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Absztrakt

Flggetlenségiik elnyerését kbvetéen a nagyhatalmak
nem forditottak kulondsebb figyelmet a kdzép-azsiai
térségre, a régio orszagai tulajdonképpen kiilsé befo-
lyasoktél mentesen kezdték allamukat és nemzetiiket
épiteni. Napjaink Kozép-Azsidjanak egyik legfonto-
sabb jellemzbje a valtozas; a régid orszagai komoly
atalakulason mennek keresztul. A vilagpolitika és -
gazdasag valtozasai kdzepette a kdzép-azsiai orsza-
gokban erés a fejlédés, a modernizaci6 és a
konnektivitas iranti vagy. Az 6sszes nagy- és kdzépha-
talom aktiv  Kozép-Azsidban, koztik  Kina,
Oroszorszag, az Egyesiilt Allamok, Eurdpa, de Térdkor-
szag és India is. Geopolitikai és stratégiai befolyas
tekintetében kétségtelenll Kina, Oroszorszag és az
Egyesiilt Allamok tekinthets a legfontosabbnak. A

nagyhatalmak kozotti kapcsolatok bonyolult jellege al-
tal is inspiralva, kulpolitikai téren a tobbvektorud
diplomacia a kdzép-azsiai orszagok kdzos jellemzdje.
A Kina, az Egyesiilt Allamok, Oroszorszag és Eurépa
kozotti feszlltségek ellenére a kdzép-azsiai orszagok
mindegyikikkel stratégiai partnerséget vagy stratégiai
egylUttmikodést alakitottak ki. A pragmatizmus a ko-
zép-azsiai allamok diplomaciadjanak is fontos
jellemzéje, amely azon az elven alapul, hogy valodi
hasznot tudjanak realizalni az orszaguk szamara.

Kulcsszavak: K6zép-Azsia, pragmatizmus, Ka;ahsztén,
Kirgizisztan, Tadzsikisztan, Tlrkmenisztan, Uzbegisz-
tan

Bevezetés

Gazdag torténelme sorin Kozép-Azsia — amely jelenlegi elemzésem fogalmi keret-
rendszerében az &t volt szovjet tagkoztirsasigot: Kazahsztdnt, Kirgizisztint,
Tadzsikisztant, Tiirkmenisztint és Uzbegisztémt foglalja magiban — mindig is fon-
tos, potencidlis tranzit teriilet volt, amely leginkabb a Selyemurt létezése sorin
6sszekototte Burdpar és Azsidt. Ennek ellenére a Szovjetunié bukdsit kévetden a
nagyhatalmak nem forditottak kiilondsebb figyelmet a térségre, amely azt



eredményezte, hogy a régid orszdgai jelent8sebb kiils6 befolydsoktdl mentesen kezd-
ték onallésdgat elnyert dllamukat és nemzetitket épiteni. Egyediil Oroszorszdg, a
befolydsi dvezet (avagy a ,kdzel-kiilfsld” doktrina mentén) és késébb Térokorszig
(kozéphatalmi tdrekvései és a testvérnépek magitdl adddé lehetdségei okan) muta-
tott érdeklédést irdntuk a figgetlenség elsd évtizedében. Az elmult évtized sordn
azonban Kozép-Azsia fokozatosan a geopolitika fokuszaba keriilt, kdszénhet8en a
kelet-nyugati és észak-déli gazdasigi kapcsolatok fejlddésének, a térségben fellelhetd
dsvénykincsek és mds természeti eréforrdsok irdnti egyre fokoz6dé keresletnek, a no-
vekvd piacnak és az ukrajnai habort miatc délebbre terel3dd szarazfoldi szallitdsi
utvonalaknak.

Kézép‘Azsia foldrajzi elhelyezkedése és geopolitikai helyzete gyakran leegysze-
riisitd narrativikat eredményez, melyek a régiét egyik vagy mésik hatalom ,hitsé
udvardnak”, esetleg kiilonbdz8 hatalmak csataterének tekintik. Ezek a narrativak fi-
gyelmen kiviil hagyjak a kézép-azsiai orszdgok, tirsadalmak valédi mozgasterét. Bar
a térség 4llamai sok kihivassal néznek szembe, képesek szuverén mddon és egyben
laza térségi integricidban gondolkodva felismerni és megragadni a lehet&ségeket
(Winn & Ginzle, 2023).

A kozép-dzsiai orszdgoknak nem 4ll érdekében az egyik fiiggdséget egy mésikkal
helyettesiteni. Ezért térekednek olyan politikai-gazdasdgi kornyezet kialakitdsira a
régiéban, amely lehetdvé teszi, hogy minden érdekelt szereplé megtaldlja gazdasigi
és politikai szdmitdsait.

Kézép~Azsia ot orszaginak kozos jellemzdi csak dltalinossdgban, regiondlis meg-
kozelitésben foglalhatok 8ssze, valdjaban azonban meglehetdsen kiildnbdznek
egymdstdl. Az ot dllam ugyanabban a foldrajzilag jol kériilhatarolhaté régidban ta-
lalhatd, és torténelmitk, kultdrdjuk, vallisuk, nyelviik, szokasaik tekintetében
hasonléak vagy azonosak, ami kéz6s tudatot és értékrendet ad szdmukra.

A nagyhatalmak kozdtti kapesolatok bonyolult jellege 4ltal is inspiralva, kiilpoli-
tikai téren a tobbvektort diplomdcia a kozép-4zsiai orszdgok kozos jellemzdje. A
multivektortisig, azaz a minden orszigra kiterjedd kapcsolatépités Tadzsikisztan hi-
vatalos dokumentumainak szavaival élve azt jelenti, hogy ,nyitott ajtét” kell kindlni
minden, egytittmiikddésre kész orszdg szamara (MFA Tajikistan, 2015). A minden
orszdggal jé viszonyra valé tdrekvés bevett diplomdciai gyakorlat a legtdbb orszag
kiilpolitikdjiban, de a kozép-4zsiai dllamok esetében ennek mélyebb hittere és jelen-
tése van: az Ot orszag kiilpolitikdjaban ez egyértelmlien az Oroszorszdgon kiviili
nagyhatalmakra fékuszal (hiszen Kozép-Azsia és Oroszorszag kozote mindig is szo-
ros kapesolat volt).

Jelen tanulmany célja, hogy a kdzép-azsiai térség helyzetét feltrja, illetve orsza-
gainak kiilpolitikai magatartdsit megmagyardzza az aktudlis geopolitikai folyamatok
fuggvényében. Elemzés targydva teszem mind az exogén, mind az endogén hatété-
nyezdket, igy bemutatdsra keriilnek a f6bb nagy- és kdzéphatalmi érdekek, valamint
az ezekre adott kdzép-dzsiai gazdasigi, valamint bel- és kiilpolitikai vilaszok.



A kozép-azsiai pragmatizmus

A multivektort diplomacia koncepcidjival parhuzamosan néhiny kozép-azsiai or-
szdg elkezdte alkalmazni a ,egyensilyozé diplomdcia” koncepcidjit, kiilondsen
Kazahsztdn, amely a 2014-2020 kézotti id8szakra vonatkozé kiilpolitikai koncepci-
djdban is megfogalmazta ezt az elképzelést, és tovibbra is koveti.

A pragmatizmus a kozép-dzsiai dllamok diplomacidjinak is fontos jellemzdje,
amely azon az elven alapul, hogy valédi hasznot tudjanak realizélni az orsziguk sza-
mdra. A pragmatizmusban nincs semmi szokatlan, de a kdzép-dzsiai 4llamokkal
Osszefliggésben magyardzatként is értelmezhetd arra, hogy minden nagyhatalommal
kapcsolatokat kell kialakitani, gyakorlati elénydkért, de politikai szdndékok és ideo-
16giai tényez8k nélkiil. A pragmatizmus {8 megnyilvinuldsa gazdasagi jellegti. Mivel
a gazdasigi érdekek jelentik a pragmatizmus magjit, a gazdasigdiplomicia kiiléns-
sen fontos a térség orszdgaiban. A nagy gazdasigok, kiildndsen a fejlettek,
kulesfontossdgt egytittmiikodési célpontjai a kozép-dzsiai orszdgoknak. Ezek kozé
tartozik Kina, Oroszorszag, az Egyesiilt Allamok, Eurépa, Japin, Dél-Korea, T6-
rokorszdg és India. Ennek fényében a gazdasigi lehetdségeknek van a legnagyobb
stlya a kozép-azsiai orszdgok diplomAacidjaban; aki tobb gazdasigi hasznot tud rea-
lizalni a koézép-4zsiai orszdgok szdmdra, az a kapcsolatok magas szintjét tudja elérni
a térségben.

Az Oroszorszig és Ukrajna kézote kirobbant hibort Kozép-Azsidt a nagyha-
talmi érdekek és szindékok kozé sodorta, ami nagy nyomads ald helyezte Sket (Gyene,
2023), de nem vart hatésokat is hozott. Az Egyesiilt Allamok és Oroszorszag kézotti
rivalizalds eltérd érdekek mentén, de feléreékelre Kozép-Azsiit. Felgyorsul a politi-
kai, gazdasagi és biztonsigi egytittmiikddés Ko6zép-Azsia és a nagyhatalmak kozétt,
ennek megfelelden stituszuk és dzsidjuk emelked8ben van ezekben a kapcsolatok-
ban. Egymds utdn latogattak el a térségbe olyan nagy orszdgok vezetdi és magas rangti
tisztségviseli, mint Kina, Oroszorszag, az Egyestilt Allamok és Eurépa. India, az
EU és Oroszorszag vette it a kezdeményezést a Kozép-Azsiaval tartandd 5+1 cstics-
taldlkozé lebonyolitisaban, és 2023. mijus 19-én sor keriile a Kina-Kozép-Azsia
5+1 csticstalalkozéra is.

A Nyugat altal Oroszorszdggal szemben bevezetett stlyos szankcidkbdl az északi
szomszéddal szoros gazdasigi kapcsolatban 416 kozép-dzsiai orszigok nagymérték-
ben profitdltak. A kozép-dzsiai orszdgok kereskedelme mind Eurdépdval, mind
Oroszorsziggal erdteljesen bévilt, az egyik oldalon az Eurépdbdl érkezé nagy im-
portigény, a mésik oldalon az Oroszorszdgba irdnyulé nagy (re)exportlehetdségek
miatt. Mindez természetesen nemtetszést valrott ki az Egyesiilt Allamokban és Eu-
répaban, mikézben néhany nyugati cég Ké’)zép—Azsiéba telepiilt 4t, miutdn kivonult
Oroszorszagbdl.

A mozgdsitds miatt K6zép-Azsidba menekiil§ tehetds oroszok szizezrei gazda-
sigi hasznot jelentett a kozép-dzsiai orszdgoknak. 2022-ben a kiilfoldrél
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Uzbegisztanba érkezett hazautaldsok 16,9 millidrd doll4rt terrek ki, 2,1-szer tobber,
mint az el6z8 évben. Ennek 85 szizaléka, mintegy 14,5 millidrd dollar szdrmazott
Oroszorszagbdl, szemben az Oroszorszigbdl érkezd el3z8 évi minddssze 4 millidrd
dolliros hazautaldssal. A Kazahsztinba 2022-ben érkez8 775 millié dolldros haza-
utalds tdbb mint hatszor nagyobb, mint 2021-ben. Eldrejelzések szerint a kozép-
dzsiai gazdasdgok 2023-ban 5,2%-kal, 2024-ben pedig 5,4%-kal nének.

Az orosz-ukran konflikeus hatdssal van Oroszorszig és Kozép-Azsia kapesolata-
ira is. 2022 juniusiban a szentpéterviri gazdasdgi férumon Tokajev kazah elndk
Putyin jelenlétében kijelentette, hogy Kazahsztén nem ismeri el a Donyecki és a Lu-
ganszki Népkoztirsasigok fiiggetlenségét. Kirgizisztdn és Tadzsikisztdn is tett olyan
lépéseket, amelyek kellemetlenek voltak Oroszorszdg szdmara. Kirgizisztin le-
mondta a teriiletén 2022 oktdberére tervezett ,Erds Testvériség-2022" KBSZSZ
kozds hadgyakorlatot (Putz, 2022), mig a szomszédos Tddzsikisztanban sikeresen
lezajlott az Egyesiilt Allamok .Regional Cooperation-2022" gyakorlata, amelyen
Tirkmenisztan kivételével mind a négy kdzép-dzsiai orszdg részt vett (Askeroglu,
2022). Szadyr Japarov kirgizisztini elndk tivol maradt az ugyanabban a hénapban
tartott informalis FAK-csticstaldlkozérdl (Caspian Policy Center, 2022). Rdad4sul
Putyin elndk javaslatit az Oroszorszég~KazahsztémUzbegiSZtén gdzunié létrehozi-
sara egyik orszdg sem fogadta pozitivan. Ezek negativ jelek Oroszorszag szdmara, de
a stratégiai szempontbdl még nem tekinthetdk végzetesnek.

Erdogan elndk kézelmultbeli latogatdsai a kézép-4zsiai f8varosokban jelzik T6-
rokorszdg azon szandékat, hogy fokozza jelenlétét a térségben, mikdzben fejleszti
kapcsolatait Oroszorszdggal, a Nyugattal és Kindval is. Kazahsztin, Kirgizisztin,
Tiirkmenisztin és Uzbegisztén vezetSi szdmdra a T6rokorszag potencidlis alterna-
tivit jelentett Oroszorszdg dominancidjival szemben.

A reformok, mint kozos nevezo

Napjaink Kézép‘Azsiéjénak egyik legfontosabb jellemzdje a véltozas; a régi6 orsza-
gai komoly 4talakuldson mennek keresztiil. Tbb, mint 30 évvel fiiggetlenedésiik dta
ez a legnagyobb trendjellegli elmozdulas a térségben; ez egyértelmiien megmutatko-
zik belpolitikdjukban, regiondlis kapcsolataikban és kiilpolitikdjukban. Belpolitikai
szempontbdl a valtozdst a feliilrd] kezdeményezett reformok jellemzik, ahogy ez K-
zép‘Azsia két legjelent8sebb orsziginal, a legnépesebb Uzbegiszténnél és a
legnagyobb teriilet(i Kazahsztinndl is megfigyelhetd. A két orszdgban 2016-ban és
2019-ben elnokviltas tortént, és ezzel hivatalba léptek az dllamalapitd vezetdk utdd-
jai, a médsodik genericié, amely mindkét orszigban a belsé reformok hatirozott
megkezdéséhez vezetett, mely kiilonosen Uzbegisztén esetében jelentett forduld-
pontot.

A kozép-azsiai orszigok kozill Uzbegisztin dtalakulisa egyedinek tekinthetd. A
fuggetlenné vilds utin a nemzeti fejlesztési modell kivilasztisiban kiilonbozote



leginkdbb a térség tobbi orszdgtdl. Az elsé elnok, Karimov a radikdlis, piaci alapu
gazdasigi reformok helyett a konzervativabb, szovjet tipust megkdozelitést vilasz-
totta a fliggetlenség utdn, melynek kovetkeztében egy ideig kevesebb volt a hektikus
mozgas a gazdasigban, viszont lassabban is fejl3dott, a szovjet id8kbdl orokslt, az 4j
koriilmények kozott rugalmatlannak bizonyuld gazdasigszerkezetet megtartva
(Pomfret, 2003). A kiilpolitikiban mas kézép-4zsiai orszigokhoz hasonléan Uzbe-
gisztdn diploméciai torekvése is mar kezdettdl fogva tdbbvektord volt, de a
nagyhatalmakkal valé egyensulyozé torekvésekben tétovdzott. Eleinte szorosabb
kapcsolatba kertilt az USA-val és tavolodott Oroszorszigtdl, olyannyira, hogy kilé-
pett az Oroszorszdg altal vezetett Kollektiv Biztonsigi Szerzédés Szervezetébdl.
2001. szeptember 11. utin Uzbegisztén volt az elsd orszdg, amely — Moszkvaval val6
el8zetes egyeztetés nélkiil — beleegyezett egy amerikai katonai bézis létrehozdsiba az
orszg teriiletén. Kapcsolatai az Egyesiilt Allamokkal azonban a 2005-6s andizsani
zavargdsok utdn megromlottak, Taskent tivozasra kényszeritette az amerikaiakat a
hannabadi katonai bézisrdl (Sullivan, 2019), és jra szdvetséget kdtdtt Oroszorszag-
gal. A regionilis kapcsolatokat tekintve Uzbegisztén tobb szomszédjival is rossz
viszonyt dpolt, kiilondsen Tadzsikisztinnal, akivel stlyos, er8szakba torkollé konf-
liktusokba keveredett tdbbek kozott a vizkészletek miatt. A regiondlis integracidt
tdmogatd tizbég dllispont ellenére mas orszdgokkal, példaul Kazahsztdnnal val6
egylittmiikddés sem volt kdnny(i. A politikai-tirsadalmi viszonyok tekintetében az
tizbég rezsim szigort és elnyomé volt, ami a tarsadalmat z4rtabba, az orszdgot pedig
bezark4zova tette (Blackmon, 2021).

