrence in state vs.
state conflicts. Thirdly, as some have already edlgumost of the studied cases are
those of compellence rather than of deterrences a$pect is very interesting, since in
contrast to the classical assertion according taclwileterrence is more likely to
succeed than compellence (e.g. Schelling 1966:, T86also see Schaub 2004), in
ethnic conflicts it seems that the opposite is,titee that compellence is a more
effective strategy than deterrence.

Finally, and most importantly, existing approachesd to take the actors’
interests as given. This is a problem that has laerady acknowledged in the
broader literature of deterrence (Luke 1989: 21#hblson 1992: 50; Tannenwald,
1999: 438; Wendt 1999: 36; Guzzini 2000: 149). iféculties in identifying the
interests stem not only from the fact that theysame@al constructions that need to be
studied and are closely related to actors’ ideggti{iPrice and Tannenwald 1996: 123,
137; Weldes 1999: 3-16, 118-9), but from the faet Even positivist scholars do not
agree on the way interests are translated intoeaifgp foreign policy (e.g. Allison
and Zelikow 1999: 298). Therefore, as Lebow andnStE989: 215-7) concluded, the
limitations in deterrence theory stem from the fdwt actors’ preferences change
through interactions that cannot be predicted by tieory, and following this,
important aspects are not studied (see also Gad$sh992: 251-2).

As aforesaid, the exploration of direct deterreimcethnic conflicts is under-
studied, and although some scholars have reflegied important issues that concern
the study of deterrence between the rivals therasglthere is still a lack of a
comprehensive framework to explore how deterrenag work in such conflicts. An
exception and a promising new venue is the recqmilylished edited volume of
Saideman and Zahar which emphasizes the importinitee deterrent power of the
state itself vis-a-vis potential violence of ethgioups. In this volume, a number of
scholars focus on questions related to the dilemohagpvernments that need to be
able to deter without causing rebellion and to sgedive enough to protect all the
groups while not being perceived as biased towasg@ezific group. They highlight
the existence of a delicate balance between dat&rrand assurance, according to
which measures that are aimed at enhancing deterneray result in undermining
assurances and vice versa (Saideman and Zahar,2308). The authors also make

® In this respect, Jentleson for example suggesa #fthough the international and regional
organizations such as the UN or the OSCE (Organizébdr Security and Cooperation in Europe) may
face difficulties, they also have authority and tilmsional capabilities that can help them to
successfully implement strategies of deterrence @negtentive diplomacy in order to influence the
actors that are involved in ethnic conflicts (Jestin 1998: 312-313).



a distinction among different kinds of undesirab&haviors the state might want to
deter: violence between ethnic groups, violencenagshe state itself and separatism
(Saideman and Zahar 2008: 10). Aside from thiseddivolume, most of the
knowledge we have in this respect is from scattersights suggested both by ethnic
conflict experts and deterrence strategy expedsekample, Kaufmann suggests that
one of the advantages of separation between ritralie parties is that it may
strengthen the ability of actors to successfullsfgyen deterrence. In such situations
he claims “the conflict changes from one of mutoia-emptive ethnic cleansing to
something approaching conventional interstate warwhich normal deterrence
dynamics apply” (Kaufmann 2001: 458). Similarlygeteirence scholars have
provided some anecdotal insights that may sigmfigacontribute to the study of
deterrence in ethnic conflict (see for example,-Baseph 1998, regarding the Israeli
Palestinian conflict).

In this brief review, we tried to demonstrate theed to further explore
deterrence in ethnic conflicts. Not only is them# much research that elaborates on
these issues, but a comprehensive research fraéwadrconnects between different
insights is needed. Such a framework is importaatabse of some of the
idiosyncratic characteristics of deterrence in itloonflicts - mainly the different
emphasis that should be given to specific issuaisate less relevant or important in
state vs. state deterrence, but are much moreatiactleterring ethnic conflictg.or
example, and just to mention a few notable chamatites: the greater influence of
identity-linked issues, the fact that some of tloéos that are involved in ethnic
conflict do not have a state and do not have acessate-linked institutions, the
weakness of these actors in the international attesaincreases their vulnerability,
and the higher chances of an outside intervention

Deterrence and Existing Explanationsfor the Eruption of Ethnic Violence

In this section we briefly elaborate on some ofékisting theories on the outbreak of
violence in ethnic conflicts. We suggest that iefleg on these explanations in terms
of deterrence, can help to better understand thgs waterrence may affect these
conflicts. However, it seems that at least witharelgto some of the predictions and
mechanisms suggested by these existing theorieslikblihood of the success of
deterrence in preventing the outbreak of violemcethnic conflicts is questionalfle.
The first kind of explanation regarding the outkeof violence in ethnic
conflicts underlines the existencearftient hatreds (Kaplan 1993). According to this
approach the authoritative regimes in empires meshdg prevent the outbreak of
violence between rival ethnic groups, but theitajde resulted with ethnic violence.
Two main predictions can be drawn from this explmmaregarding deterrence. First,
that direct deterrence is most likely to fail, amly an external power can prevent
violence. Second, the prevention of violence byeakiernal power is achieved not by
long term extended deterrence, but by denial. herotvords, the latent assumption of
this explanation is that deterrence will not sudcestnce threats can not be effective
in the long run, and only the presence of a powéohee, that can deny the sides the
abilities to fight and to arm, may prevent the giate. However, it should be
emphasized that most scholars criticize #neient hatreds approach for being too

® Such possible contradictions between deterrermerytand explanations of the outbreak of violence
in ethnic conflicts may result with questions eitlhegarding the validity of theories of deterrerge
regarding the validity of one of the specific exptions of the outbreak of the ethnic violence.lDga
with such contradictions should of course be addar@samong other things, by looking into empirical
cases.



simplistic (Fearon and Laitin 1996: 715, MuellerORO 43-45), and hence also the
pessimistic predictions regarding the possibilifytiee success of deterrence drawn
from this approach should be looked upon cautiously