Karimov elnék 2016-ban varatlanul elhunyt. Az elndki székbe — néhany napos
bizonytalansdg és hallgatis utin — Shavkat Mirziyoyev volt miniszterelndk kertilt,
aki jelentds reformokat inditott mind a belfoldén, mind a kiilpolitikdban (Szalkai,
2022). Uzbegisztin bel- és kiilpolitikaja a nyitas jegyében teljesen jra lett definidlva.
Prioritas lett a kiilfoldi befektetések vonzasa és a gazdasag diverzifikicié mentén vald
fejlesztése, a szomszédos orszdgokkal valé bilateralis kapcsolatok javitdsa és a sérel-
mek orvosldsa, a regiondlis integricié elémozditisa a kdzép-4zsiai orszigokkal vald
kooperici6 révén, valamint dtfogé diplomdcia tevékenység és a kapcsolatok aktiv fej-
lesztése a régidn kiviili orszagokkal.

Kazahsztdnban is j elndk [épett hivatalba 2019-ben, amikor Nurszultan Nazar-
bajev — okulva a szomszédos Uzbegisztén elsS elnokének esetébdl — onként
lemondott és Kasszim-Jomart Tokajevnek adta it az elndki szerepet. Néhai tizbég
kollégijival ellentétben, Nazarbajev azonban életben van és politikailag is valame-
lyest kivaltsigos maradt. A volt elnck Kazahsztan dllam alapité atyja, 28 éves
kormanyzdsa alatt jelentds eredményeket ért el, és nagymértékben hozzijarult Ka-
zahsztan fejlédéséhez. Mindazondltal, komoly problémik is kialakultak, mivel az 4j
elnok reformlépései — a Nazarbajev koreihez lojélis klienttra szabotildsa miatt —
eleinte szerény eredményeket mutattak. Tdbbek kozdtt emiatt is 2022 janudrjaban
heves zavargisok tortek ki, amelyek a kormdny talélését és az 4llam stabilitdsat is



veszélyeztették. Ez stlyos csapdst mért az orszig stabilitdsdra, viszont kiszabaditotta
el8dje 4rnyékabol Tokajev elndkaot, aki igy feljogositva érezte magét a reformok valds
beinditdsira és felgyorsitdsira, valamint egy tulajdonképpeni politikai és gazdasigi
elitviltdsra. 2022 mérciusiban Tokajev elnok nemzeti beszédében bemutatta a poli-
tikai reformrdl alkotott elképzeléseit, amelyet jiniusban alkotminymddositd
népszavazds kovetett (Putz, 2022). Tokajev fontos céljai a hatékonyabb dllamigaz-
gatdsi kialakitdsa, a gazdasdgi fejlddés és a diverzifikicid el8segitése, a lakossig
jolétének emelése, a hatalmi 4gak egyértelmii szétvilasztisa, a lakossdg édllami
tigyekbe val6 bevondsa, az dllampolgiri jogok védelmének erdsitése, a politikai de-
mokratizalédas el8segitése, az orszag teljes modernizéldsa voltak. A szdmos kordbbi,
elvetélt reformokkezdeményezések, valamint a 2022. janudri zavargdsok dltal fel-
szinre hozott fesziiltségek miatt Tokajev — el8djétdl eltérden — eltokéltnek tlinik a
reformok végrehajtisaban.

Uzbegisztén és Kazahsztan szisztematikus reformjaihoz hasonlék ugyan nem va-
16sultak meg KézépfA’zsia tdbbi orszdgaban, de a régié politikdjiban, gazdasigiban
és nemzetkozi kapcsolataiban jitszott kiilonleges stituszuk miatt meghatdrozé be-
folydst gyakorolnak a regionalis fejlddési irdnyok kialakuldsira. Mikozben nehéz
megjésolni, hogy Kézép—Azsia meddig jut a reformok 4ltal kijelslt tton, létrejon-e
egy 4j modell, megallapithatd, hogy a véltozas trendszerti és a régié minden orszigat
érinti. Ennek oka az, hogy a csaknem hérom dekadnyi, gyakorlatilag fiiggetlen, nem
kiils§ szerepldk altal instrudle fejlédési palya utdn, a viligpolitika és gazdasag oridsi
valtozdsai kdzepette a kdzép-dzsiai orszdgokban erds a véltozas, a fejlddés, a moder-
nizicié és a konnektivitds irdnti vagy. Valdjiban Kirgizisztin, Tddzsikisztin és
Tiirkmenisztan is — rendkiviil kiilonb6zé mértékben és mddon, de — kovette ezt a
tendencidt. Mindezt erdsiti a Kozép-Eurdzsidt érintd geopolitikai dtrendezddés,
mely az ukrajnai hdbort miatt délebbre tol6d6, Koézépss Korridornak nevezett, jo-
részt szarazfoldi konnektivitdsi folyosd szerepének felértékelddésében jelenik meg
(Vasa & Barkanyi, 2023). Ez 6riasi lehet8séget ad a térség orszdgainak a viliggazda-
sigba valé bekapcsolddisra és orszdgaik modernizaldsira, diverzifikdle és
multiszektort fejlddési palyara 4llitdsira. A lehetdséget Kozép-Azsia orszagai oly-
annyira komolynak tartjik, hogy még az alapvet8en befelé fordulé Tiirkmenisztin
sem akar kimaradni beldle.

Erdsodo integracio

Kézép‘Azsia esetleges integracidja figyelemremélté fejlemény, tekintettel az évtize-
dekig tartd passzivitisra. A regionalizicié éppen ebben a térségben, a kozds
torténelem, kulttra és a valldsi hdttér miatt természetes dolognak tiinik, de valéjaban
Ko6zép-Azsia integriciés folyamata tekervényes és nehéz volt. Nem is igazan frhaté
le kozép-dzsiai integricio viligos definicidja, st, még csak egyetértés sincs annak ér-
telmezésében. Tartalmaz politikai, gazdasigi, biztonsdgi, kulturdlis és egyéb



aspektusokat, de intézményi célok példdul nem fogalmazédrak meg, a folyamat el-
eddig informdlis maradt, hasonléan a Visegrddi Csoport egyiittmiikodéséhez. Ezért
inkabb értelmezhetd laza regionalis egytittmiikodésként, mely az 6t kdzép-dzsiai or-
sz4g vonatkozisiban barmely teriiletre kiterjedhet (Umarov, 2020).

Ko6zép-Azsia a 19. szdzad végén jelent meg nemzetkézi politikai kontextusban,
amikor a ciri Oroszorszig adminisztrativ célok mentén létrehozta a Turkesztédn kor-
mdnyzdsigot' (Brower, 2002). Ezt megel6z8en nem volt kdzds politikai identitds a
nomdd népek 4ltal lakott sztyeppei régidban, amelyen hdrom kiilonb6z6 kinsdg osz-
tozott. Ugyanakkor a térségben €18 népek kdzds etnikai, nyelvi, kulturdlis és vallasi
identitdsokkal rendelkeztek a mar kényszerti kozigazgatisi egyesitésiik elStt is. A ré-
gidé meghatdrozdsa sordn evidensnek tlinik az a feltételezés, hogy a térségben 1év
dllamok szorosabb gazdasagi kapcsolatokkal rendelkeznek egymdssal, mint a térsé-
gen kiviili dllamokkal. Az értékelés sordn azonban fontos tekintettel lenniink arra a
tényre, hogy az dllamisdg csak névleg volt jelen: a Szovjetunié felbomlasdig, a szovjet
szocialista koztarsasigok mesterségesen létrehozott egységek voltak, és nem miikdd-
tek allamként. A Szovjetunidban nem volt horizontdlis kapcsolédds, csak
centralizalt. Ennek kdszdnhetden a kozép-4zsiai 6t orszdgot a fiiggetlenség utdn szo-
rosabb gazdasigi kapcsolatok kotdtték Moszkvahoz, mint egymdashoz, mely a mai
napig érezteti hatasit, pl. a kozlekedésben és az energetikai infrastrukeara terén.

A mai kdzép-4zsiai orszagok alapvetden nyersanyagok és energiaforrdsok export-
&rei, igy inkdbb a globalis, semmint a regiondlis piacok alakuldsatdl figgenek. A
regionalizicié gazdasdgi kritériumai kozvetleniil kapcsolédnak az integricidhoz,
amely akkor a legstabilabb, ha az dsszes szerepld céljai és preferencidi nagymértékben
megegyeznek. Ha nagy kiilonbségek vannak az érintett 4llamok preferencidi kozott,
nemzeti érdekeik 8sszehangoldsa sokkal bonyolultabba vélik.

Endogén integrdcios torekvések

A fuggetlenség elnyerése 6ta eltelt mintegy két évtizedben a kozép-dzsiai dllamok
szdmdra az elsédleges prioritds a sajét teriileti integritdsuk fenntartdsa, illetve sajat
dllampolgiri kozdsségiik lehetdség szerinti etnikai homogenizaldsa volt, semmint,
hogy irredenta vagy etnikai alapon teriileti koveteléseket timasszanak a szomszédja-
ikkal szemben. Egyfajta szuverenitds-maximalizdld, nemzetépitd kiilpolitikdrdl
beszélhetiink tehdt, melynek keretében a széban forgd rezsimek igyekeztek minél
inkabb ,szabad kezet” nyerni a beliigyeikben, és lehet3ség szerint a nemzetkozi szin-
téren is megprobaltdk novelni a mozgisteriiket (Gyene, 2017). Ugyanakkor, ahogy
Wagner Péter (2013, 192) megallapitja: ,...az 6ndlldsdg, a nemzeti sajitossigok
megélése el8szdr adatott meg ezeknek az orszdgoknak, amely inkdbb a versengést,
mint az egytictmiikddést erdsitette...”, igy a sajat nemzetillami szuverenitdsuk felett

! Két fékormanyzdsig foglalta magiba Ké’)zép—Azsia teriileteit, a Turkesztini Fékormanyzésigtdl
északra, a mai Kazahsztdn nagy részén teriilt el a Sztyeppei Fékormanyzésig.



téltékenyen Srkodd kozép-azsiai rezsimek jellemzéen nem az egytitemiikodést va-
lasztottak, hanem inkdbb elszigetelni igyekeztek magukat a szomszédjaik
problémaitdl. Ennek a legkdvetkezetesebb, egyben legszélsdségesebb példdja a ,pozi-
tiv semlegesség” jelszava alatt a teljes nemzetkozi elszigetel8dés® politikdjat folytatd
Tirkmenisztan, de a t3bbi rezsim esetében is taldn ez a szemlélet az elsddleges ma-
gyardzata a regiondlis egyiittmiikddésre irdnyulé kezdeményezések — legyen sz6 akar
a terrorizmus elleni kiizdelem, a vizmegoszts vagy menekiiltiigy kérdéseirdl — el-
mult évtizedekben tapasztalhaté szinte teljes hidnydnak (Gyene, 2017).

A Szovjetunié szétesése utdni elsd évtizedben, az dllamkozi kapesolatok nehézsé-
gei ellenére, a kozép-dzsiai dllamok erdfeszitéseket tettek egy regionlis
egytitemikodési architeketra 1étrehozdsdra. 1994-ben hirom koézép-azsiai orszig,
Kazahsztén, Kirgizisztan és Uzbegisztén létrehozta a Kozép-dzsiai Gazdasdgi Uniét
(Central Asian Economic Union/CAEU), amelyet 1998-ban Kézép~Azsiai Gazda-
sagi Kozosségnek (Central Asian Economic Cooperation/ CAEC) neveztek it
miutin T4dzsikisztin csatlakozott hozzi. Intézményi mechanizmusokat hoztak
létre az elnokitdl a miniszterelndkin 4t a kiiliigy- és védelmi miniszteri szintig, vég-
rehajté testiiletek alakultak, bejegyezték a KézépfAzsia Egytittmiikodési Fejlesztési
Bankot (Central Asia Cooperation Development Bank), valamint integralt fejlesz-
tési stratégidt fogalmaztak meg. Azonban ezek egyike sem valésult meg igazdn, és az
integrcié nem jitszott jelentds szerepet a térség dllamainak életében. A szervezet
tjjaélesztésének minden 1épését passzivitis kovette. A fenti négy orszag utolsé erd-
feszitése a Kozép-Azsiai BEgytitrmiikddési Szervezet (Central Asian Cooperation
Organization/CACOQ) létrehozisa volt 2001-ben. Miutdn nem sikeriilt létrehoznia
tagdllamok k6zds piacat, még ezt a szervezetet is egyesitették 2005-ben az Eurdzsiai
Gazdasagi Kézosséggel (Eurasian Economic Community/EurAsEC), amely 2001
6ta létezik, és amit Oroszorszdg dominal (2003-ban az EurAsEC megfigyeldi std-
tuszt kapott az ENSZ Kozgytilésében). Az felvizolt integriciés folyamatok
dinamikajét az 1. dbra mutatja.

* Nyijazov tiirkmén elndk 1994-ben nyilvinitotta ki a ,pozitiv semlegesség” kiilpolitikai dokerindjit.
Ennek értelmében j6 kapcsolatokat kivént dpolni minden dllammal, ugyanakkor nem kivant részt
venni semmilyen multilaterdlis egyiittm(ikddésben. Tiirkmenisztdn semlegességét 1995-ben az
ENSZ  Kozgytilés  hatdrozatban is  elismerte  (Forrds:  http://www.un.org/docu-
ments/ga/res/50/250r080.htm).



1. abra: Kozép-Azsia integraciés folyamatai

1994 1998 2001 2002 2014
EGU
EurAsEc BY, KZ, KG, RU, TJ
CACO ARM, BY,
KZ
CAEU CAEC KZ,KG,UZ, T] KG, RU
KZ, KG, CEAU+T]
UzZ

Forras: Sajat szerkesztés
Roviditések: CAEU: Central Asian Economic Union; CAEC: Central Asian Economic Cooperation;
CACO: Central Asian Cooperation Organization; EGU: Euréazsiai Gazdasagi Uni6; ARM: Orményor-
szag; BY: Belarusz; KG: Kirgizisztan; KZ: Kazahsztan; RU: Oroszorszag; TJ: Tadzsikisztan; UZ:
Uzbegisztan

Exogén integrdcios torekvések

Az ezredfordulé kornyékén wjjaéledd nagyhatalmi versengések viszonyai kdzepette
a kozép-dzsiai politikai elitek a (rezsim)stabilitds fenntartdsira tdrekedtek, mikdz-
ben tovdbbra is ,jiradék-vadisz” mddon viselkedtek. Ennek eredménye
tdrvényszertien az lett, hogy nemcsak a nagyhatalmak igyekeztek befolyasukat és
akaratukat érvényesiteni a kdzép-4zsiai llamok felett, hanem azok is probaltak télitk
telhet8en minél inkdbb kihasznalni, bizonyos esetekben egymds ellen kijitszani a
nagyhatalmakat (Wagner, 2013). Ez a sajitos, multivektoros egyenstilyozé politika,
kiegésziilve a gazdasigi export-diverzifikicids torekvésekkel, jellemezte a kozép-
4zsiai kdztdrsasigok kiilkapesolatait a harom nagyhatalmi erdkozpont, a kétezres év-
tizedb8l a kozép-dzsiai térben feltdimadd birodalmi ambicidkedl vezérelt
Oroszorszag, az afganisztdni hibort kapcesan a térség irant megélénkiil§ érdeklédést
tandsité Amerikai Egyesiilt Allamok és szovetségesei, valamint az immdr nemcsak
gazdasigi pozicid szerzésre torekvs, hanem politikailag és gazdasigilag is mindin-
kébb tényezdvé vilé Kina dltal dominalt aréndban (Gyene, 2017).

Mivel tehit a kdzép-dzsiai allamoknak nem sikeriilt kialakitaniuk a horizontélis
egytitemikodést, a kiils hatalmi tényezdk érdekeltté véltak olyan regionalis szerve-
zetek 1étrehozisdban, amelyeket vagy irdnyitanak, vagy tdimogatélag befolyasolnak.
Ezek tébbnyire geopolitikai és biztonsdgi vonatkozdst szervezetek: az oroszok dltal
vezetett Kollektiv Biztonsigi Szerz38dés Szervezete (Collective Security Treaty Or-
ganization/CSTO), a Kina és részben Oroszorszdg 4ltal domindle Sanghaji
Egyiitem{ikodési Szervezet (Shanghai Cooperation Organization, SCO) és az USA
dltal timogatott a GUAM (Gruzia, Ukrajna, Azerbajdzsin és Moldova) regionilis
szervezetet. Vannak mds katonai strukeardk és programok is, mint példdul a

10



CENTCOM, a CENTRASBAT (Central Asian Battalion/K8zép-dzsiai Z4szl4-
alj) és a NATO Békepartnerség (PfP) programja, amelyek megprobéledk a kozép-
4zsiai allamokat valamiféle egyiittmiikddési kapcesolatba hozni a Nyugattal. Ezeknek
a szervezeteknek a tdbbsége azonban nem volt képes egyesiteni a régidt és megterem-
teni az allamok kozotti valds egyiitemiikddést.

Az allamok koézotti kapesolatok térékenyek maradtak, az orszdgok fokozatosan
eltavolodtak egymdstdl, kivéve a radikalis széls8séges erdk elleni kiizdelem irdnti kol-
csénds elkdtelezettséget. Mindazondltal a koordinicié még ebben az esetben is
tébbnyire az SCO-n és a CSTO-n, azaz kiils§ hatalmak 4ltal uralt szervezeteken
keresztiil zajlik. A gazdasigi kapcsolatok gyengék, az egymassal folytatott kereske-
delem tovabbra is korlitozott maradt. Ezzel a hittérrel szdmos, kiilsé hatalmak 4ltal
tdmogatott regiondlis szervezet sem volt sikeres.

A kordbban emlitett biztonsigi vonatkozdst szervezeteken kiviil mas projektek
is zajlanak a gazdasagi és infrastrukturilis 6sszekottetések bévitése érdekében. A
nyugati orszigok, elsésorban EU dltal timogatott projektek az Eurépa—Kaukazus—
Azsia kozlekedési folyosé (TRACECA/Transport Corridor Europe-Caucasus-
Asia) ésaz Orszégkdzi Olaj- és Gazszillitds Eurépaba (INOGATE/INterstate Oil
and GAs Transportation to Europe). Fontos, az Azsiai Fejlesztési Bank 4ltal kezde-
ményezett, az EBRD és az IMF dltal is timogatott egytittmiikodés a K6zép-azsiai
regiondlis gazdasigi egyiittm{ikddés (CAREC/Central Asia Regional Economic
Cooperation).

Kina komoly beruhdzasokat hajtott végre a Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) pro-
jektje mentén, mely nyilvinvaléan sszefiigg Kina azon torekvésével is, hogy névekvd
energia- és nyersanyagigényét biztonsdgosan és gazdasigosan biztositsa kiilonb6zd
forrdsokbdl (Erdeiné—Neszmélyi, 2017). Oroszorszdgnak sikeriilt két kozép-azsiai
orszagot — Kazahsztant és Kirgizisztint — szorosabban, tagként bevonni az Eura-
zsiai Gazdasigi Uni6ba, az EGU-ba.

Noha ezek a szervezetek biztonsagi és gazdasigi szempontbdl hasznosak Kozép-
Azsia 4llamai szdmara, az integricié inkabb vertikélis abban az értelemben, hogy eze-
ket a tobboldalt mechanizmusokat valamilyen kiilsé hatalom épiti dssze és tartja
fenn (Patnaik, 2019). Az egyetlen kivétel az EGU, amely két kdzép-4zsiai tagillam-
nak segitett a horizontdlis egyiittm(ikddés megerdsitésében a tagallamok kozotti
t8ke, druk és munkaerd szabad mozgasa révén.

A meglév szervezeteknek altaliban nem tagja az Ssszes kozép-azsiai dllam. Sz4-
mos regiondlis szervezet ellentétes célokat szolgil, mivel a versengd nagy- és
regiondlis hatalmak vannak a hattérben. Az egyes dllamok és a hdrom nagyhatalom
barmelyikének viszonya hatdrozza meg az dltala irdnyitott szervezetekhez valé viszo-
nyulast. Kivilé példa Ozbegisztén, amely elhagyta az Oroszorszig dltal vezetett
szervezeteket, amikor kdzelebb keriilt az USA-hoz. Viszont kilépett az Amerikai
Egyesiilt Allamok 4ltal timogatott GUAM-bé és tjra csatlakozott a CSTO-hoz és
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az EURASEC:-hez, amikor az USA-val fennillé kapcsolatok mélypontra keriiltek.
Aztén ismét felfiiggesztette a CSTO-ban valé tagsagit.

Az is megillapithatd, hogy a Nyugat dltal timogatott regionalis kezdeményezé-
sek valdjaban nem jirtak sikerrel. Az orosz és kinai befolydssal nem rendelkezd
regiondlis szervezetek t3bbsége szdmdra az a bizonyos pohar inkdbb tiresnek, mint
telinek ttinik, az alig végrehajtott megillapoddsok miatt. A legtdbb regionilis szerve-
zet kudarcdnak misik oka az, hogy sokuk célja atfedésben van egymassal és hianyzik
a hatékony koordinidcié. Laruelle ezt a helyzetet taldléan ,spagetti til” effekcusként
irta le (Laruelle et al,, 2012). Laruelle és szerzdtrsa azt is leszdgezi, hogy egy ilyen
helyzet negativan befolydsolja a regiondlis integrici6t azaltal, hogy a nagyhatalmak
kozote versengd geopolitikai érdekeket teremt. Ezt a folyamatot, szerintiik, meg-
konnyitették a régién belili killonbségek. Példdul Kazahsztin kivételével, amely
minden szomszédjaval hatdrszerzddéseket irt ald, a tdbbi kozép-dzsiai dllamnak to-
vibbra sincs végleges megéllapoddsa a vitatott hatirok vonatkozisban. A kozép-
dzsiai allamok kozotti alacsony szintl kereskedelem sem segitette eld a regiondlis in-
tegraciot.

Integrdciés kényszerek

Altalinos vélekedés szerint az Uzbegisztdn és Kazahsztdn kézote a vezetd szerepére
folytatott kiizdelem volt a f& oka a kdzép-dzsiai integracid kudarcanak ebben az id3-
szakban. Kézép-Azsia legnagyobb gazdasigival és az 1990-es években a masik négy
orszagéval egyenértékit GDP-vel Kazahsztin magitdl értet8dé modon a régid veze-
tjének tekintette magit. Uzbegisztan, amely a szovjet idékben Kozép-Azsia
hagyomanyos politikai és szellemi kozpontja volt, ipari bazissal és ot orszdg koziil a
legmagasabb népességgel rendelkezett, nem volt hajlandé alirendelni magit a tobbi-
eknek. Karimov 2016-ban elhunyt elnék konfrontativ kiilpolitikai irdnyvonala
Kazahsztdnnal, Tédzsikisztdnnal és Kirgizisztinnal is nagyon fesziilt viszonyt tar-
tott fenn. Kirgizisztin és Tadzsikisztan, a két kis orszdg, amely gazdasagilag nem tud
versenyezni Kazahsztinnal és Uzbegiszténnal, tétovizott, mert attdl tartott, hogy az
integricié sérti gazdasagi érdekeiket. Tiirkmenisztidn pedig izolacionista politikdt
folytatva minden integraciétdl tivol tartotta magat (Peyrouse, 2024).

A kozép-dzsiai integricié 13 éves megszakitds utdn 2018 tavaszdn indult djra:
Asztandban taldlkozott az 6t kozép-dzsiai dllam elnoke. 20 év éta ez volt az elsd
csticstaldlkoz a kozép-dzsiai vezetdk kozoétt. Ez a magas szintil taldlkoz6 inditotta
be Gjra a kozép-dzsiai integricids folyamatot. Az integracid ezen szakaszdban mar
mind az 6t kozép-dzsiai orszag a kezdeteked] fogva, a legmagasabb szinten részt vett.
Az évente megrendezett magas szint(i egyeztetd férum nevet is kapott: Kozép-Azsia
Cstcs (hivatalos nevén ,K8zép-dzsiai Vezet8k Konzulticiés Taldlkozéja” Consulta-
tive Meeting of Central Asian Leaders). A csticsok egyik fontos eredménye, hogy
alairtdk a kozép-dzsiai jészomszédi viszonyrdl, bardtsigrdl és egyiittmiikodésrdl
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sz016 szerz8dést (Treaty of Good-Neighbourliness, Friendship and Cooperation for the
Development of Central Asia in the 21st Century) (ANKASAM, 2022).

Ennek az integriciés kornek a £ kezdeményezdje Mirziyoyev tizbegisztini elnok
volt, Kazahsztin pedig erdsen tdimogatta. Az integracidt vezérl$ kazah-tizbég tan-
dem miig fontos motorja a zékkenémentes fejlddésnek. Uzbegisztin kapcsolatai
valamennyi kozép-dzsiai orszdggal javultak, igy a szomszédsagpolitikai akadélyok el-
harultak; nétt a régién beliili kereskedelem és beruhazis, a gazdasigi kapcsolatok
pedig egyre szorosabbak. A nemzetkdzi ipardgak és ellatdsi lancok kordbbi években
tapasztalt zavarai és szerkezetatalakitisa a kozép-azsiai orszagokat is az egytittmii-
kodés erdsitésére 9sztondzték. Riadasul az 4j biztonsigi kdrnyezetben a kézép-
dzsiai dllamok szitkségét érzik egymds tdmogatdsdnak a biztonsdgi kockazatok kivé-
dése, valamint fiiggetlenségiik és teriileti integritisuk megdrzése érdekében, amint
azt a jészomszédi viszonyrdl, baratsigrél és egyiittmiikodésrdl sz0l6 szerz8dés is
egyértelmiien kifejezi.

Az elemzd8k megitélése vegyes a kozép-azsiai integracid kildtdsai kapcesan, opti-
mista és pesszimista szcendridkat egyardnt josolnak. A pesszimista allispont szerint
Kézép~Azsia kiviilrél monolitnak tiinik, de beliilr8] nagyon diverz; politikai kultardi
igen eltérdek, és az orszagok nem egy irdnyba haladnak (Krapohl & Vasileva-Dienes,
2020). Egyesek azt mondjik, hogy Kézép‘[\zsia integricidja lehetetlen, mert a ko-
zép-4zsiai orszdgoknak ugyan kdzds a tdrténelme, de nincs kozos jelene (Kazantsev
et al,, 2021). Vannak olyan vélemények is, miszerint a kozép-azsiai orszdgok gazda-
sdgi komplementaritdsa alacsony, és kétségek fogalmazédnak meg azzal
kapcsolatban, hogy az integricié jelentds gazdasdgi hasznot hozna (Cieslik &
Gurshev, 2023). Mésok tgy vélik, hogy Kozép-Azsia integricidja lehetetlen a tér-
ségben érdekelt kozép- és nagyhatalmak részvétele nélkiil (Amirbek et al., 2020).
Mindenesetre egy j kozép-dzsiai integriciés folyamat zajlik; 2024 8sszel Tddzsi-
kiszténban tartjik az 6tddik kdzép-azsiai csticstaldlkozot.

Regionalis identitas erésodése

A regionilis identitds hangsulyosabba vildsa szintén fontos tendencia a térségben.
Napjainkra Kézép—Azsia orszdgai egyre inkabb felismerték a kozos identitdst, ugy
érzik, hogy Kézép—Azsia mint térség jobban lathaté a viligban, ezdltal javitani tudja
nemzetkozi megitélését és nagyobb sullyal jelenik meg a vildgpolitikai porondon.
Mindazonaltal a jelentésebb nemzetkdzi szereplSk is fontos szerepet jatszottak
Kézép~Azsia kollektiv identitdsdnak kialakitdsiban azaltal, hogy az orszigok t3bb-
sége szdmdra, diplomdciailag konnyebb és kényelmesebb Kézép~Azsia egészével
foglalkozni; ezért alakult ki az 5+1 modell, amelyben az 6t kozép-4zsiai orszag taldl-
kozik egy, altaliban jelent&sebb partnerrel. E megoldis uttérdje Japan volt, amely
mdr 2004-ben pirbeszédet folytatott ebben a formitumban az 6t kdzép-azsiai or-
szdggal. Dél-Korea kovette a példit 2007-ben, majd sokan mdsok. A nagyobb

13



orszagok, gy, mint Kina, Oroszorszag, az Egyesiilt Allamok és India (Veres, 2022),
mdr j6 ideje nagyobb figyelmet forditottak a bilateralis csatornakra, mert a kétoldala
parbeszédek célzottabbak, és nyilvan orszdgonként eltérd kérdések meriilnek fel, rd-
adasul a kétoldalt tirgyaldsok gyengitik a regionalis kezdeményezéseket, a kohéziét.
Az Egyesiilt Allamok csak 2015-ben inditotta el az 5+1 formitumot a térséggel,
Oroszorszag és India 2019-ben, Kina pedig 2020-ban. Mara az 5+1 modell a nem-
zetkozi  tirgyaldpartnerek kedvelt megolddsa lett a Kozép-Azsidval vald
érintkezésnek, és idSkdzben a targyaldsok szintje miniszterirdl az dllamfdire emelke-
dett. Mindazonaltal, tovibbra is gyakorlat maradt a kétoldald miniszteri vagy
allamfdi taldlkozé intézménye.

Az orosz-ukran konfliktus kirobbandsa éta a kézép-azsiai orszdgok tovabbra is
kiilonosen szoros kapesolatokat dpolnak, sdt, fejlesztenek Oroszorsziggal. Ugyan-
akkor nagyobb autonémiardl és eltokéleségrdl tesznek tandbizonysidgot politikai,
gazdasigi és biztonsdgi kapcsolataik minden irdnyba torténd kiterjesztésével; kiilo-
nosen érdekeltek az infrastrukeurdlis és kozlekedési projektekben, valamint a
viliggazdasdgba trténdé mélyebb integriciéban.

A kozép-azsiai térség fliggetlenségre, autondmiira torekszik. Kozép-Azsia 6t or-
szdga a Szovjetunid romjaibdl jott létre, tdrténelmiik sordn el8szdr valdban fiiggetlen
allamként, melyeket a torténelem sordn kialakult viszonyrendszerek befolydsoltak és
korl4toztak. Eleinte ennek a régiénak nem volt silya a nemzetkdzi politikdban,
Oroszorszag altal uralt, bezarkéz6 régiénak tekintették. Most ez erdsen viltozéban
van, amint azt a kdzép-dzsiai integrici wjjaéledése és az orszdgok nyitdsi politikdi is

bizonyitjik.

A Nagy Jatszma folytatodik: nagy- és kozéphatalmi érdekek és tobbvek-
tori diplomacia

Az 3sszes nagy- és kozéphatalom aktiv Kézép—Azsiéban, koztitk Kina, Oroszorszdg,
az Bgyesiilt Allamok, Burépa, de Torokorszag (Bird, 2022), India (Veres, 2022) is.
Geopolitikai és stratégiai befolyds tekintetében kétségteleniil Kina, Oroszorszig és
az Egyesiilt Allamok tekinthetd a legfontosabbnak. Ez a kozép-dzsiai orszigok sza-
mdra nem jelentene problémdt, ha a nagyhatalmak egymidssal j6 viszonyt dpolndnak;
ezzel szemben a térségben érdekelt szerepldk viszonyrendszere bonyolult, versengd
és konfrontativ jellegii.