The second kind of explanation regarding the aatbrof ethnic violence
revolves around the emergence of an ethnic sealilgynma (Posen 1993: 103-104).
As with the previous explanation, this approaclo @lsts an emphasis on the collapse
of empires and states. Such a collapse, that sreatsituation similar to that of
anarchy between states, forces the ethnic grougki steps to enhance its security,
which are conceived as threats by the opponentcetinaup, causing escalation. The
chances of successful direct deterrence in sudsEems to be low, since the steps
that aim to create a deterrent posture againstitlaé group may cause a spiral of
suspicion, similar to the tragic dynamics creatgdti®e classical security dilemma.
While defensive realists have suggested with résjgestate vs. state conflicts that
actors can rely ominimum deterrence as a sufficient deterrent (see in Morgan 2003:
23-4), with regard to ethnic groups, it seems ag i6 less likely thatminimum
deterrence can work, sincdrom the outset the means ethnic groups have at the
disposal are relativelymited. Extended deterrence, on the other hanthaee likely
to succeed, since a threat posed by a powerful aeto alter this process either by
providing the sides with assurances that increlasie $ense of security or by voicing
clear threats that might reduce the incentive tdiest.

A third type of explanation concerns instrumestalconsiderations and
highlights the importance of the struggle over wses (mainly economic) as the
reason for the outbreak of violence. According hds tapproach the outbreak of
violence in ethnic conflict results from objective perceived unequal development,
which may lead to resentment and insurgency (Ladce Rothchild 1998: 9-10; see
also Horowitz 2000: 106)Theoretically, if the motives are instrumentatetits can
be voiced by the other ethnic group or by an exieactor in order to present the
violence as more costly than any gain that canchéesaed from the struggle. On the
other hand, while instrumental considerations migjitt the spark that brings about
the struggle, the rise in ethnic awareness thaimpanies this struggle usually cannot
be wholly repressed (see Horowitz 2000: 134-13&;ad80: McGarry 1995: 135-136)

The fourth type of explanation of violence in ethiconflict concerns the
impact of elite manipulation of ethnic feelings.odeding to this explanation political
leaders do not respond to but rather incite etemotions that escalate into violence
(Gagnon 1994-1995: 136-142)Here the question regarding the feasibility of
deterrence concerns two issues that apply botlréctchnd extended deterrence. The
first issue is whether it is feasible to deter ficdil leaders from igniting the ethnic
issue? A second issue is whether it is feasible to deitdence after such a process of

" Kaufman (2001: 8) criticizes the economic exptims since it is unclear how groups that act dut o
instrumental-rational aims end up with irrationata@mes of violence. However, and as the logic of
deterrence help to clarify, the main issue thaukhbe addressed by researchers is whether expected
gains surpass expected costs. In other words,ndelsvill be considered as rational as long as its
advantages seem to exceed its costs.

8 About the different means to incite ethnic emagicee (Snyder and Ballentine, 1996: 5; Snyder
2000: 88, Mueller 2000: 42). Other scholars haviicmed this explanation, suggesting that
manipulations of political leaders cannot explaimywhe manipulation succeeds so well (Brown 1996:
587; Saideman and Zahar 2008, 5). As will be latessented, there are some approaches that try to
integrate between the primordial approach (anchatteds) and the constructivist approach (elite
manipulation).

° A similar debate has revolved around the quesifomhether leaders of rogue states can be deterred.
Compare for example, Smith (2006: 38) and Morga@08 271-3). Although the possibility of



inciting ethnic emotions has started. This questedates to an extensive debate in the
deterrence literature regarding the influencesrohigy on success of deterrence, a
debate that will be elaborated on in following smts. For now, we just argue that
from this initial discussion it can be suggesteat thhen looking at the possibility of
deterrence in ethnic conflicts it is crucial to @éakito account the effects of the
emotional aspects in the relations between adterghe existence of enmity.

The conclusion that can be drawn from this briefaw of deterrence and the
explanations of the outbreak of ethnic violenceghiat deterrence — either direct or
extended — is (theoretically) feasible, at leassame of the explanations that were
presented. As we suggest in the next section,duttiinking should be devoted to the
guestion of how a deterrent threat is framed aterpneted in ethnic conflict, which
is in some respects different from the state \&edituation.

Toward a more Systematic Study of Deterrencein Ethnic Conflicts

In this section, we elaborate on the issues of whpas, enmity, identities, and
context in order to provide a more systematic wagtudy of deterrence in ethnic
conflicts. These issues influence one another @éwisgsing them may provide a basis
for a better understanding of how extended andctideterrence work in ethnic
conflicts.

Capabilities (and Credibility)

As many scholars emphasize, having the necessaqgbitities is an important
component of a deterrence strategy, since withommeshing to threat with (or at least
that the other side perceives you as having), eragit posture cannot be achieved. It
is not surprising therefore that the theories dfedence received much attention
following the introduction of nuclear weapons trstpposedly provided decision
makers with “a crystal ball” to see the horrendeesults of a nuclear war (Carnesale
et al 1983: 44). Although theories of deterrenceenadso developed with regard to
conventional weapons (e.g. Mearsheimer 1983; SlamshO88), and as presented,
there is also some research concerning deterranethinic conflicts, the question of
what relevant capabilities an ethnic group showadeh in order to deter, has not been
dealt with enough. Elaborating on this questioningortant, since capabilities
available to actors in ethnic conflicts are usuatiych more modest than those
available to states practicing conventional andlearcdeterrenct The difference
can stem from the fact that in most cases onlyafrike groups in conflict has access
to, and benefits from, the state apparatus (Lintenss 2006: 9). While the ethnic
group that doesn't have access to the state appaako has resources of its own,
these are usually quite limited. Moreover, someheke conflicts are conducted by
both sides with relatively primitive means sucthassehold utensils (Kaufman 2001:
52). In addition, what is prevalent in ethnic catfl is that the groups appeal for
outside assistance from states and transnatiotiibensuch as the diaspora. In this
respect, if we see the capabilities of an ethnbmigmot only as the direct capabilities
the group holds, but also the capabilities of liesand affective groups (diaspora,
kin state) this emphasizes the need to furtheroegpthe connections between direct
and extended deterrence.

deterring the leaders of ethnic groups cannot lodudid, it seems as if it may be more difficultrtha
deterring a leader of a rogue state, since thegkets are not always already in power, and herage th
is less to threaten them with.