Egyediildllé foldrajzi és geopolitikai elhelyezkedése, valamint erdforrdsai miatt
Ko6zép-Azsia mindig is a nagy- és regionalis hatalmak fékuszaban volt. A Kozép-
Azsia és Oroszorszag kozotti kapesolatok sajitos hittere miatt a térség orszdgainak
nagyhatalmakkal 4dpolt viszonya is kiemelt jelent&séggel bir, tobbek kozott a bizton-
sagpolitikai szempontok miatt. Ezért a nagyhatalmakkal fenntartott kapesolatok
megfeleld kezelése a térség orszdgai szdmira jelentds diplomaciai feladat, a biztonsag
és stabilitds biztositdsinak szinte kizardlagos eszkoze. A térségi geopolitikai realitis
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az elmult években az amerikai-orosz rivalizalas volt, melynek az afganisztdni ameri-
kai csapatok kivondsa vetett véget. Ezzel szemben Kina és Oroszorszig kapcsolata e
tekintetben harmonikusnak mondhaté: 1998 6ta folytatnak regionalis biztonsdgi és
gazdasigi egyiittmitkddést Ko6zép-Azsidban. A 2001-ben alapitott Sanghaji Egytitt-
miikddési Szervezet egyrészt a Kina-Oroszorszig egyiittmiikddés terméke, masrészt
a kozos szomszédsigban taldlhaté Kozép-Azsidval vald egyiitemiikddés egyik fontos
platformja. Sokan azt jésoltdk, hogy Kina és Oroszorszag konfliktusba keriil Kézép-
Azsizban, de ez eddig még nem tértént meg.

Ami az Egyesiilt Allamok és Kina kozotti kozép-azsiai kapesolatokat illeti, a kép
osszetettebb. A {8 célokat elemezve gy tlinik, hogy a két orszdg hasonlé pontokbdl
indul ki, mint példdul a terrorizmus elleni kiizdelem, a kiilgazdasdgi kapcsolatok di-
verzifikicidjanak és a kozép-dzsiai dllamok fliggetlenségének és  teriileti
integritisinak tdmogatdsa, a regiondlis kapcsolédds el8segitése, valamint a befekte-
tési és kereskedelmi kornyezet javitdsa; 4m a gyakorlatban érdemi egyiittmiikdés
nem igazan volt. Geopolitikai fesziiltségek is vannak a két orszag kézote, példdul
Kina ellenezte az Egyesiilt Allamok kézép-azsiai katonai jelenlétét, illetve a Nyugat
altal exportilt és timogatott ,szines” forradalmakat. Bér jelenleg tgy tiinik, az Egye-
siilt Allamok Afganisztdnbdl vald tivozisa az egész térségbdl valé kivonulasat is
jelentette, mégis, vannak jelek, melyek az amerikai érdekl8désre és befolyasszerzési
szdndékra utalnak (Stoll, 2023).

A kozép-dzsiai allamok szempontjdbdl a tobbvektort diplomacia optimdlis meg-
olddsnak tlinik, mert lithatan ez szolgilja az érdekeiket. A nagyhatalmak egymdssal
szemben éllnak, de a kozép-4zsiai dllamoknak nincs komoly konfliktusa velik, még
ha olyan kérdésekben vitdban is 4llnak pl. a Nyugattal, mint az emberi jogok és a
demokracia helyzete. Mindazondltal, nem akarjak feltétel nélkiil kévetni egyik nagy-
hatalmat sem a masikkal szemben; szivesen baratkoznak mindegyikkel, és szeretnék,
ha bariti orszdgként kezelnék dket. Idedlis helyzetben, a kdzép-dzsiai allamok fékek
és egyensulyok lehetnének a térségben érdekelt nagyhatalmak kdzott; ez széles moz-
gisteret nyitna szdmukra, és megakadalyozna, hogy a térséget a nagyhatalmak
dominaljak.

A Kina, az Egyesilt Allamok, Oroszorszag és Eurdpa kozotti fesziiltségek elle-
nére a kozép-dzsiai orszdgok mindegyikiikkel stratégiai partnerséget vagy stratégiai
egyiittmiikddést alakitotrak ki. Az Egyesiile Allamok és Uzbegisztén 2021 decem-
berében stratégiai partnerségi parbeszédet inditott (MFA Uzbekistan, 2021). Az
EU Ko6zép-Azsia egyik legfontosabb kereskedelmi partnere és befektetési forrasa.
Kazahsztan kiilkereskedelmének és kiilfoldi befektetéseinek tobb mint 30%-a az
EU-bdl szdrmazik, és 2022-ben a kazah-eurdpai kereskedelem 39,9 millidrd dolldr,
az EU-orszdgokbdl érkezd befektetések pedig dsszesen 12,5 millidrd dolldrt tettek ki
(European Commission, n.d.). Mirzijojev {izbég elnok 2023. mdjusi németorszigi
latogatdsa sordn a két orszdg 8sszesen 9 millidrd dollar értékben kotoet kereskedelmi

megillapodist. Az elmdlt 10 évben az EU orszigai kérilbelil 120 millidrd dollére
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fektetettek be Kozép-Azsidban, ami a régiéba iranyuld kdzvetlen kiilfsldi befekreré-
sek 40%-4t teszi ki. Az Egyesiilt Allamok kulcsfontossigt szerepet tolt be
Kazahsztén energiaszektordban, de kevésbé volt fontos az 4ltalanos gazdasigi és ke-

reskedelmi kapcsolatokban (IEA, 2022)

Konklizio

A tSbbpdlust vilag lehet8séget ad K6zép-Azsianak arra, hogy szdmos nemzetkozi
partnerrel alakitson ki jé kapcsolatot a térség prosperitisinak érdekében. Oroszor-
szdg mind az 6t dllam egyik legfontosabb kereskedelmi és gazdasigi partnere, és azis
marad a beldthaté jovében. Ennek inkdbb a tobb mint egy évszdzados dsszekapcso-
16d4s intézményi és kulturalis orokségéhez van koze, kevésbé a régidban fennilld
orosz dominancidrdl alkotott elképzelésekhez. Kinat széles korben olyan gazdasagi
hatalomként tartjik szdmon, amely képes a nagyszabdsu ipari projektek kiterjeszté-
sére a régidban utak, cs8vezetékek és épiiletek hilézatin keresztiil. Az Egyesilt
Allamok és szovetségese, az Eurdpai Uni6 készenlétben dll a térségi befolyas novelé-
sére. Ezeket a nagyhatalmi, geopolitika és geodkondmia dltal determindle
torekvéseket a térség orszdgai csak gy tudjak kezelni, ha a multivektort, egyensa-
lyozé kiilpolitikdjukat folytatjék, de egyben erdsitik a (Azerbajdzsinnal kibdvitett)
kozép-eurdzsiai integricidjukat elsddlegesen a biztonsig- és védelempolitika, vala-
mint a gazdasig terén.

Irodalomjegyzék

Amirbek, A. Makhanov, K. Tazhibayev, R. & Anlamassova, M. (2020). The Central Asian countries
in the global economy: the challenges of economic integration. Central Asia and the Caucasus,
21(1)

ANKASAM (2022). Infographic: Treaty of friendship, good neighborliness and cooperation for the
development of Central Asia in the 21st Century. https://www.ankasam.org/ankasam-in-
fographic-treaty-of-friendship-good-neighborliness-and-cooperation-for-the-development-of-
central-asia-in-the-21st-century/?lang=en (2024.09.19.)

Askeroglu, S. (2022). Military Exercise of the US in Tajikistan. ANKASAM, 23/08/2022.
https://www.ankasam.org/military-exercise-of-the-us-in-tajikistan/?lang=en (2024.09.19.)
Biré, D. (2021) Pantiirkizmus: A t3rdk diplomdcia Kézép—Azsiéban. In: Gulyss, Cs., Szildgyi, Zs.

& Szivik, J (szerk.). Azsia mozgé hatdrai. Typotex Kiadé, 257-275.

Blackmon, P. (2021). After Karimov and Nazarbayev: change in Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan? Cent-
ral Asian Survey, 40(2), 179-196. hetps://doi.org/10.1080/02634937.2020.1837073

Brower, D. (2002). Turkestan and the Fate of the Russian Empire. Routledge, London, 240 p.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203605219

Caspian Policy Center (2022). Japarov Misses CIS Summit, Attends Trilateral Meetings with Putin
and Rahmon During CICA Summit. Oct 18, 2022. https://www.caspianpolicy.org/research/se-
curity-and-politics-program-spp/japarov-misses-cis-summit-attends-trilateral-meetings-with-
putin-and-rahmon-during-cica-summit (2024.09.19.)

16



Cieslik, A., & Gurshev, O. (2023). Trade policies in Central Asia after EAEU enlargement and after
Russian WT O accession: regionalism and integration into the world economy revisited. Eurasian
Geography and Economics, 1-23. hetps://doi.org/10.1080/15387216.2022.2162098

Erdeiné Késmérki-Gally Sz. & Neszmélyi Gy. (2017). Regional Development in the World - China’s
Role in Africa. Romanian Review of Regional Studies, 1. pp. 13-26.

European Commission (n.d.). EU trade relations with Kazakhstan. Facts, figures and latest develop-
ments. https://policy.trade.ec.europa.eu/eu-trade-relationships-country-and-region/countries-
and-regions/kazakhstan_en (2024.09.13.)

Gyene, P. (2017) Fiiggetlen dllamisdg a posztszovjet Kozép-Azsidban. Aposztréf Kiads, Budapest.

Gyene, P. (2023). Az orosz—ukran hédbort kézép-dzsiai 14t6sz5gbdl. Kiiliigyi Szemle 22(3), 67-82.

International Energy Agency (IEA) (2022). Kazakhstan 2022 Energy Sector Review. IEA Publicati-
ons. https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/fc84229e-6014-
44002963bccea29e¢0387/Kazakhstan2022.pdf (2024.09.19.)

Kazantsev, A., Medvedeva, S. & Safranchuk, I. (2021). Between Russia and China: Central Asia in
Greater Eurasia. Journal of Eurasian Studies, 12(1), 57-71.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1879366521998242

Krapohl, S. & Vasileva-Dienes, A. (2020). The region that isn't: China, Russia and the failure of
regional integration in Central Asia.  Asia  Europe Journal 18, 347-366,
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10308-019-00548-0

Laruelle, M. &Peyrouse, S. (2012). Regional organisations in Central Asia: Patterns of interaction,
dilemmas of efficiency. (Working Paper No. 10). Institute of Public Policy and Administration,
Graduate School of Development, University of Central Asia.

MEFA Tajikistan (2015). Concept of the Foreign Policy of the Republic of Tajikistan. Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Republic of Tajikistan. https://mfatj/en/main/view/988/concept-of-the-fo-
reign-policy-of-the-republic-of-tajikistan (2024.09.13)

MEFA Uzbekistan (2021). Joint Statement between Uzbekistan and the United States following the
Inaugural Meeting of the Strategic Partnership Dialogue. Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Republic of
Uzbekistan.  https://mfa.uz/en/press/news/2021/joint-statement-between-uzbekistan-and-
the-united-states-following-the-inaugural-meeting-of-the-strategic-partnership-dialogue---
30881 (2024.09.13).

Patnaik, A. (2019). Regionalism and Regional Cooperation in Central Asia. International Studies,
56(2-3), 147-162

Peyrouse, S. (2024). Turkmenistan: authoritarianism, nation building and cult of personality. In:
Lindstaedt, N. & den Bosch, J.J. (eds). Research Handbook on Authoritarianism. pp. 356—369,
22nd Chapter. https://doi.org/10.4337/9781802204827.00033

Pomfret, R. (2000). The Uzbek Model of Economic Development 1991-99. Economics of Transition
and Institutional Change 8(3), 733-748. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0351.00062

Putz, K. (2022a). Kazakhstan Leaves ‘Elbasy’ Behind, Approves Constitutional Referendum. The
Diplomat, June 6. 2022. hetps://thediplomat.com/2022/06/kazakhstan-leaves-elbasy-behind-
approves-constitutional-referendum (2024.09.19.)

Putz, K. (2022b). Kyrgyzstan Cancels CSTO ‘Indestructible Brotherhood” Military Exercises. The
Diplomat, June 6. 2022. https://thediplomat.com/2022/10/kyrgyzstan-cancels-csto-indest-
ructible-brotherhood-military-exercises/ (2024.09.13.)

Stoll, H. (2023). A Case for Greater U.S. Engagement in Central Asia. RAND Commentary.
https://www.rand.org/pubs/commentary/2023/09/a-case-for-greater-us-engagement-in-cent-
ral-asia.html (2024.09.13)

17



Sullivan, C.]. (2019). Uzbekistan and the United States: interests and avenues for cooperation. Asian
Affairs, 50(1), 102—111. hetps://doi.org/10.1080/03068374.2019.1567104

Szalkai, K. (2022). Generaciévaltds Kozép-Azsidban: biztonsig és stabilitds Mirzijojev és Tokajev
hatalomra keriilése utdn. Nemzet és Biztonsdg: Biztonsdgpolitikai Szemle 15(4), 59-90.

Umarov, A. (2020). Central Asia: construction of the new regional security complex? The Journal of
Cross-Regional Dialogues/La Revue de dialogues inter-régionaux 1/2020 (Special Issue - Eurasian
regionalism: global trends and local dynamics). https://doi.org/10.25518/2593-9483.135

Vasa, L. & Barkanyi, P. (2023). Geopolital and Geo-Economic Importance of the Middle Corridor:
A Chompreshive Overview. Eurasian Journal of Economic and Business Studies 67(2), 20-32.

Veres, Sz. (2022). A Kézép—Azsia és India kozotti kapesolatok 4ttekintése, aktudlis helyzete és lehe-
t8ségei. Eurdzsia Szemle 2(3), 105-123.

Wagner P. (2013) Kézép-Azsia helye az dtalakulé viligrendben. In: Griinhut Z.—Vérés Z. (szerk.):
Az dtalakulé vildgrend kiiszbén. Publikon kiad6, Pécs. 187-204.

Winn, N. & Ginzle, S. (2023). Recalibrating EU Foreign Policy Vis-a-vis Central Asia: Towards
Principled Pragmatism and Resilience. Geopolitics, 28(3), 1342-1361.
hteps://doi.org/10.1080/14650045.2022.2042260

CHANGING CENTRAL ASIA: THE IMPERATIVE OF PRAGMATISM

Abstract

After the independence of Central Asian countries, the great powers did not pay particular
attention to the region, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan
began to build their states and nations without external influences. One of the most im-
portant features of Central Asia today is the change; the countries of the region are going
through a major transformation as, amid the changes in world politics and economy, Cen-
tral Asian countries have a strong desire for development, modernization and connectivity.
All major and middle powers are active in Central Asia, including China, Russia, the United
States, Europe, but also Turkey and India. In terms of geopolitical and strategic influence,
China, Russia and the United States are undoubtedly the most important. Also inspired by
the complicated nature of relations between great powers, multi-vector diplomacy in the
field of foreign policy is a common feature of Central Asian countries. Despite tensions
between China, the United States, Russia, and Europe, Central Asian countries have
formed strategic partnerships or strategic cooperation with each of them. Pragmatism is
an important feature of the diplomacy of the Central Asian states, which is based on the
principle of being able to realize real benefits for their country.

Keywords: Central Asia, pragmatism, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uz-
bekistan
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Introduction

Abstract

The tragic loss of thousands of lives at the European
borders has raised concerns regarding the European
Union's (EU) handling of migration. The EU’'s manage-
ment of migration through bilateral agreements has
demonstrated challenges in adequately protecting the
rights and dignity of migrants and asylum seekers. Hu-
man rights principles should be universal to all
individuals regardless of their migration status ensur-
ing their freedom and dignity. This paper argues for
adopting a human rights-oriented approach in such
agreements comparing the implications and dimen-
sions of human rights in these agreements on Turkiye
and Northern African countries, notably Morocco and
Libya offering insights across different regions. This
paper will examine the human rights implications of
these agreements considering the continued increase
in migration flows to the EU and the efforts to manage
them. Furthermore, it evaluates the mechanisms to
address human rights within the migration agree-
ments and their interaction with international laws
and EU policies. The paper contributes to the ongoing
debates on migration policies prioritizing human rights
in EU decision-making in future migration agreements.

Keywords: Human rights, European Union, Morocco,
Turkiye, Libya, Tunisia

Migration is a critical issue in Europe that has led to the externalisation of the EU's

migration governance to third countries. Over the years, the EU migration policy
has fought against irregular migration to the extent of including the neighbouring
third countries as gatekeepers. The externalisation of migration policy aims to pro-

vide immigrants and refugees an alternative to remain in their place of transit or

origin by making the conditions conducive enough to stop them from moving to-

wards Europe (Carrera et al, 2019, p. 245). Migration agreements are not a new

phenomenon, several bilateral migration agreements have been established since

1990 between EU member states and the countries of transit to control irregular
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migration. It is necessary to distinguish between regular and irregular migrants to
understand these agreements. Regular migrants have valid work and residency per-
mits; if the EU member state accepts their application, they can also be awarded
refugee status. Individuals who do not possess this status and continue to reside
within EU borders are regarded as irregular migrants European Commission. (n.d.-
a). The last two decades have shown a gradual increase in bilateral and multilateral
migration agreements between the European Union and the migrant-sending coun-
tries from the Global South (Adepoju et al, 2010). In recent years, the European
Commission has gone a step ahead in establishing EU Mobility Partnerships with
several countries, each with varying degrees of engagement. The EU migration policy
has extended the migration management beyond its borders and complemented the
foreign policy and development cooperation efforts. In addition to the EU making
agreements with other states, individual EU member states have pursued coopera-
tion with countries in the Maghreb through bilateral agreements for similar reasons
in controlling irregular migration and facilitating the return of irregular migrants.
For instance, Tunisia and Italy in 1988, Morocco and Spain in 1999, and Libya and
Italy in 2003 with amendments in 2004 and 2005 with the 2008 Treaty of Friend-
ship gaining significant attention due to the changing migration patterns. All these
examples of bilateral agreements since the 1990s have demonstrated the externalisa-
tion of Europe’s migration control and the securitization of the migration policy
(Zoomers et al., 2018, p. 2).

Security has been the driving force in the externalisation of migration manage-
ment where it has been perceived as a threat prompting these efforts. These efforts
have yielded new policy instruments to build cooperation between the EU and non-
EU countries on migration issues (Thevenin, 2021), but have intensified restriction
and control (Zoomers et al., 2018, p. 3). These agreements differ to some extent;
however, they share some common elements, and both raise similar questions such
as their aims, the migrants’ rights and factors which influence compliance (Carrera
et al, 2019, p. 219). It is important to note that, migration policies are not uniform
across the EU, as different countries manage issues according to their national pri-
orities. However, the Commission encourages members to apply similar conditional
approaches in their national policies.

After the 2015 migration crisis, EU-Thirkiye, and EU-Libya agreements have
been controversial, receiving criticisms from non-governmental and international en-
tities for inadequate human rights protection in these partnerships due to migration
challenges (Thevenin, 2021). The implementation of the EU-Tiirkiye refugee agree-
ment has sparked debates with serious concerns raised regarding fundamental
human rights abuses in Tiirkiye (Haferlach & Kurban, 2017, p. 85). With the sig-
nificant influx of migrants, the European Union's border controls have been
extended beyond its territories to the sending countries that control the interdiction,
interception, and detention of migrants, all to prevent undocumented migrants from
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reaching the EU borders to seek asylum and hence discourage the journey altogether.
While border surveillance is important, strengthening border control in the sending
countries is facilitated through these migration agreements with third countries dis-
couraging irregular migration. Irregular migrants are intercepted during these
operations and detained in third countries raising questions on the rights of the per-
sons involved (Palm, 2020, p. 12).

Groenendijk highlights how the question of human protection extended to non-
citizens may seem obvious but explains how it took decades for many European
countries to acknowledge the term ‘everyone’ in the European Convention on Hu-
man Rights (ECHR) (European Commission, 2010). This means that all human
beings including non-EU citizens are protected by the human rights instruments
which apply to immigration law potentially limiting the states’ control over the
movement of foreigners. These provisions protect both citizens and aliens regardless
of their residency status and extend to the International Covenant on Civil and Po-
litical Rights (ICCPR) and the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights (Bogusz et al,,
2004). However, despite these protection clauses, there is always a gap between the
rights these laws guarantee and the actual treatment asylum seekers and migrant
workers experience. These groups of people are highly vulnerable mostly because of
their status as outsiders and can only stay within international borders with the con-
sent of the host country authorities. They often lack familiarity with language, laws,
and social norms which limits their understanding of their rights, and they fre-
quently face different forms of discrimination in their daily lives. Other migrants
who enter the destination country without proper documentation face detention
and apprehended by authorities and face degrading treatment with no access to legal
aid. They often risk exploitation from employers, criminal organizations, sexual ex-
ploitation, and human trafficking (Council of Europe, n.d.).

Decisions regarding entry and stay remain within the sovereignty of nation-
states; however, there are exceptions in the principle of non-refoulement which pro-
hibits the return of refugees and migrants to places where their life or liberty is at
risk, and provisions for family reunification (Hoffmeyer-zlotnik et al., 2023). Pro-
tection of migrant rights, on the other hand, focuses on migrants who have been
admitted onto the territory rather than admission itself, as per the 1951 Refugee
Convention, (UNHCR, 1951) which outlines grounds for granting asylum and
rights of recognized refugees (Hoffmeyer-zlotnik et al.,, 2023). Accountability for
human rights violations especially in the migration control context is often inade-
quate and the mechanisms to give such accountability are often poorly understood
especially when looking at various laws, international, domestic and EU laws. Cos-
tello & Mann observed that numerous human rights violations happen in migration-
controlled settings, such as physical abuse of irregular migrants by security forces,
detention in deplorable conditions, separation of families and child mistreatment.
The same migrants sometimes try to seek justice from international courts or human
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rights bodies, but they still go unaddressed. Even in Europe, known for championing
human rights sometimes proves difficult to access justice for such violations (Cos-

tello & Mann, 2020).

EU Migration Policies Concerning Human Rights

The European Union's revised external action framework as per the Lisbon Treaty
on 1 December 2009 and the establishment of the European External Action Service
(EEAS) shifted the power structure making the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights
compulsory to all EU actions in promoting human rights through EU activities (Eu-
ropean Parliament, 2007). Despite the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights being
proclaimed in 2000, its legal obligations were defined by Article 6 of the TFEU
which stresses humanitarian considerations in EU actions. Article 21 of the TEU
outlines the guiding principles of EU foreign policy, emphasizing democracy, the
rule of law, human rights, respect for human dignity, equality, solidarity, and adher-
ence to the principles of the United Nations Charter and international law. These
principles are relevant in the discussions on the treatment of irregular migrants. Out-
sourcing of these immigration policies to third countries could lead to potential
human rights violations and a need for reassessment to address human rights con-
cerns effectively (Mink, 2012). The Council's Comprehensive Plan to Combat
Illegal Immigration, adopted at the end of 2002, was employed to combat the illegal
approach but lacks a human rights component and has limited and selective refer-
ences to the protection of human rights particularly for irregular migrants. The plan
acknowledges the importance of international protection of irregular migrants
against refoulment under Article 3 of the ECHR and the Convention relating to the
Status of Refugees. However, there is little attention to the protection, detention
and expulsion and it contains ambiguous elements raising human rights concerns
(Bogusz et al., 2004).

The Global Approach to Migration and Mobility (GAMM) included several
policies for partnerships with countries of origin to curb migration in the form of
development aid, and financial assistance (European Commission, 2011). However,
despite claims to protect human rights, Baldwin-Edwards et al. argue that these pol-
icies were more focused on preventing mobility and that human rights were seen as
secondary considerations. These shortcomings are evident in the handling of the
Syrian refugee crisis in Greece, where human rights concerns were not adequately
addressed, going against the European agenda. The use of development assistance
leans towards EU political aspirations rather than addressing the root causes of mi-
gration and there is a lack of coherence between EU migration policies and the
prevailing rights-violating contexts. The EU's reliance on countries like Tiirkiye and
Libya in these agreements raises concerns about human rights protection given the
significant number of refugees and migrant populations from these countries
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(Baldwin-Edwards et al., 2019). Measures on border controls pose risks of leaving
migrants and refugees stranded in transit countries. The discussions on the criteria
for the protection of partner countries are still unclear as the EU lacks an independ-
ent system to implement. The UN Special Rapporteur on the human rights of
migrants has criticized the GAMM for policies that overshadow human rights jeop-
ardizing transparent and democratic control, limiting migrants from invoking their
rights, and holding accountable parties for human rights violations (Carrera et al.,
2019, p. 63).

Alongside ethical questions, legal concerns are coming from the externalisation
of EU migration governance. Looking at the international and European refugee and
human rights laws, there is a connection between the obligation to assume respon-
sibility for its consequences and the extra-territorial immigration control. The EU
member states cannot evade their principles and values and have double standards
which are not ethical and legal in their territories and should not be justified beyond
their borders. Besides, the EU member states are exploiting the exercise of pre-bor-
der control in borderlands bringing up legal uncertainties. Moving territorial aspects
of migration control from one nation to another thinking it will transfer the legal
responsibility is a wrong assumption as this does not reduce the responsibility of the
acting state and does not absolve the duties of the EU. The EU member states are
responsible for protecting migrants beyond their territories and high seas, and these
duties come from their human rights obligations. (Palm, 2020, p. 21).

The readmission agreements and the returnees cause the risk of denying access
to basic needs in transit countries. The readmission agreements immediately shift
responsibility, jeopardizing the principle of human dignity according to interna-
tional law, particularly in cases when the migrant cannot return to their home
country. The Commission in 2011, urged member states to prioritize the returns of
undocumented migrants, however, they did not heed the Commission’s directive
and became cautious about including third-country nationals in readmission agree-
ments. Despite the human rights implications, the readmission agreements do not
mandate protection, and human rights standards are not part of cooperation with
third countries. Due to human rights considerations, these have led to legal con-
straints between the European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR) and the Member
States of the Council of Europe. The tendency of member States to delegate their
actions to third countries raises serious questions about who is responsible for the
human rights violations (Carrera et al., 2019, p.61). The new EU Pact on Migration
and Asylum adopted by the Council of the EU, on 14 May 2024 aims to manage
migration better by creating an asylum system while upholding European values
across Europe. It builds on earlier reforms to manage migration effectively in the
long run while allowing EU member states to handle their challenges while protect-
ing those in need. The pact has four pillars: secure borders, efficient asylum
processing, shared responsibility among EU countries, and partnerships with non-
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EU countries working on other issues such as economy, trade, green energy, digital
innovation, and security (European Union, 2024). The implementation of the pact
gives two years for full implementation of member states as the preparatory work is
already underway, coordinated and supported by the European Commission. De-
spite these efforts, it is anticipated that EU migration policy will continue to be a
contentious issue.

EU-Migration deals

The Tiirkiye-EU Agreement

Thrkiye's national and international laws on migration have evolved since its estab-
lishment. This was shaped by historical events as well as the relationship with the
EU. Its early legal framework from 1923 to the 1950s was established after the col-
lapse of the Ottoman Empire which led to an influx of Turkish migrants from the
Ottoman territories, who were returning to their ancestral land. Key treaties in this
period were the Peace Treaty of Lausanne in 1923 and the Law on Settlement in
1934 which encouraged the return of people of Turkish descent. (Bertan Tokuzlu,
2007). There was a lack of comprehensive immigration and asylum policies in T1i-
rkiye before 1994, however, there was a transition to international norms in 1994
and post-2001 driven by the EU reforms. The regulation on Asylum was introduced
in 1994 which formalised these policies. Most significant changes came after 2000
marked by legislative reforms with the EU acquis and standards (I¢duygu, 2003). In
the late 20th century Tiirkiye’s candidacy for EU membership impacted migration
laws, with key legal institutions, such as the Accession Partnership for Tiirkiye in
2001, revised in 2003 with a focus on asylum policies. In terms of the constitutional
amendments, Article 16 of the Turkish Constitution concerns rights in compliance
with international law and Article 90 prioritizes international agreements over do-
mestic laws ensuring human rights take precedence. In 2006, the Turkish penal code
was amended to reflect the ECHR jurisprudence to align with the European acquis
which strengthened asylum applications and supported asylum seekers and refugees
(Bertan Tokuzlu, 2007).

The EU and its Member States had several agreements with Ttirkiye regarding
various aspects of the migration policy. It started with the Association Agreement
in 1963 and was complemented by the Protocol in 1971, then followed by the As-
sociation Council Decisions in 1976 and 1980 and subsequently the Readmission
Agreement in 2013. Additionally, in 2013, Thrkiye and the EU initiated a visa lib-
eralization dialogue working towards a visa-free regime. Then followed by the EU-
Thrkiye statement in 2016. The EU-Tirkiye Agreement outlined several key action
points on 18 March 2016. These included the return of new irregular migrants from
Thrkiye to the Greek Islands, would be returned to Tiirkiye. Additionally, for every
Syrian refugee returned to Tiirkiye from the Greek Island, another Syrian would be
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resettled in the EU. Furthermore, Tiirkiye committed to taking measures on the
transit routes to prevent irregular migration from Tiirkiye to the EU.

The deal between Ttirkiye and the EU in 2016 was in response to the large influx
of migrants since 2015 through the Aegean and Mediterranean Sea routes. This
agreement was marked with prior pressure and some observers labelled the process
as blackmail by the Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdogan who leveraged its po-
sition to extract concessions in terms of financial aid from the EU. He made it clear
that Tirkiye would not be able to host millions of refugees without adequate sup-
port which would lead to more migrants entering Europe (The Guardian, 2016).
This caused pressure from German Chancellor Angela Merkel, who was already fac-
ing backlash over handling the refugee crisis and resulted in an agreement as a
demonstration of power play and was used as a bargaining chip securing both finan-
cial and political benefits from the EU (Albayrak, 2016). However, the deal has been
criticized, in that it prioritizes national interests over humanitarian concerns and
there are still doubts about its effectiveness considering the refugee numbers are still
on the rise (Yesil, 2023). Besides the failed coup in 2016, erosion of the rule of law,
and terrorist attacks raised concerns about the deal’s sustainability due to alleged
human rights violations rather than the EU advocating for reforms in Tiirkiye.
Other legal concerns have been raised by human rights activists in several EU mem-
ber states who perceived the agreement as illegal due to its perceived violations of
human rights and international law (Haferlach & Kurban, 2017, p. 89). Di Bar-
tolomeo raises concerns about the implementation and effectiveness of the
relocation to and resettlement in Tiirkiye, highlighting the disparity in the numbers
of individuals resettled in the EU compared to those returned to Turkiye from
Greece. From 4 April to 15 April 2016, a total of 79 Syrians were resettled from
Thirkiye to three EU Member States, while 325 people were returned from Greece
to Ttirkiye. This disparity highlighted the failure to meet the objectives in the agree-
ment on the relocation and resettlement processes. The low numbers of individuals
who resettled in the EU compared to the ones who returned to Tiirkiye raise doubts
about the effectiveness of this agreement raising questions about whether similar
agreements can succeed in the future. He further points out that after the imple-
mentation, there was a decline in arrivals in the Eastern route, but an increase in a
more hazardous central route raising concerns about whether migrants will seek al-
ternative routes (Di Bartolomeo, 2016). In other instances, both Greece and
Thirkiye could not process and accommodate any more migrants, and many were
compelled to return to their countries of origin. After the EU-Tiirkiye Statement,
Thrkiye signed an agreement with Pakistan which increased the concerns of migrant
repatriation, moreover, the EU commitment to redistributing refugees and migrants
failed, with fewer refugees resettled in the EU. Despite these challenges, policymak-
ers still view this as a viable strategy for managing migration. However, the realities
on the ground reveal challenges including overcrowding in the encampments, limited
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legal assistance, and prolonged detention that pose serious concerns as the detention
facilities lack adequate conditions for humane treatment both within and outside
EU borders (Zoomers et al., 2018, p. 5).

Concerns about Ttirkiye being a safe third country became relevant in the migra-
tion talks, and the European Council and the Commission encouraged the
application of this concept to consider Ttirkiye as a safe country too. Many reports
can demonstrate this in the treatment and protection of Syrians and non-Syrians as
they do not still meet these standards. Throughout the implementation of this state-
ment, there were several reports on the position of the refugees and asylum seekers.
Upon their deportation, and readmission of refugees, they are sent to Turkish re-
moval centres with little or no access to lawyers or the asylum process. With limited
social welfare access, most of the Syrian refugees and children are exploited in the
informal labour market. Since its conclusion only refugees who face life-threatening
situations are admitted into the territory (Carrera et al,, 2019, p.67). Amnesty has
reported instances of abuse of refugees and asylum seekers by Turkish authorities
doubting its status as a safe country. Other concerns on these pacts have raised ques-
tions on serious human rights issues (Amnesty International, 2023b).