191t is especially interesting that the conceptsdeferrence were to some extent defined by the
capabilities such as with the concepts of “nuctiterrence” and “conventional deterrence”.



An actor can create a stronger deterrent postureligyng on both direct and
extended deterrence. As such, the deterrent posturen ethnic group can be
strengthened by the combination of the capabiliokshe external actor (extended
deterrent) and the capabilities of the ethnic aftiimect deterrent). In addition, the
crisis itself can serve as a unifying event, sttieaging the ethnic identity (and
therefore the willingness to sacrifice for the growhich most likely increases the
potential capabilities of the group). Moreover, tldentity-linked elements can be
even more important than just contributing to tapabilities, since they also project
on the credibility of the threat (of either the extal actor or the ethnic group) and
therefore may enhance the deterrent posture.

In the more general deterrence literature, exterdkgdrrence relationships
between actors are considered to be very problematiher because of lack of
credibility or because of too much credibility (Zag and Kiglour 2006: 624). Thus,
in contrast to direct deterrence, which in mostesas considered to be inherently
credible, extended deterrence is perceived astesi#ble since the defender needs to
demonstrate his willingness to employ his forcesruter to defend territories that are
not his own. However, as Zagare and Kiglour cotitextended deterrence may also
fail for being too credible (2006: 624). Situatiapistoo much credibility may lead to
a spiral process of escalation, since such kinekténded deterrence might allow the
protégé to take adventurous actidhsln ethnic conflicts, especially ethnic conflicts
in which the defender and the protégé have a comdunmtity, such shared identity
almost inherently creates credibility, similar ke tway direct deterrence works.

Enmity and Deterrence

The General Argument. A main issue that should be further integratechm $tudy

of deterrence and ethnic conflicts is the questbmow enmity between the sides
affects the chances of maintaining successful extof deterrence. This issue has
received much attention during the Cold War andethegas a debate around the
guestion of whether hatred towards the opponemnéases or decreases the chances of
establishing successful deterrence relations. @notte hand, some scholars claim
that hostility, mistrust and suspicion are necgs$ar stable deterrence (Falk 1989:
65; Kahn 1962: 30; and in Buzan 1993: 31-2; seeial§Suzzini 2004: 44¥. Thus, it
was suggested that the deterrent threat will becomee credible when there is
enmity between the opponents. In such situatidmes,actors are less constrained in
using their most powerful forces and their opposemé aware of this fact.

On the other hand, other scholars contend that tgramid mutual hostility
have destabilizing effects on deterrence stratégpltz 1995: 22; see also in Morgan,
2003: 57 ft. 16). As Guzzini for example suggestsen a deterrence policy is based
on preparations for the worst case scenario tleea@ may become a self fulfilling
prophecy (Guzzini 2004: 44). In this respect, s@tigolars refer to a paradox in the
ability to attain successful deterrence, sincecaiglh armament and resolve increase
the credibility of the threats, it fuels the codfliand may contribute to a spiral
escalation process (Stein 1985: 62; Tetlock 1987 iester 1998: 167-173).

1 The offense-defense balance may further complicatéters regarding extended (and direct)
deterrence in ethnic conflicts. Thus, if actorsetake threat too seriously, they may fear that the
opponent will act first (Posen 1993: 32, 34-5; Mhelar 1999: 43; see also Downes 2001: 60).

21n this respect, see also in Wendt (1999: 260&)arding enmity in Hobbesiamlture vs. rivalry in
Lockean culture.

13 A closely related issue is the question of thedrtance of reputation and resolve, an issue that
received much attention from both scholars and tpi@wers over the years (see Schelling 1960,
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In addition, some scholars suggest that enmityostility may bring irrational
and incautious behavior and therefore may lead saeti makers to disregard
warnings and threats, which might also hamper thances of the success of
deterrence (Carroll 1984: 5). As Buzan suggeske firoblem in a situation of high
hostility is that the assumption of rationality weeakened, because if hostility is
extremely high, then irrational behavior, almost dgfinition, becomes more
plausible.” (Buzan 1993: 31; See also in Morgan2@D) In this respect, although it
was asserted that deterrence was constructed asm-anmotional rational strategy
(Cohn 1987), and although some scholars disputel#im that deterrence is indeed
non-emotional (Stein 2008 qut. in Adler, 2008: 153fill many scholars as well as
practitioners believe this is so.

Following the questions raised with regard to tetgbution of enmity to
maintaining a deterrent posture, some scholars asmpd the importance of
cooperation, trust and reassurance measures farceessful deterrence strategy
(Schelling 1966: 259; Freedman 2004: 57; Stein 199he best example of
cooperative practices that contribute to deterrascthe SALT agreements which
were meant to enhance and stabilize the practicesutual deterrence (Adler 1992;
Evangelista 1999). Another example, more limited niature, is the ‘red lines’
agreement of 1996 between Israel and Hezbollamrdieg to which both sides
would refrain from attacking civilian targets.

Between Identity and Enmity. The question of enmity is especially interestinghwi
regard to ethnic conflicts since some of the saisotaontend that these conflicts
revolve around mythical beliefs, and primordialrbds. Moreover, it was suggested
that most scholars agree that
...ethnic conflicts require at least three necesaadysufficient conditions; economic,
political or military threats to the identity and/existence of the ethnic group
(primordial attachments), an elite with the pobliskills and resources to play on
those fears (instrumentalism), and third partytaniji, political, or economic support
for the cause (Harvey 2001: 119).