The agreement with Tiirkiye lacks coherence with other aspects of the asylum
policy, creating inconsistencies and challenges in its implementation. The failure to
have a cohesive approach undermines the EUs credibility as an effective international
actor. Additionally, by deviating the international laws, the EU is losing support
from both international and nongovernmental organizations. For instance, the
agreement allows for the detention of asylum seekers on the Greek Island, supported
by Greek law 4375/2016. This contradicts the principles of the UN Refugee
Agency (UNHCR) which does not allow mandatory detention unless by the indi-
vidual's specific circumstances (UNHCR, 2012). As much as the EU portrays its
legitimacy as an international protector of human rights, it has failed to adhere to its
norms and international standards. (Helme, 2021). The EU-Tiirkiye Statement
provided a legal framework for the resettlement of migrants from Greece to Tiirkiye,
but it raised serious concerns about compliance with the 1951 Refugee Convention
after the allegations of mass expulsion. Reports from human rights organizations
highlighted the negative impacts of the agreement in their efforts to protect the Syr-
ian refugees and failure to acknowledge Ttirkiye's human rights situation in the 2016
EU-Ttrkiye summit statement is alarming. The delays in releasing a progress report
by the EU also weakened the Union’s political leverage and the refugee agreement
bolstered Tiirkiye's position as a crucial partner in addressing the refugee crisis. It is
still debatable whether the EU was genuine in strengthening regional partnerships
but its failure to address sensitive topics has intensified the disapproval of the Union
and a growth of mistrust between the two complicated this cooperation (Haferlach
& Kurban, 2017, p. 86).
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In terms of the legal challenges confronting the agreement, concerning the rights
of refugees and adherence to international conventions, many cases have been
brought before the European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR). These cases have
highlighted violations under the European Convention of Human Rights (ECHR),
particularly on the collective expulsion (Article 4 of Protocol No. 4). The forced
resettlement to Tirkiye undermines the EU's asylum standards despite them trans-
ferring the problem to other border countries. The rulings of the European Court
of Human Rights remain low, and the decision makers view this as a calculated risk
especially when individuals are unlikely to seek legal recourse in good time and the
legal actions take time to resolve. The EUs ambiguous interpretation of its legal ob-
ligation has led to political tensions that have resulted in several political asylum cases
originating from Tiirkiye and yet documented in Europe (Haferlach & Kurban,
2017, p. 89). The implications of the EU-Tiirkiye agreement need a proper and pro-
cedural safeguard for asylum claimants and refugees as without these protections,
they risk a forcible return to their countries of origin where they may encounter per-
secution or human rights violations. It is crucial to uphold the right against
refoulment and provide comprehensive asylum reviews amidst the ongoing political
and refugee influxes from the border countries. (Poon, 2016).

The Libya-EU Agreement

Libya has had significant evolution in governing migration considering its geopoliti-
cal and diplomatic priorities. Its earlier laws granted Arabs freedom of entry and
access to opportunities within the country. It also had bilateral agreements with
neighbouring countries that facilitated the Libyan national movement. In the 1990s,
Libya made closer ties with other African nations and accommodated more African
workers however the Arab migrants formed most of the immigrant population. In
the 2000s, the migration laws moved more to bilateral relations rather than a re-
gional approach, leading to tighter immigration laws that resulted in a lack of access
to public services for migrants without bilateral agreements. This led to more irreg-
ular migration flows across Libya (Perrin, 2018). The legal amendments introduced
in 2006 and 2007 imposed stricter rules on migrant workers which affected the Sub-
Saharan migrants who initially enjoyed unrestricted access to Libya in the 1990s.
These laws increased their vulnerability due to their irregular status. Such develop-
ments were driven by political, economic, and social factors such as prioritizing
employment for Libyan citizens amidst the financial instability. When Gaddafi fell
in 2011, the migration laws were standardized in alignment with the global trends
and violation of migrant rights persisted. The civil war in 2011 led to a shift of many
foreign nationals who made up a significant number of foreign workers in Libya
(Perrin, 2018). Libya hosts many refugees and asylum seekers, and despite this, it
lacks a comprehensive asylum law as it is not a signatory to the 1951 Geneva Con-
vention Relating to the Status of Refugees and hence falls under the national
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immigration law. This criminalises irregular migrants who are prone to mistreat-
ment due to security challenges and weak institutions and detained migrants lack
access to redress. (Kalush, 2020). However, Libya has been party to several interna-
tional humanitarian law conventions such as the 1969 Convention governing the
Specific Aspects of Refugee Problems in Africa, but it does not fully adhere to the
complaint’s procedures in the treaties (de Guttry et al., 2018).

The EU established an agreement between the EU and Libya under the Malta
Declaration which was endorsed by the European Council in 2017 outlining
measures to combat illegal migration and human trafficking along the Central Med-
iterranean (European Council, 2017). The Malta declaration involved a joint effort
between Libya and the EU and involved funding Libya and enabling the Libyan
Coast Guard to intercept migrant-smuggling boats headed to Italy and facilitate vol-
untary return to Libya. The agreement allowed detainment in EU-supported
encampments which was normalised leading to human rights violations because of
long-term detention and lack of due process. Libya was trained and funded by the
EU and backed up by the European Agency for the Management of Operational
Cooperation at the External Borders (FRONTEX) to reinforce the naval borders
in deterring migrant smuggling boats. This approach has faced criticism due to hu-
man rights violations (Amnesty International, 2023a). The EU has continued this
collaboration despite evidence of human rights abuses. It has raised moral and legal
questions regarding proposed detention and violation of fundamental human rights.
The EU has been criticized for underestimating the challenges in Libya particularly
on human rights violations and a lack of a stable government. The UN High Com-
missioner for Human Rights labelled the situation in Libya a “human rights crisis.”
There is evidence of human rights abuses including the Libyan coast guard shooting
migrants and the detainees lacking access to basic needs and protection which vio-
lates international law particularly the principle of non-refoulment applying to
refugees and asylum seekers. Reports on serious abuses in Libyan detention have
been documented and human rights organizations have criticized the EU Member
States who fail to address these levels of abuse raising ethical concerns and factoring
the long periods of detainment (Palm, 2020, p. 13).

The EU’s cooperation with Libya has been condemned because of its democracy
and human rights record like Tirkiye. Revelations on the slave trade in Libya
brought attention to the EU’s involvement as per the reports by Amnesty Interna-
tional highlighting the EU’s complicity all clashing with the EU’s obligations to
protect human rights. International organizations have openly condemned these vi-
olations, for instance, the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for
Human Rights (OHCHR) made statements saying that they cannot be silent and
witness modern-day slavery in the name of managing migration at Europe’s shores

(OHCHR, 2017).
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The Morocco-EU Agreement

Migration has long been a political, economic, and sociocultural fabric of contempo-
rary Morocco identified as a country of immigration, emigration, and transit
(Jiménez-Alvarez et al,, 2021). Morocco ratified the 1951 Convention relating to the
Status of Refugees in 1956 and its 1967 Protocol in 1968 and established the Office
for Refugees and Stateless Persons (BRA) through the Royal Decree of 29 August
1957 to ensure the protection of the refugees and migrants’ rights. It is also party to
the International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of Migrant Workers
and their Families since 1993 and the United Nations Convention against Transna-
tional Organized Crime and its additional Protocols since 2000. However, it has not
signed the 1954 Convention relating to the Status of Stateless Persons nor the 1961
Convention on the Reduction of Statelessness (UNHCR, 2022). It incorporated
international migration conventions into its legal system with Law N°. 02-03 of No-
vember 2003 concerning the entry and stay of foreigners in the Kingdom of
Morocco, and irregular immigration. This law aimed to address provisions related
to the illegal detention of migrants in irregular situations, and deportation (M4ster
et al,, 2021). These immigration laws align with the EU interests and domestic geo-
political aims, that bridge the EU-African migration challenge (Natter, 2014). After
the Arab Spring in 2011, Morocco signed an agreement with the UNHCR to de-
velop a national refugee law and asylum system. It additionally created Conseil
National des Droits de '[Homme (CNDH) in 2011 which reinforced human rights
provisions including migrant rights in the new constitution. The National Strategy
for Immigration and Asylum (NSIA) integrated newly regularized migrants and
refugees which was established before the King of Morocco introduced the new im-
migration policy. This facilitated their access to the labour market, basic healthcare,
and education. The launch of the NSIA made the EU officials re-evaluate the Mi-
gration Partnership (MP) and consequently, the EU and the member states-
initiated projects to support its implementation. The new migration policy intro-
duced by the King of Morocco was based on its interests and needs, but the support
of the EU in the NSIA was a way for the EU to externalise migration and refugee
reception which in turn improved access to socio-economic rights influencing mi-
grants to permanently settle in Morocco rather than a transit (Carrera et al., 2019,
p.250).

The establishment of the Mobility Partnership’' (MP) between the EU and Mo-
rocco holds significant importance due to geographical, economic, and historical
reasons. European policies have shifted from focusing on labour migration to border
security, irregular migration, and readmission. This transition not only changes the
European economies but also the political transformations in Morocco (Den Her-
tog, 2016). The cooperation with Morocco has also undergone modification due to
European integration and the bilateral agreements on border management, espe-
cially with Spain and France who have supplemented the European legal
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frameworks and actors. The inclusion of Spain in the Schengen Area led to the im-
position of visas and increased irregular immigration. Additionally, the EU-level
actors introduced negotiations such as the EU Readmission Agreement (EURA)
discussions with Morocco by the Commission in 2003 (Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities, 2003). Frontex was crucial in operation near the Moroccan
border, focusing on irregular migration towards the Canary Islands. The EURA
faced hurdles during negotiations regarding the inclusion of a Third-country Na-
tional Clause (TCN) and mandating the readmission of third-country nationals
transiting through Morocco (Den Hertog, 2016). The beginning of EU-Morocco
border management started in 2002, however, despite the initial plans of implemen-
tation, the progress stagnated. The events in Ceuta and Melilla brought Sub-
Saharan migration to the forefront and the cooperation regained traction. The EU
increased initiatives of the Mediterranean countries (MEDA) project with an addi-
tional €27 million enabling Morocco to implement their initiatives with their
priorities in 2006. This was aimed at helping Morocco's migration strategy, but chal-
lenges were persistent in reaching the intended goals. Human rights protection has
been undermined raising concerns about the balance between security initiatives and
humanitarian considerations (Wunderlich, 2010). It recently launched programmes
worth €624 million for cooperation on green transition, migration, and reforms (Eu-
ropean Commission, 2023).

Despite the enhanced cooperation, Morocco's migration policy has been charac-
terised by repressive measures raising questions on the approach to safeguarding
migrants’ rights. The critical aspects of migrants’ human rights have not been ad-
dressed and instances of abuses and violations continue, reflecting the reluctance to
have a comprehensive asylum system (United Nations, 2023). There is a need to
prioritize a balanced and rights-based approach in the context of EU-Moroccan co-
operation on migration and border controls. Besides legal advancements, challenges
are persistent because of inadequate legal assistance and access to asylum procedures
with allegations of violations by Moroccan authorities (EUAA, 2023). Documenta-
tion on raids and collective expulsions breaches these legal conventions. They also
lack access to health care and are detained in inhumane conditions. Despite Morocco
officially recognizing migrants' and refugees' rights, challenges persist due to funding.
The housing and employment policies also pose challenges reflecting challenges in
migrant integration efforts (UNHCR, 2023).

Earlier investigations from human rights and migrant organizations on the im-
pact of the Mobility Partnership (MP) framework on human rights were uncertain
and criticized the signing process in Rabat on June 6, 2013. Other international ob-
servers have documented human rights violations against Sub-Saharan migrants and
harsh refoulements to the Algerian border and desert and some remain stranded
facing marginalisation due to the ineffective asylum system (Human Rights Watch,
2014). The joint declaration on international protection needs measures to
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effectively address these challenges, despite the tension on the EU’s commitment to
promoting democracy and the rule of law yet still jeopardizes human rights (Fargues
& Fandrich, 2012). The evolution of Morocco's migration policy offers insights into
the intersections between national interests and human rights. Morocco has made
efforts by establishing frameworks and aligning with domestic and international laws
however, inconsistencies persist. The externalization of this mobility partnership
shows a shift towards security and border control away from human rights protec-
tion. Despite the recognition of migrant rights in Morocco, their conditions reveal
gaps between policy and reality. The EU’s reliance on Morocco as a partner in man-
aging migration has compromised human rights despite its benefits on border
control objectives calling for a policy approach that combines security measures with
strong protections for human rights.

The Tunisia-EU Agreement

Tunisia has been the hub for migration since the early 2000s as a point of origin,
transit, and destination which led to a series of challenges including increasing mixed
migration flows, irregular sea crossings, and a notable brain drain (Abderrahim et
al., 2021). The revolution in 2011 and the conflict in Libya made Tunisia reform its
migration governance however, it was mostly driven by external pressures. Given the
obstacles such as the political and economic, hinder these reforms, it still faces diffi-
culties in prioritizing migration-related issues. European interest has grown over the
years as evidenced by the double financial aid to Tunisia, mostly driven by an in-
crease in arrivals to Italy from Tunisia since 2017.

The EU's influence on Tunisia’s migration policy has aimed at supporting
Tunisia in areas such as border management, people mobility, and irregular migra-
tion which was not a priority by the Tunisian population according to a survey
conducted by Veron (Veron, 2021). Despite the notable progress in migration gov-
ernance, T'unisia still lacks a formal national asylum system though partly supported
by the EU (Abderrahim et al,, 2021).

The partnership between Tunisia and the EU dates to 1976 with the Associ-
ation Agreement of 1995. The 2011 Arab Spring made the EU a crucial partner in
Tunisia's democratic and socio-economic transitions. This led to the establishment
of a Privileged Partnership in 2012, followed by an Action Plan between 2013-2017
and a Mobility Partnership in 2014. A budget support of €150 million in March
2024 has been provided to stabilize Tunisia’s economy and improve public finance
and investment conditions. Previously, €105 million was provided in 2023 for mi-
gration-related support, enhancing border management, anti-smuggling efforts,
refugee protection, and legal migration (European Commission, n.d.-b).

The EU and Tunisia signed a Memorandum of Understanding on a Strategic
and Global Partnership (MoU) on July 23, 2023. This MoU aimed to address it-

regular migration and improve the return of Tunisian nationals who are staying in
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the EU without authorization in exchange for cooperation and economic support
based on the ‘more for more’ conditionality principle (Strik & Robbesom, 2024).
This agreement outlines the commitments and cooperation between the EU and
Tunisia. It outlines commitment to an improved partnership by addressing mutual
challenges such as managing migration by promoting legal ways for migration while
supporting economic development and enhancing trade relations. Areas on better
border control, combating human trafficking, and smuggling and improving search
and rescue operations are also agreed on in this agreement, and both parties commit
to facilitating the return of irregular migrants while supporting their reintegration
(European Commission, 2023).

This agreement with Tunisia was modelled on the 2016 EU-Ttirkiye agree-
ment, which, has some controversy, particularly with concerns on the lack of
inclusion of human rights provisions. This raises questions about the EU's commit-
ment to protecting human rights in cooperating with Tunisia. The negotiations
were made secretly anticipating that it could lead to human rights issues as observed
in reports. The European Ombudsman asked for clarification on what will ensure
human rights are upheld within the agreement reflecting the need to include condi-
tions to uphold basic rights (Mustafazade, 2024).

Furthermore, Strik and Robbesom (2024) argue that the deal lacks provisions
for monitoring human rights impacts, which raises concerns about the EU poten-
tially supporting practices that harm migrants. A study from Oxfam demonstrates
that funding might be used in ways that do not fully respect human rights and that
the EU has not set up effective monitoring mechanisms (Pope & Weisner, 2023).
This criticism is compounded by the EU’s failure to apply strict human rights con-
ditions to the MoU, reflecting a broader trend of prioritizing migration control over
protecting migrants’ rights.

Conclusion

The effectiveness of externalisation measures in managing the flow of irregular mi-
grants and asylum seekers is increasingly questioned in academia. Casas-Cortes et al.
suggest that these measures may lead to the discovery of new migration routes as
certain routes face stricter enforcement measures or discouragement of asylum seek-
ers, and other routes are facilitated by smugglers, creating a vicious cycle (Casas-
Cortes et al., 2015). (Podkul & Kysel, 2015) find that diversion of routes increases
the likelihood of migrants smuggling, trafficking, violence and even death. On the
other hand, (de Haas et al., 2018) have highlighted that there is a potential for poli-
cies intended to deter migration that may lead to an increase in irregular arrival
driven by the “now or never effect.” Other scholars see it as a political tool to enhance
leverage in political contexts where borders are externalised, exposing migrants and
asylum seekers to severe human rights abuses, particularly in regions where legal
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frameworks are weak, such as Libya (Palm, 2020, p. 24). Women are especially vul-
nerable, facing heightened risks of sexual and occupational exploitation when
crossing externalized borders (Tyszler, 2019).