Thus, although the primordial explanation cannahdtby itself to explain violence in
ethnic conflicts and despite the heavy criticisns tBxplanation receives (see Saha
2006: 5; Harvey 1997: 188)he existence of at least myths of past hatredsated
with the manipulation of these feelings by leademay bring actions that result in a
violent conflict.

Enmity and hostility are also closely related tboas’ identities. It is widely
accepted that identity is characterized by theetiffitiation between the “self” and the
“other” (Katzenstein 1996: 22-4; Adler and Barn&f98: 47; Wendt 1999: 224,
Campbell 1998: 9; Tilly 1998: 402; see also Hop0203-10). This difference not
only creates the self but provides it with securfyg Connolly suggests, “Identity
requires differences in order to be, and it corsvdifferences into otherness in order
to secure its own- self certainty.” (Connolly 1981)

Schelling 1966; Williams 1975: 75, 83). Recentlyjewer, the ability to attain credibility by resolve
was criticized by some scholars who suggest thathm past the importance of resolve was
overemphasized, and was influenced by what Tamgsténe ‘cult of reputation’, which leads actors to
try to enhance their resolve while ignoring andrefisrding the similar attempts of their opponents
(Tang, 2005: 42, 49, see also Milliken 1996: 21#3)2

¥ There are some scholars now who argue that ensoiomot necessarily exclude rationality (e.g. see
Mercer, 2007: 23, 28-9), and that rationality amdogons mutually constitute each other (e.g.
Léwenheim and Heiman 2006).
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The importance of identity in explaining ethnic @amts has been
acknowledged by primordial as well as by constuwsti scholars (e.g. Kaufman
2001)*° Constructivists emphasize that identities mayuigest to manipulation and
be socially constructed. In this respect, this psscmay also be connected to ethnic
symbolism (Kaufman 1998), and to the discoursehmdet. As Hansen puts it, actors
(states) are dependent on and constituted by extdrreats (Hansen 2006: 34) and
this is even truer in the case of ethnic conflict.

Nevertheless, despite the attention the studyagititles in ethnic conflict has
gained, the literature on ethnic conflicts is qusient regarding the connections
between deterrence and identity. Surprisingly,rpretative scholars tend to neglect
the study of deterrence in ethnic conflict althougby have contributed both to the
study of deterrence (e.g. Luke, 1989; Williams 1988d to the study of ethnic
conflicts (e.g. Arfi, 19985° In this respect, one of our main assertions is plaiper is
that the understanding of the practices of deteeeran be further improved by
connecting it to the study of identity (see alspavici 2008a; Lupovici 2008cY.

A good starting point to this discussion is th&rmwledgement of some
constructivist scholars that enmity and hostilitiestween actors affect their role
identities’® Moreover, practices of enmity may become consigutto actors,
defining the basic identities of who they are (cogte identity in Wendt's terms)
(1999: 224). For example, Mitzen argues that on@fthallenges for the Israelis and
Palestinians is to get beyond the routines of enrthat have constituted and
reproduced competitive practices that perpetuagsr tbonflict, routines that the
parties prefer over the unknown new practices atpdMitzen 2006: 362-3). In other
words, hostility, enmity and threats help to cansti not only the role identities of the
actors as rivals and as enemies, but also theie lasic identities.

There are some contradictory conclusions that lsandrawn from this
discussion and its connections to the debate ortheh@nmity or more cooperative
relations among rivals increase the chances ofesséully maintaining practices of
deterrence. On the one hand it seems that sincgyemay aggravate the threats and
contribute to the spread of mistrust and antagonismtween the ethnic groups,
deterrence is more likely to fail or be irrelevanth regard to ethnic conflicts. On the
other hand, enmity may enhance the credibilityhef deterrent threat and may justify
extreme violent acts, which in turn may strengttiendeterrent posture.

In addition, collective identity or enunciatingallective identity may help to
enhance extended deterrence. In such cases thaddefprovides an 'ultimate’
demonstration of his credibility by emphasizing bisse relations with the protégé.
That makes it clear for a potential challenger tinat defender's motivation stems
from a fundamental affection, that solidifies théerests of the defender in defending
his protégé and that it is not going to changéneriear future. Thus, this argument is
closely related to the emphasis Danilovic (20017-94 365) puts on the existence of

5 For a distinction among different usages of thecept of identity by different theoretical
approaches, see Bially Mattern, 2005: 42-50.

1® For further elaboration on this issue, see Lug0©8a.

7 Although some previous works have explored sonmaections between deterrence and identity, not
only have these connections not been fully elaledrabut they were explored mainly with regard to
nuclear deterrence and the identity of nucleaestédee for example: Klein 1994: 107, 109, 129a8ag
1996-7: 73-6; Varadarajan 2004: 329-40).

18 According to Wendt, role identities exist only ielation to others. One can have a specific role
identity “only by occupying a position in a socittucture and following behavioral norms towards
others possessing relevamunter-identities” (Wendt 1999: 227, italics in originalee also Lipschutz
1995: 217).
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strong interests of the interventionist side inesrtb demonstrate his resolve. When
the protégé and patron share some similar ideotigracteristics, this is a strong
indication for the existence of interests and tfegeeit may enhance the credibility of
the deterrent posture. Moreover, threats to ideatid enmity between the actors may
further enhance the credibility of the threats ediin ethnic conflicts. Of course, this
does not mean that deterrence will automaticallgkwand also should not bring us to
downplay the importance of actors’ capabilitieswidger, it demonstrates the need to
be more cautious regarding any general argumerdsat ghe effects of enmity on
deterrence.