The human rights impact of these agreements continues to be a concern. The
EU border control measures have been linked to numerous human rights violations
and, unfortunately, the European police and the immigration services have not been
keen on prioritizing human rights concerns (European Union, 2023). The challenge
in safeguarding human rights stems from the lack of transparency and informality
surrounding migration agreements. Many EU member states have favoured flexible
agreements, especially with the African states, which have often been established
outside the formal agreements and have been elusive and informal (Garcia & Ivan,
2015). The experiences with Tiirkiye have shown that legally binding agreements
do not guarantee effectiveness and while the informal agreements have effects on the
ground, they often neglect migrant rights. This demonstrates the need for adherence
to international human rights obligations to protect the victims of trafficking while
maintaining control of their territories.

The EU migration policy emphasizes a security approach that sidelines the pro-
tection of human rights which undermines its credibility as a defender of human
rights. The EU’s migration policy faces significant challenges while striving to adapt
to the changing circumstances, but must find effective strategies beyond the border
and address the human rights challenges in its externalization measures. This bal-
anced approach is paramount as it manages migration while adhering to
international human rights obligations.

The outcomes of the Tunisian deal are still uncertain, despite the determination
of the European Commission to establish similar partnerships with other countries
in the region. However, the conclusion of the New Pact on Migration and Asylum,
emphasizes stronger cooperation with third countries. With the current political
climate within the EU, it is important to provide more strategies to address illegal
migration but also not to ignore the human rights violations happening in partner
countries with similar migration deals. The EU can improve this by the inclusion of
strict conditions that safeguard human rights where refugees and migrants face daily
learning from past failures.
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Bevezetés

Absztrakt

A regiondlis egylttmikodések a kisallami érdekérvé-
nyesités hagyomanyos eszkozei, amelyek
felerdsithetik az egyenként elenyész6 befolyassal bird
orszagok hangjat nemzetkozi szervezetekben. A kisal-
lamokban gazdag Kdzép-Eurdpaban szamos olyan
regionalis formacié talalhatd, amelyeknek deklaralt
célja a tagjai kdzotti kooperacid erdsitése az Eurdpai
Uniéban. Jelen tanulmany célja egy olyan kutatas is-
mertetése, amely négy kozép-eurdpai kisallam
(Ausztria, Csehorszag, Magyarorszag, Szlovakia)
szemszOgébdl mérte fel 6t regionalis egylttmikodés
(Visegradi Négyek, Slavkovi Haromszog, Salzburg Fé-
rum, Kozép-eurépai Védelmi  Egylttmikodés,
Kozponti Otdk) szerepét orszagaik EU-n bellli diplo-
maciai  erbfeszitéseiben Oroszorszag 2022-es
ukrajnai invaziéjat kovetden. Az eredmények alapjan
egyedil a Visegradi Négyeknek és a Slavkovi Harom-
sz0gnek volt érdemi szerepe a vizsgalt kisallamok
érdekérvényesitésében.

Kulcsszavak: regionalis egylttm(ik6dés, K6zép-Eurdpa,
Europai Unio, kisallam, érdekérvényesités

A csekély katonai, gazdasdgi és demografiai stllyal rendelkezd kisdllamok egyediil

nem képesek érdekeik érvényesitésére, csak nagyobb koalicidk tagjaként rendelkez-
nek elegendd stllyal a szdmukra fontos iigyek befolydsolasihoz (Panke, 2010). A
kisdllami koalici6-épitésnek egy gyakran hasznalt platformjit adjak a regionilis
egyiittmiikddések, ugyanis az egy régiéban taldlhatd, ezért gyakran hasonlé adottsé-
gokkal, kihivdsokkal és érdekekkel rendelkezd orszigok konnyebben tudjik

osszehangolni erdfeszitéseiket egy kozos cél érdekében. Az Eszak-eurdpai és balti

orszagok példdul szamos sikert értek el sszehangolt tevékenységiik miatt az Eurdpai
Uniéban (Etzold, 2024). K8zép-Eurdpa vonatkozdsiban pedig a Visegradi Négyek
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(V4) kapcsdn dokumentélt a szakirodalom fontos sikereket a kdzds fellépésnek k-
szdnhet8en (Bedea & Osei Kwadwo, 2021).

Az itt bemutatott kutatds jelentdségét két tényezd adja. Egyrészt, a Kozép-Eu-
répa orszdgai szdmos regiondlis egylittmikodési platform munkdjaban vesznek
részt. A nemzetkdzi szakirodalom ugyanakkor erdsen Visegrad fékuszu, a regionalis
egytitemikodések kiilpolitikai szerepérdl és mikodésérdl sz6lé tanulményok mint-
egy hiromnegyede a V4-ekr8l szl Emellett még a Hirom Tenger
Kezdeményezésrél (HTK) vannak érdemi ismereteink, az egyéb regiondlis csopor-
tok tevékenységérdl (pl. Salzburg Férum (SF), Koézép-eurépai Védelmi
Egytittmtkodés (KEVE), Bukaresti Kilencek) csak érintdlegesen, egy-egy tanul-
mdnynak kdszonhet8en vannak tudomdinyos ismereteink (Holdnyi, 2024). Ezért
szitkség lenne olyan kutatdsokra, amelyek a V4-en tul (is) vizsgaljak a regionilis
egylitemikodések szerepét, lehetdségeit, kihivasait és mitkddéseit.

Egy 1j, 4tfogé kutatas szitkségességét emellett a kdzelmultban bekdvetkezett geo-
politikai véltozasok indokoljik. A 2022-ig a V4-et altaldban egy sikeres regionalis
platformként tartottdk nyilvan, bar mar kordbban is jelentkeztek repedések a cso-
porton beliil (Cabada, 2018; Schmidt, 2023). A nyilt orosz-ukrdn habortra adott
kiilpolitikai reakcidk kiilonboz8sége miatt azonban a V4 szerepe megkérddjelezd-
dote, és az egyiittmiikddés szintje lecsdkkent (Janebova, 2022). Ez megnyitotta az
utat az alternativ egyiittmiikddési férumok felértékelédése elétt. Mostanra mér elég
id§ telt el az invdzié megkezdése éta ahhoz, hogy fel tudjuk térképezni a Kozép-
Eurépa szomszédsdgaban foly6 habort hatdsat a térség regionalis egytitemiikodése-
ire.

A jelen tanulmdnyban ismertetett kutatds azt kivinta felmérni, hogy milyen sze-
repet jatszanak az EU-n beliili regionalis egyiittm(ikddési formatumok egyes kozép-
eurdpai kiséllamok (Ausztria, Csehorszdg, Magyarorszdg, Szlovékia) Eurépa-politi-
kdjaban. A kutatas 6t olyan regionélis egytittmiikodés vizsgilatira terjed ki, amelyek
koordinacids platformként kivinnak szolgdlni tagjaik EU-politikdjinak &sszehango-
lasdhoz. A vizsgilt platformok a Visegrddi Négyek (V4), a Slavkovi Hiromszdg
(S3), a Salzburg Férum (SF), a Kézép-eurdpai Védelmi Egyiittmiikodés (KEVE)
és a Kozponti Orsk (K5). Kézds jellemzdik, hogy nem ad hoc formacidk, jelenleg is
aktivak, EU tagillamok alkotjék 8ket, intézményileg fiiggetlenek az EU-tdl és tagjai
foldrajzilag egy régidban talalhatéak (Cooper & Fabbrini, 2023). A kutatds a kovet-
kezd kérdésekre kereste a vélaszt: Milyen mértékben hasznalja ki a négy orszig az
egyes regiondlis csoportok adta kereteket érdekeik kozds érvényesitése végett? Mi-
lyen eredményei voltak a vizsgilt regionélis egyiittmiikodési forumoknak a 2022.
februdr és 2024. junius kozdtti id8szakban?

A kutatdsbdl kidertil, hogy az 6t vizsgalt regiondlis platform koziil érdemi jelen-
t8séggel egyedill a Visegradi Négyek és a Slavkovi Hiromszog rendelkeznek.
Koziilitk a V4 jelentdsége csdkkent, mig az S3 jelent8sége ndtt Oroszorszdg ukrajnai
invdzidja éta. Azonban jelenleg egyik egyiittmiikddési formici6 sem jatszik jelentds
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szerepet orszagaik EU-politikdjaban. Erdemi egytittmikodésrdl csak egyes szakpo-
litikai teriileteken és csak munkacsoportok szintjén beszélhetiink, magasabb
politikai szinten nem voltak aktivak. Az egyéb vizsgilt formdciknak mind az ismert-
sége, mind az EU-s szakpolitika-alkotdsban betdltott szerepe elenyészd. Jovébeli
kutatds sordn ezért érdemes lenne alaposabban feltirni a V4 és az S3 miikodésée
azokon a teriileteken, amelyeken aktivitist mutattak.

A tanulminy a kdvetkez8képpen épiil fel. Az els részben 6sszefoglalom a regio-
ndlis egyiittmiikodések szerepet az EU-s kisdllami érdekérvényesitésben. Majd
attekintem vizsgélt egytittmikodésekrdl sz616 eddigi ismereteinket, meghatarozva,
hogy mely teriileteken és mennyire voltak aktivak a kutatdsban vizsgalt idészak eldtt.
A médszertani részben ismertetem az adatgytijtés menetét és indoklom esetvilasz-
tdsomat. A kutatds eredményeinek ismertetését kovetSen néhany kovetkeztetés
levondsaval és jovSbeli kutatdsi irdnyok kijel6lésével zirom irdsomat.

Regionalis egyiittmiikodések, mint a kisallami érdekérvényesités esz-
kozei

A kisallamok szdmos strukturdlis hitrdnnyal rendelkeznek az Eurépai Unids tirgya-
lasok sordn. Egyrészt kis népességitk miatt kevés szavazattal rendelkeznek az
Eurépai Unié Tan4csdban, ahol a dontések z6mét népességalapon szdmitott mind-
sitett tobbséggel szamoljak. Hasonlé okbdl kevés képviselét kiildhetnek az Eurdpai
Parlamentbe is. Ezért mindkét tarsjogalkot szervezetben hitrdnyban vannak a nagy
népességli allamokkal szemben. Mdsrészt kis népességiik alacsony adminisztrativ ka-
pacitist eredményez, vagyis kisebb 1étszdmu és kevésbé specializalt szakembergardat
tudnak foglalkoztatni. Ezért nehezebben tudnak érvekkel jél alitdmasztott targyaldsi
poziciét kialakitani, és lassabban tudnak reagdlni a targyaldsok sordn felmeriild 4j
javaslatokra. Végezetiil a kisdllamok gazdasigilag is hitrdnyban vannak a nagy élla-
mokkal szemben, amely f8leg az elosztdson alapuld kérdésekben okoz nehézségeket.
Egy jelentds gazdasiggal rendelkezd orszig jobban tud élni a tranzakciondlis diplo-
midcia lehet8ségeivel, és anyagilag konnyebben tud kompenzilni mds 4llamokat
pozicija timogatdsaért cserébe (Wivel, 2020).

A kisillamok ugyanakkor nem kiszolgéltatottak az EU-s tirgyaldsok sordn. Tobb
stratégidt alkalmazhatnak ahhoz, hogy néveljék érdekérvényesitd erejitket. Ezeket
koziil a legfontosabb a koaliciéépités és regiondlis szintll egyiittmiikddés (Panke,
2010). Ennek lényege, hogy koz8s célok és érdekek mentén csoportokba szervezddve
a kiséllamok képesek lehetnek hasonldé hatdst gyakorolni a tirgyaldsok menetére,
mint a meghatdrozd nagy tagillamok (Franciaorszdg, Németorszdg, Olaszorszdg)
onmagukban. Ugyanis a koalicids fellépés erdsiti a kisallamok kollektiv alkupozicié-
jat, esélyesebbé teszi a hatékony alkudozist, és noveli az igy kedvezd
itkeretezésének, ezdltal meggydz8bb érvrendszer kiépitésének esélyét (Panke,
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2012). Minél hamarabb szerez szovetségeseket és kezd tdbbedmagaval fellépni egy
kisdllam, annal nagyobb eséllyel érhet el sikert (Thorhallsson & Wivel, 2006).

A koalicidalkotds kétféleképpen torténhet. Az egyik lehetdség az eseti szovetség-
kotés. Az ilyen ad hoc koalicidk el8nye, hogy mind céljaiban, mind tagsigiban
rugalmasak. Lehet&vé teszik a hasonldéan gondolkodé félek tig korének részvételée, s
ezzel a lehetd legszélesebb koalicié kiépitését. Mivel a csoportban csak nagyon ha-
sonld érdekekkel rendelkezd orszigok vesznek részt, ezért kdnnyebben tudnak
egységes blokként fellépni a targyaldsok sordn. Ugyanakkor a résztvevd orszdgok
egylittmikodése csak egyetlen egy tigyre korlitozddik, ezért nem épiil ki komolyabb
kapcsolatrendszer a résztvevd dllamok tisztvisel8i kdzott (Etzold, 2024).

A koalicidalkotds mésik forméja a strukturdlt regiondlis egytictmiikddések tagjai-
nak kozos fellépése. Ezeknek a szakirodalomban tobbféle nevitk van, hivedk Sket
Jformalis korminykozi szovetségeknek” (Klemenci¢, 2011), ,intézményesiilt koalici-
6knak” (Ruse, 2012), ,minilatralis forméciéknak” (Lang & von Ondarza, 2018) és
Lalulrdl épitkezd regionalis csoportoknak” (Cooper & Fabbrini, 2023) is. A kiilon-
boz8 elnevezések mogdtt huzddéd meghatirozdsokban kozds, hogy olyan
csoportosuldsokat takarnak, amelynek tagjai kozote aktiv, strukturdle és ismétldd
kapcsolatok vannak, s meghatiroznak olyan koézds célokat, amelyek tilmutatnak
egy-egy konkrét szakpolitikai kérdésen. Emellett rendelkeznek csoportnévvel és tag-
sdggal. A kiillonbozd szerz8k kdzott azonban mér vita van azt illetden, hogy milyen
mértékben kell strukturdltnak vagy intézményesiiltnek lennie egy egytittmiikodés-
nek ahhoz, hogy mir ne eseti csoportosuldsnak szdmitson. Klemenci¢ (2011),
valamint a Lang és von Ondarza (2018) szerz&paros amellett érvelnek, hogy sziiksé-
ges kiépitett koordinicids és konzulticiés mechanizmusok megléte, amelyek keretet
adnak az egytittmiikodésnek.

Velitk szemben tanulmdnyomban Cooper és Fabbrini (2023) megengeddbb de-
finiciéjit alkalmazom, amely nem irja eld kiépitett keretrendszer vagy
mechanizmusok meglétét. Az 4ltaluk ,alulrél épitkezd regiondlis csoportnak” neve-
zett regiondlis egyiittmi(ikdések valamilyen mértékben intézményesiiltek, jelenleg is
aktivak, tagjaik csak EU tagdllamok, létezésiik fiiggetlen az EU-tél és tagjaik foldraj-
zilag egy régidban, egymdishoz kozel vannak talilhaték. Az intézményilés
kritériumdnak megengedd értelmezése, miszerint elég, ha idénként szerveznek ma-
gas szintli taldlkozdkat, lehetdvé teszi, hogy olyan fiatal formicidkat is figyelembe
vegylink, amelyek még nem épitettek ki konkrét koordiniciés mechanizmusokat (pl.
soros elnoki rendszert).