The Context of Threats

Identities also influence the ability to maintamcsessful practices of deterrence by
influencing thecontext. Identities help in shaping the context that pdesi actors with
tools to understand and interpret reality. Ceridientities that bring actors to feel
secure or insecure establish the context whichrmétes their framing of what are
security, insecurity and threats (Hopf 2002: 1; abs® Hansen 2006: 44; Lupovici
2008b: 11-6). As Hopf argues,

Identities operate in ways reminiscent of otherniidge devices, such as

scripts, schemas, and heuristics. What an individuaerstands himself to

be... helps determine what information he apprehemdshow he uses it. In

this view, an individual's identity acts like anisvof interpretation, implying

that she will find in the external world what idereant to that identity (Hopf

2002: 5).
In other words, since deterrence is dependent ersdicial constructions of actors,
such as the construction of “threat” and of “segui it is argued that deterrence is
dependent not only on actors’ capabilities but ommon knowledge that the deterrer
and the deterred actor share (Lupovici 2007, see Atller 20085° In this respect,
there is a need of an ideational context in whighthreat can be interpreted as being
part of a deterrence strategy.

Thus, such a context does not only revolve arouotbrsi knowledge
regarding capabilities, but it is also about théomt more general knowledge (a
construction) regarding each other. In such sibuati extreme past violent events
may become part of what constitutes the victimsnitty (and most likely also the
victimizer's identityf* and shapes the context of the relations betwesn.tAs such,
not only does it further fuel and maintain the Hidbgtand the hatred, but the victim’s
enunciators may remind their audience of the un@abée cost and consequences of
past events. In other words, although such evesmsl the way they shape the
identity) may lead the victim to want revenge (dhdrefore general deterrence will
not work), should a crisis erupt, the victimizeraymake advantage of that event and
may use it as a precedent that presents theirgoaspotential capabilities and their

19 Regarding the social construction of threat antlisty, see (Lipschutz 1995 224; Chilton 1996;
Buzan et al.: 204; Hopf 1998: 186-187; Mutimer 20B8; Smith 2000: 87; Weldes 1999: 2, 7, 18-9).

% The argument cannot be just that there is a coimiexhich one side sees itself as the victim, whil
the other sees itself as the victimizer, since lsidles tend to see themselves as the victim. Alaimi
argument was presented by some scholars who sufgéstoth sides in a deterrence game tend to see
themselves as defenders rather than as the chalie(eyg. see Lebow and Stein 1989: 221,223)

% In order to strengthen their self-esteem, victerizmay continue to scorn their victim. In this
manner, the victimizers help themselves to judtiisome extent the extreme violent act by implying
that the victims brought it on themselves (see Lat@B6: 58; 60 with regard similar claims on
domestic and interpersonal violence).
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credibility in order to achieve immediate detern€hus, the context and the way
identity is formed have an important part in irtiig as well as interpreting the
threats and the way they affect the credibility.this respect, acknowledging the
importance of the context may help to explain taeagox according to which fear is
a necessary condition for ethnic war because pem@eusually “mobilizable only
when confronted by some threat” (Kaufman 1998: 4khBwever fear also stands at
the heart of deterrence practices, which meande¢hatmay provide a mechanism for
avoidance of violence. Thus, fear and threats shbel understood as part of the
actors’ identities and the social context whichegivmeaning to “fear”. As Kaufman
himself suggests, “The fear comes not from whatatier group does, but from one
group’s feelings and expectations regarding therogiioup” (Kaufman 1998: 5). In
this respect, what Kaufman is suggesting is thatgtloup’s identity helps to interpret
the threat and therefore, as suggested earlieextname violent act in the past may
encourage revenge, but for the same reason magireshmediate willingness to use
force.

The Conflict over Nagorno Karabakh and Nakhichevan

In this section we try and analyze whether deteggractices can be identified in the
struggle between the Armenians and Azeris over NegoKarabakh and
Nakhichevan. We specifically address the predistioe derived from explanations
of the outbreak of ethnic violence regarding thecess or failure of deterrence
practices. Later, we elaborate on issues that vaesed in the previous section, i.e.
the importance of looking more closely at the cdpads of the sides, credibility,
identity, enmity and the context. We try to showtttvhile general deterrence clearly
was non existent in the conflict — in two instandes1991, after operation "Ring"
was conducted by the Soviets and the Azeris, ark®@®2 and 1993, with respect to
Nakhichevan — there were immediate deterrent thithat were quite effective.

Historical Background

The modern political sources of the conflict betwggmenia and Azerbaijan date
back to 1920-1, when the question of delineatirg ilbrder between Armenia and
Azerbaijan arose after the Bolshevik conquest efdrea. In 1921, Stalin, then the
Commissar for the Affairs of Nationalities, decidbéat Nagorno-Karabakh will be an
autonomous region in Azerbaijan and not in Arméhidlso, at that time it was
decided that Nakhichevan, a landlocked exclaveh wait Azeri majority, bordering
with Armenian territory, will be an autonomous répa linked to Azerbaijan
(Mooradian and Druckman 1999: 709; Cornell 1998). 33e Armenians attribute
special importance to Nagorno-Karabakh since in ldte Middle Ages, when
Armenian territory was divided between the Russems the Persians, the Armenians
nevertheless succeeded in maintaining a certaial leff autonomy there. In the
beginning of the 19 century, the territory came solely under the Rarssiomination,
but even then the area served as a safe havehedkrmenians who fled from the
Ottomans and the Persians (Smith et al. 1998: 53).

% de Waal maintains that there were two main reaswmg Nagorno-Karabakh was included in
Azerbaijan and not in Armenia. The first, were $tierm strategic considerations that revolved adoun
the importance of the oil fields in Azerbaijan atite wish to secure the Bolshevik holding of
Azerbaijan. The second, were more longer-term eminaonsiderations, to create economically
viable regions (de Waal 2003: 130-131)
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In 1988, influenced by Mikhail Gorbachev's policyf &lasnost, the
Armenians in Armenia and Nagorno-Karabakh decldahsir wish to unite and for
Nagorno-Karabakh to secede from Azerbaijan (Kin§12(b29). One of the reasons
for these demands was the demographic changeseirartta. While in 1921 the
Armenian population was 94% of the total populaiioiNagorno-Karabakh, by 1988
it was only 75% of the population. The Armeniararled that this was the result of
a deliberate action by the Azeris, and that what waecurring in Nagorno-Karabakh
was similar to what had occurred in Nakhichevanirdurthe Soviet rule. The
Armenian minority in Nakhichevan had been 15% ef plopulation in the 1920's but
by the 1980's there were almost no Armenians theftet (Cornell 2001: 78; de Waal
2003: 133; Kaufman 2001: 55).

The Armenian nationalist upsurge resulted in a fiiseAzeri nationalist
feelings and in violent acts and mutual ethnic mé#dg. Soviet and international
efforts were made to mediate between the sideghlkutonflict escalated from 1988
until a ceasefire was agreed upon in 1994. The eBo\irst supported the Azeris'
demand that the borders of the republic not be gdnAfter the breakup of the
Soviet Union, the Russians began to support theeAram side. From 1989 onwards,
the Azerbaijanis began a blockade on Nagorno Kaftalamd Armenia, a blockade
which was joined by Turkey. This blockade causecsedamage to the Armenians,
and Armenia suffered from a serious energy crigisl992-1993. Throughout the
conflict, Armenia gave economic support, and ate8msome of its military forces
actively participated in the violent struggle oetKarabakh Armenians in Nagorno-
Karabakh (Cornell 2001: 96; Herzig 1999: 67).

Deterrence and the Conflict in Nagorno Karabakh

While it may seem that the conflict in Nagorno-Kzakh is a case in which deterrent
threats were rather feeble and that ultimately ttaded, we will try to show that a
more complex and nuanced view should be takenneghrd to this conflict. Thus for
example, contrary to other scholars, Melander shawss work that the full fledged
violent conflict between the Armenians and Azen®roNagorno Karabakh was not
inevitable, and that until the breakup of the Sblaion, the possibility of the sides
agreeing to a negotiated settlement was rather [2§i91). With regard to the
guestion of whether at all there was an attempleggrrence, it can be stated that the
Azeris were quite persistent in their objectiorthe secession of Nagorno Karabakh
or its annexation to Armenia, and that the Armesjan acts that resulted in ethnic
cleansing of the Azeris from Armenia and Karabdkdd in fact also signaled their
ability to inflict harm on those who will try to &tk the secession of Karabakh
(Cornell 2001: 94). It should be noted however,t tti®e conflict between the
Armenians and the Azeris, as is the case with nmethpic conflicts, was not an
isolated struggle. When it restarted in the lat801®it was while both republics were
still in the Soviet Union, and the sides carefutipked upon the responses and on
possible future responses of the central governteedemands and actions of each
side. Thus, the Azeris expected the Soviets to ba@h in their refusal to relinquish
Nagorno Karabakh, as long as they remained loydig¢acentral government, and the
Armenians hoped the Soviets would help them aché&gvagreed upon settlement to
the problem so that Nagorno Karabakh would be agshéw Armenia (Melander
2001: 52, 58). Nonetheless, other domestic problarttee Soviet Union, that at times
diverted the attention from what was happening iarabakh, lead to several
occasions in which the confrontation between thdesicould be seen as a direct one.
To further complicate matters, in addition to thavigt involvement, the Armenian
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separatist movement often acted upon its own daew@sand also the Azeri central
government didn't have full control on the Azerrgrailitary forces (Melander 2001:
53).

As aforementioned, addressing the predictions afcess or failure of
deterrence by the different approaches that airexfgain the outbreak of violent
ethnic conflicts, may help to better understandi@ssconcerning deterrence in such
conflicts. With regard to the Primordial and Setgurbilemma explanations, in
accordance with the pessimistic predictions we veerifrom these explanations,
general deterrence had failed in Nagorno Karab&kbwever, contrary to these
explanations, the violence in the conflict was oomtinuous — thus, after the initial
eruption of violence in 1988, the subsequent yeas welatively quiet, and also after
operation "Ring", that will be discussed shortlyseéemed as if the Armenians were
about to stop their struggle (Kaufman 2001: B8)vith regard to the Instrumentalist
explanation — while the Armenians in Karabakh cknthey were discriminated
against also in the economic realm, the Sovietngite to try and convince the
Armenians to abandon their demands by trying tocale more funds to the area
proved infertile (Kaufman 2001: 74). Thus, both terrot' of providing more funds
and the 'stick’ in the form of the very damagingeAblockade on Nagorno Karabakh
and the threat to continue it as long as the Ararendid not cease their struggle, did
not stop the Armenians from fighting the Azeris.eTIManipulation of Elites
explanation is less relevant to the conflict in &@akh, since as Kaufman claims, it
was mass-led rather than elite-led (2001: 49)., Stdme extreme leaders, even
though they did not become national leaders otwlterepublics, had great influence
on what was occurring on ground. Although it wasaclto these leaders that if
caught, they would be arrested, this rather thavirgeas a deterrent, actually served
as a motivation to keep on fighting in order tongaidependence.

Looking at the capabilities of the sides, whilésiclear that the Azeris had an
advantage in that they could relatively easily kltansfers to both Karabakh and
Armenia and that they were numerically superiog, separatist Armenian movement
had access to the Armenian republic's apparatustarte highly motivated and
organized diaspora that proved its ability to das#smenia already after the
earthquake of 1988 (Tchilingirian 1999). It als@shl be noted, that while the Azeri
government tried to create an army from August 199Xact during the conflict it
failed to create a disciplined one, and most offitjleting was done by paramilitary
forces, over which the government didn't have éffeccontrol, and this hindered the
ability of the government to credibly threat thevenians (Kaufman 2001: 72-73).

When addressing identity-linked issues, enmity #recontext, it should be
emphasized that since the Armenians saw the Azaribeing Turks' (Rieff 1997:
128; Herzig 1999: 60) they projected upon thenthedir fears and the enmity that had
been built up as a result of the events of 1915thed urkish refusal to acknowledge
these events as genocide. In this respect, oumdRisomewhat similar to that of
Cornell, who also gives importance to the intensitypast events, and to that of

2 Of course it can be argued that the security dilanexplanation should only have started to work
after the breakup of the Soviet Union. This howewekes it hard to explain what caused the initial
violence already in 1988. Still, Saideman claimat tthe security dilemma has explanatory power in
still-functioning countries, but in which discringitory policies towards an ethnic group causes
concerns for the group's security. Saideman alscudses economic and political insecurity in refati

to the ethnic security dilemma (Saideman 1996: 2R-3aideman's extension of the concept can also
help in explaining why when the Soviets took direghtrol of Nagorno-Karabakh from the Azeris in
1989, there was a sharp decrease in the hostilities
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Kaufman, that gives importance to the existencetlofic prejudice and fear (Cornell
2001: 36, 84; Kaufman 2001: 49; 55; 71; see als@aiker 2001: 55).

With regard to credibility, clearly had the Azerissed the Armenian
perception of them as Turks to state their threatemstrongly, they might have
succeeded in deterring the ArmenidhMoreover, since at the time the conflict broke
out, the Azeri collective and national identity w8l weak (Dudwick 1995), it also
affected the credibility since it was not complgtelear over what the Azeris were
willing to fight. Also, the Azeris believed that @y could rely on the central
government against the Armenians. This belief watsungrounded; In April 1991,
began Operation "Ring", the most serious attemptthef Soviets to force the
Armenians to cease from struggling over Nagorncaliakh. In this operation, joint
forces of the Soviet interior ministry troops andefbaijani special police conducted
a massive offensive against predominantly Armeiiduabited villages in regions
north of Nagorno-Karabakh. While the operationisrfal purpose was to act against
Armenian guerilla operators and to collect unlawfidcquired weapons, the joint
forces also forcefully deported the Armenian occupaof the villages to
Stepanakeft and their homes were given to Azeri refugees (Nga 2005: 173). In
early May, the operation expanded into the tewyitar Armenia proper, when Soviet
and Azeri forces backed by tanks and helicoptetsred three Armenian towns on
the pretext that illegal guerilla operations weoaducted from there. Following this,
forces also entered villages in Nagorno-Karabakhning and looting houses and
trying to bring the population to leave their honsewl flee to Armenia (Croissant
1998: 40-42). The Armenian Leader, Ter-Petrosiastileed these actions as "...an
act of state terrorism carried out by the Sovietprthe Interior Ministry and the
Azerbaijani police." (NYT May 8, 1991: Al11).

The political purpose of the operation was to gues Armenia not to declare
independence and to demonstrate that the pricerdintied struggle over Karabakh
would be high. The operation's scope and the iyt the joint Soviet-Azerbaijani
forces had a deep impact on the Armenian side antfibuted to the rise of radical
Armenian leadership in Karabakh (Melander 2005:)1Y@hile in previous events,
the Soviets stood by and did nothing to assistétimeenians (Cornell 2001:82-83), in
this case they actively assisted the Azeris indtimic-cleansing of the area. The
impact of this change should be understood alsthencontext in which for many
years the Armenians had considered the Sovietasitbeir guarantee against Turkish
aggression (Panossian 2001, 157). Thus, thisrdupegrayal of the Soviets was seen
as particularly threatening. In the short run, thigeration succeeded in intimidating
the Armenians from continuing their struggle andyttwere now willing to enter
negotiations with Baku on unfavorable terms. Hosvevn the longer run, and
following the failed coup attempt against Gorbacheugust 1991 which paralyzed
Moscow from presenting the necessary backing taibmussions regarding Nagorno-
Karabakh, the Armenians returned to their stringesitions and to their recognition,
that they could protect themselves only throughtam} means (Melander 2005: 174-
175). In this respect, since the Azeris clearlyldmot anticipate the break up of the
Soviet Union, the vast uncertainty and incompletéormation affected their
credibility and actions, mainly before, but alstegf1991 (Melander 2001:54).

24 |n this respect it is interesting that Kaufmanesothat the political leaders of Azerbaijan were
"covertly discriminatory rather than openly chausfic" (2001: 66).

% At that time it was a city in Karabakh with an Aemian majority. Since then, the Armenians
declared it as the capital of the 'Independent Bipof Nagorno Karabakh".
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The Turkish Extended Deterrence and Nakhichevan

During the conflict between the Armenians and Azem Nagorno-Karabakh, there
were two times in which it seemed as if the Armerf@rces were going to enter, and
possibly take over, Nakhichevan — the first, in Mdy1992, after episodes of cross-
border shelling between Armenia and Nakhiche¥aand the second, beginning in
April 1993, after the Karabakh Armenians had seibedKelbajar region, and as such
it was the first time they had taken over substhnérritory also outside of Nagorno-
Karabakh. While the Armenians succeeded in advgmmmand conquering important
Azeri positions until they occupied about 14% ofeAzaijani territory (de Waal 2003:
286), Nakhichevan was not touched and remaingotilhy an autonomous republic
that is self-governed and is still considered pé&azerbaijan. In this respect, the case
of Nakhichevan is clear case of imnmediate deteganccess.

Turkey looked upon the possibility that Armeniarrcis will enter and
conquer Nakhichevan, which borders with Turkeyhwgteat worry (Winrow 2000:
8)2" This threat became more acute with the Armeniafitami advances in
Karabakh. On March 6, 1992 President Turgut Ozatledt that "on the matter of
Karabakh, it is necessary to scare the Armeniditeabit” (NYT March 7, 1992: 3;
Astourian 2000-2001: 31), a statement that sentksi@ves through Armenians in
Armenia and in the Armenian diaspora (Cornell 1988). While Turkish Prime
Minister Stleyman Demirel tried to voice much maatious statements, he also
was quite attentive to Turkish public opinion onstmatter. Thus for example,
speaking before the Azerbaijani parliament Denstated: "We, a population of 60
million in Turkey, are well aware of how sensititles issue is for AzerbaijamAs
these incidents were happening, our parliament, press and public pressured us to act.
We told them to be patient. When | was received by U.S President Bush in
Washington on 11 Februanytold himthat if the United States and Western countries
back Armenia in this conflict, then we will have to stand by Azerbaijan, and this will
turn into a conflict between Muslims and Christians that will last for years. (FBIS-
SOV-92-086, 4 May 1992, 62; our emphasis). LateApril 1993, shortly before his
sudden death, Ozal "clearly alluding to the 191Bogé&le, stated that 'Armenia has
not learned its lesson from the experience in Aratind the punishment inflicted.™
(Astourian 2000-2001: 31; see also Cornell 20014)29his statement received
prominence in the Armenian press. The Turkish guwent reacted to the possibility
of Armenian forces entering Nakhichevan with conicing its forces on the border
with Nakhichevan and with reconnaissance flightgerothe border with Armenia
(FBIS-SOV-93-171, 7 September 1993: 95). After #heath of Ozal and the
appointment of Demirel as President, the incoming@® Minister Tansu Ciller said
that she will request parliament's permission tdate war on Armenia if "one spot
of Nakhichevan is touched" (Kessings, SeptembeB1@Zerbaijian; Bishku 2001,
17).

28 |t is still unclear who was behind the incidentstba border between Armenia and Nakhichevan.
Heydar Aliev, the Chairman of the Supreme CounéilNakhichevan at the timeglaimed it was
members of the extreme Armenian party, Dashnaktfzatche believed that Ter-Petrosidid not have
full control over them (Goltz 1998, 178).

27 pliev claimed that Turkey was more worried abdug fate of Nakhichevan than Azerbaijan was.
Aliev said that prime minister Demirel would calhhon a daily basis for updates on the situation in
the exclave, while he sometimes had trouble forkaegith communicating with Baku (FBIS-SOV-
92-106, 2 June 1992, 39).
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The Turkish threat, especially as articulated bglOwas a costly signal, since
one of the main issues that is an obstacle todh@alization of the relations between
Turkey and Armenia is the question of the Turkiglcognition of the Armenian
Genocide. Voicing such a threat, that implies @etiéon of what Turkey officially
and also overwhelmingly non-officially denies, sserto be extremely harsh.
Moreover, one of the restraining factors on thekiglr policy towards the conflict
between Armenia and Azerbaijan at the time waddhefrom the Armenian diaspora
in the West, which could constrain Turkey’'s dipldimananeuverability (De Pauw
1996: 182; Cornell 1998: 66), and it was the Arrmaandiaspora which placed a
special emphasis on the Turkish recognition of Amenian Genocidé Looking
more generally on Turkish policies and grand stpaie can be debated whether this
was a smart move but clearly the Turkish threat eféective. While this threat was
backed by a build up of forces on the border, fitscéveness resulted mainly from
the fact that it could be understood in the contéxhe historical Turkish-Armenian
hostility as a threat directed at the Armenianezdll’e identity, and in this respect it
also overreached the blur between the Armeniar statl the Armenian separatist
movement. In addition, in this case, the Turkisheeded deterrence had inherent
credibility similar to direct deterrence, since Kish policy makers, following public
demands, repeatedly emphasized the ethnic afbieityveen the Turks and Azeris.

Conclusion

In this paper we tried to show that while the stoflyleterrence in ethnic conflict in
IR is rather scarce, it raises important questibas are relevant both to the study of
deterrence in general and to the study of ethmdlicts. Specifically, we emphasized
the need to take into account the context anddéstity of actors in order to better
understand the success or failure of deterrentathiren ethnic conflicts. We also
underlined the need to put more emphasis on theemtions between direct and
extended deterrence, connections which may exphanlevel of credibility of the
threat. Lastly, the paper highlighted some idi@sgtic characteristics of deterrence
in ethnic conflicts that were not developed enoungthe literature.

We suggest that the conclusions drawn from examittie events in Nagorno
Karabakh and Nakhichevan can contribute in extendime scope of the study of
deterrence in ethnic conflicts. First, this caseofsinterest since it shows the
possibility of the existence of red lines even wnfticts that seem unrestricted.
Second, it contributes to the emerging researcldeirrrence in ethnic conflict in
cases other than that of U.S/NATO involvement. Aldbis case shows the
complicated links between direct and extended datee practices, and the dangers
but also the opportunities when an actor, sucha#reris, relies mainly on extended
deterrence. Lastly, we suggest that one of the itapbaspects of the credibility of
the Turkish and Azeri threat has been the way i wderpreted in Armenia as
connected to the traumatic events of 1915, andeheuas received with much worry
among the Armenians and was extremely effectivé vagard to Nakhichevan. This
last conclusion cannot be seen as a policy recomatiem, since it is not only
normatively flawed but might be a risky policy, enthreatening too much the other
side might result in desperate actions and notaiest and hence contribute to the

% In this respect it is important to note that mo$tthe Armenian diaspora are descendants of

Armenians who resided in the western parts of thmekian homeland, i.e. parts that were in the
Ottoman Empire. Soviet Armenia was built on a riaveastern part of the Armenian homeland and its
population is mostly not descendants of survivéthe Armenian Genocide (Panossian 2001: 157).
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long term failure of general deterrence. Stilleation should be given to identity-
linked issues, since over all, deterrence is atip@aimed at preventing violence, and
as such might be the lesser evil in some cases.
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