Az dllandésult egytitemiikodések leglitvinyosabb elemei a rendszeres id8kozon-
ként megrendezett miniszteri és kormdnyfdi talilkozok. Ezeket gyakran EU-s
tandcsiilések margdjin szervezik meg, ahol a megjelent politikai felsévezetdk egyez-
tetik tdrgyalasi pozicidjukat. A regiondlis egytittmiikddések £6 elénye azonban nem
a magas politikai szintd koordinaci elésegitésében rejlik, hiszen ebben az alkalmi
koaliciék gyakran jobban teljesitenek az tigyspecifikus érdekazonossig miatt. Az
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igazi hozzdadott értéke a strukturalt egytitemikddéseknek a politikai alsévezetdk és
a munkacsoportok szintjén talalhaté. A rendszeres egyeztetéseknek koszonhetden
az egyiittm{itkddések tagjai mdr a targyaldsok korai szakasziban kozeliteni tudjak 4l-
laspontjaikat és térgyaldsi stratégidjukat (Klemendi¢, 2011). Ez két okbol kiemelkeds
fontossagli. Egyrészt a legtdbb szakpolitikai kérdés mar az EU Tandcsdnak munka-
csoportjaiban elddl s felsébb szinteken csak jévahagyjak a szakmai dontéseket.
Masrészt a kisallamok a térgyaldsok korai szakaszdban tudjik a legnagyobb valészi-
niiséggel szdvegbe foglalni a legfontosabb érdekeiket. Nagykoveti és miniszteri
szinten mar csak a nagyobb orszdgoknak van érdemi médositasi lehetdsége (Thor-
hallsson & Wivel, 2006).

A regionilis egyiittmtikodések hiromféleképpen novelik tagjaik alkupoziciéjit.
Egyrészt megkdnnyitik az informdcié-dramlast, ezaltal olyan informaciékhoz juttat-
hatva a résztvevd orszdgokat, amelyeket egyediil nem tudninak megszerezni. Ez
féleg a permanens informacié-aszimmetridban szenved§ kisdllamok esetében jelen-
t8s (Foster & Mosser, 2024; Ruse, 2012). Masrészt szakértelem-megosztisi
platformként miikddnek, amelynek keretében a résztvevd orszidgok megoszthatjik
egymdssal korldtozott erdforrdsaikat kdzos érvrendszer és stratégia kidolgozasa vé-
gett. Végezetiil ,retorikai cselekvést” tesznek lehetévé (Ruse, 2012, o. 321). Ezt azt
jelenti, hogy csoportosan kénnyebben tudnak az orszigok meggy6z3 normativ érve-
ket haszndlni s ezekkel csapddba ejteni a csoportosuldson kiviili allamokat.

A valamelyest intézményesiilt egyiittmiikddéseknek van még egy tovibbi elénye
az ad hoc koalicidkkal szemben. Az ismétlddd interakcidknak kdszonhetéen az
egylittmiikddd orszdgok diplomatdi és tisztvisel8i fokozatosan megismerik egymdst
és bizalmi munkaviszonyt alakitanak ki egymadssal, ami megkonnyiti az orszagaik ko-
zOtti jov8beli egytittmiikddést (Foster & Mosser, 2024). Ezért egy bejaratott
regiondlis csoport tagjai szdmdra még akkor is egyszer(ibb lehet csoporton beliil
egyeztetni, ha allispontjaik nem egyeznek (Klemenci¢, 2011). Ugyanis meglévd
egylittmiikddéseken beliil kdnnyebb megismerni a mashogy gondolkozék dlldspont-
jat és parbeszédet folytatni veliik, ezaltal a tirgyaldsvégi kompromisszum elérése is
konnyebbé vilhat (Lang & von Ondarza, 2018).

Az eddigi empirikus tapasztalatok alapjin a regionilis csoportok akkor a legha-
tékonyabbak, amikor tagjaik szdmdra eldnytelen EU-s dontéseket kell
megakaddlyozni vagy felvizezni (Etzold, 2024). A regionilis egyiittmiikodések
ugyanis dnmagukban tdl kicsik ahhoz, hogy jelent8s szdmu kiilsé tag csatlakozdsa
nélkiil tobbséget tudjanak felsorakoztatni 4llaspontjuk mégott. Viszont sokkal
konnyebben alkothatnak egyediil vagy egy-két kiilsés csatlakozdsival blokkolé ki-
sebbséget, egyfajta nemzeti érdekeiket védd szovetségként funkcionalva.
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A kozép-eurépal regionalis egyiittmiikodések helyzete 2022 eldtt

Cooper és Fabbrini (2023) 13 EU-n beliili regionilis egyiittmiikddést azonositott,
amelyek koziil ot tekinthetd sziik értelemben kozép-eurdpainak. Ezek a Visegradi
Csoport, a Salzburg Férum, A Harom Tenger Kezdeményezés, a Kézép-eurdpai
Védelmi Egyiittmiikodés és a Slavkovi Hiromszdg. Meghatdrozasuk alapjin a V4-
et egy magasan intézményesiilt csoportnak tekinthetd, mert a rendelkezik intéz-
ménnyel a Nemzetkozi Visegradi Alap formajdban. A SF-t és a HTK-t mérsékelten
intézményesiilt formdcidknak tartottik, mert nem rendelkeznek dlland$ intézmé-
nyekkel, de rendszeresen tartanak kiilonbéz6 szintli kormdnykozi talalkozodkat.
Viszont a KEVE és az S3 csak gyengén intézményesiilt csoportosulisoknak szdmi-
tanak, mert egyiittmiikodésitk rendszeres id6kdzonként megszervezett talalkozdk
hidnydban kissé eseti jellegti.

Ezen 6t csoport kdziil a HTK még deklaricié szintjén sem torekszik EU-n beliili
koordinacidra, ezért kutatdsom szempontjdbdl nem relevins. Azonban figyelembe
veszem a Kézponti Otsk (K5) formaciét, amely szerintem helyteleniil nem szerepel
Cooper és Fabbrini (2023) felsoroldsaban. A K5 egy olyan gyengén intézményesiilt
regiondlis csoport, amelyet el8sz6r 2020-ban hivtak 6ssze Ausztria, Csehorszig,
Magyarorszdg, Szlovakia és Szlovénia kiiliigyminiszterei. Azéta rendszertelen ids-
kozonként, de évente legalabb egyszer tartottak hasonlé talalkozékat, ezére teljesiti
az intézményesiilés és az aktivitds kritériumait. Azonban mivel egy friss egytittmii-
kodésrdl van sz6, ezért még nincsenek réla tudoményos ismereteink.

Visegrddi Négyek

A Visegradi Négyek Kozép-Eurdpa legrégebbi, maig mikodd politikai egytitemii-
kodése. Az 1991-ben létrehozott formacidt Csehorszdg, Magyarorszag,
Lengyelorszag és Szlovikia alkotja. Alapvet8en kormdinykozi jellegli, de rendeznek
rendszeres elnoki és parlamenti taldlkozékat is, amelyek megszervezéséért a soros
elnokséget ellats orszdg felel. Az egyiittmi(ikddés szakpolitikai teriiletek széles skdla-
jat lefedi, £6 célja az EU-n beliili koordinacid és kozds fellépés eldsegitése. A V4-ek
tarsadalmi céljainak elémozditdsit a pozsonyi székhelyi Nemzetkozi Visegrad Alap
segiti, amely a csoport egyetlen intézménye.

A V4-ek tevekénységének gazdag szakirodalma van, igy itt csak a legfontosabb
megéllapitiasokat foglalom &ssze. Az egyes szakpolitikdkat elemzd tanulminyok
alapjin bdr a 2022 eldtti években szdmos teriileten aktivak voltak a V4-ek, csak a
migracié és a kereskedelempolitika tertiletén értek el érdemi eredményeket az EU-s
dontéshozatalban (Holadnyi, 2024). Kozods kidllisuknak kdszonhetden sikeresen
blokkoltik a menedékkérdk kotelezd tjraelosztasat tartalmazé bizottsagi reformter-
veket (Duszczyk és mtsai, 2020), ami 8sszekovicsolta és egy aktiv regionalis
szerepldvé tette a V4-et (Bedea & Osei Kwadwo, 2021). A kereskedelempolitika
terén pedig egységes fellépésiikkel és a visegrddi mérka alkalmazdsaval sikeriilt
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befolydsolniuk az EU targyaldsi pozicidjit nemzetkozi befektetési tirgyalasok sordn
(Cristani, 2021).

A migricids siker és a vele jaré nemzetkdzi ismertség megndvelte a V4-ek ambi-
ciészintjét, ami elsésorban kiilpolitikai témdkban nyilvinult meg. A formaci6 a
legjelent8sebb szdszdl6ja volt az EU tovébbi bdvitésének. A 2010-es évek ugyanak-
kor tdmogatisukban sokkal proaktivabbak és esetenként kritikusabbak lettek, mint
el8tte voltak. A Nyugat-Balkdn timogatdsa mellett mind Gjonnan létrejott regionalis
csoportok (HTK), mind a V4+ keretében 8sszeiilé ad hoc egyeztetések keretében
kovetkezetesen kidlltak, bar a magyar és lengyel jogallamisigi problémdk alddstdk a
V4-ek integriciés mintadllami reputiciéjic (Walsch, 2022). Az aktivabb nyugat-
balkani szerepvéllalds mellett Eurépdn kiviili orszdgok felé is nyitottak (Déring,
2019), ugyanakkor eltérd veszélyérzékelésiik miatt nem sikeriilt egységes allaspontot
kialakitaniuk Oroszorsziggal kapcsolatban (Padourek & Mares, 2020).
Ugyanakkor az EU-n beliil a migracidn kiviil nem jétszottak érdemi szerepet olyan
mds politikailag kiemelt tigyekben, mint a Brexit-tirgyaldsok és az Eurdpai jévjérdl
sz0l6 vita (Kaniok és mtsai,, 2022). S8t, bar energetikai és kdrnyezetvédelmi kérdé-
sekben is hasonlé volt az dllispontjuk, ezeket mégsem voltak képesek leforditani
kozdsen tdimogatott szakpolitikai javaslatokra (Osicka és mtsai, 2021; Waisov4,
2018).

Amikor a V4-ek kozds dllasponttal rendelkeztek, akkor egytitemikodésitk két
szinten zajlott. A legfelsSbb politikai szinten, a miniszterelnokaok szintjén, meghata-
roztik a kozods érdekeiket és céljaikat, amelyeket egységesen képviseltek az Eurdpai
Tandcsban. Azonban a kozds alldspont gyakorlatba iiltetése mar orszdgonként eltérd
volt. Ezért az EU-ban is némileg eltérd javaslatokat fogalmaztak meg és timogattak
poziciéik elvi-ideoldgiai azonossiga ellenére (Bauerovd, 2018). Ezért a V4 inkdbb
egy tagjai nemzeti érdekeit 6vé védelmi egyiittmiikddésként lépett fel EU-s szinten,
semmint egy tdrgyaldsokat proaktivan, konkrét szakpolitikai javaslatokkal elSre
mozditani kiviné koalicidként (Kirch, 2021).

Oroszorszag ukrajnai invdziéja azonban véltozasokat okozott a V4-ken beliil.
Egy 2022. augusztusa és oktdbere kozott végzett felmérés szerint a habort kitorése
utdn félévvel csokkent azon V4-es politikusok, tisztviseldk és elemzdk szdma, akik
szerint a V4 egy dsszehangoltan fellépd, befolydsos és fontos szerepld az EU-ban. A
Visegridi Csoport megitélése f6leg Csehorszdgban esett vissza, ahol a vilaszadéknak
csak toredéke tartotta hasznosnak a V4-ket (Janebovd, 2022).

Salzburg Férum

A Salzburg Férum Ausztria, Bulgiria, Csehorszdg, Horvitorszdg, Magyarorszag,
Romdnia, Szlovikia és Szlovénia beliigyi egytittmiitkodése renddrségi tigyek, hatarel-
lendrzés, embercsempészet és menedékiigy teriiletein. Osztrak kezdeményezésre jott
létre 2001-ben; Bulgdria, Horvitorszdg és Romdnia késdbb csatlakozott. 2006-ban
létrehoztak a Salzburg Férum Baratai Csoportot az EU-s Tagsagi Szerzédéssel még
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nem rendelkezd orszigok szdmdra, melyben nyugat-balkani dllamok vesznek részt.
2010-t8l 18 hénapos hirmas elnckségi rendszerben mikodik. Az évi legaldbb kettd
miniszteri taldlkozén tdl rendszeres rend8rféndki és menekiiltiigyi f6igazgatdi taldl-
kozdkat is szerveznek. Az SF tagjai kozote kiépiilt egy horizontdlis egytitemiikodési
halézat, amelynek célja a tagok kozétti informdciéaramlis biztositdsa. A hdlézat ma-
gaba foglal kozos miiveleti kézpontokat, programokat és miiveleteket, valamint
személyzeti csereprogramokat (Miiller, 2016). A Férum EU-s tevékenységérdl ko-

zelebbi ismereteink nincsenek.

Kozép-eurépai Védelmi Egyiittmiikodés

A Kozép-eurdpai Védelmi Egyiitemiikddés egy 2010-ben létrejdtt védelempolitikai
egyeztetd és koordinal¢ férum. Tagjai Ausztria, Csehorszag, Horvitorszig, Magyar-
orszag, Szlovikia és Szlovénia. 2016-t6l a KEVE hdrom komponense a honvédelmi
miniszterek éves taldlkozdja, a védelempolitikai igazgatdk évi kétszeri talalkozdja, és
nemzeti szakértdk altal létrehozott munkacsoportok. A biztaté kezdetek ellenére
nem bontakozott ki komolyabb kooperici6 a résztvevs hat orszdg kdzote; egytitemil-
kodéstik megmaradt egy politikai akarattal meg nem tdmogatott kezdetleges,
képességeik megosztisin alapulé szinten (Csiki, 2017). A 2015-2016-0s eurdpai
migracids valsdg hatdsira bévillt a KEVE portfdlidja hatdrvédelmi és idegenrendé-
szeti feladatokkal, bir ez a [épés nem élvezte a védelmi szakappardtus timogatdsat
(Hauser, 2017). Az j menekiiltiigyi feladatok azonban lehetdvé tették valsigreaga-
lasi képességiik tesztelését és fejlesztésér. Uj procedtrékat, keretrendszereket és
mechanizmusokat dolgoztak ki a gyorsabb kézos reagalds, valamint a tagdllami bel-
tigyi és védelmi szervek hatékonyabb egyiittmiikodése végett (Nemeth, 2018). Az
SE-hez hasonléan a KEVE kapcsin sem késziiltek a csoport EU-s tevékenységét
bemutaté elemzések.

Slavkov Hdromszog

A Slavkov Héromszdg 2015-ben jott létre Ausztria, Csehorszag és Szlovakia kor-
manykozi egytitemikodéseként, eredetileg olyan tigyek megvitatdsira, amelyekre a
V4 és V4+ formatumok nem voltak alkalmasak a magyar és lengyel korményok na-
cionalista dllispontja miatt. Az S3 a V4-hez hasonléan rendelkezik soros
elnokséggel, éves munkaprogrammal, rendszeres miniszteri és kormanyféi taldlko-
z6kkal. Els8sorban energetikai, kozlekedéspolitikai, digitdlis 4talakuldsi és
fejlesztéspolitikai teriileteken miikddnek egyiitt. Az S3 a politikai egyticemiikodés
alacsony szintjén képviseli; tagjainak még nem sikeriilt egységes blokként fellépnie az
EU Tanacsiban, amit Ausztria és a cseh-szlovak tandem szavazatai kozotti gyakori
eltérés mutat (Ozoflu, 2023).
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Modszertan

A kutatas kevert médszertant, amely egy anonim, angol nyelv(i, online kérdéivre,
tisztvisel8kkel folytatott félig strukturalt interjukra és kozds nyilatkozatok elemzé-
sére épit. A kérddives adatfelvétel 2024. mirciusiban tdrtént, az interjukat 2024.
aprilisa és juniusa kozott végeztem. A kérddivet négy kozép-eurdpai kisorszig,
Ausztria, Csehorszdg, Magyarorszig és Szlovdkia Eurépai Unié melletti Allandé
Képviseletének diplomatdinak kiildtem el, interjira pedig a vizsgilt egyiittmiikodé-
sekre ralité minisztériumi tisztségviselSket kértem fel, igy briisszeli és f&varosi
perspektivikkal is gazdagitva kutatidsom. Ezen orszdgokban koz8s, hogy népességiik
és gazdasdguk nagysiga alapjan EU-s 4tlag alatti erdforrdsokkal rendelkeznek, igy
relativ értelemben mindenképpen aktiv szdvetséges-keresésnek jobban kitett kisalla-
moknak tekinthet8k (Panke, 2010; Thorhallsson & Wivel, 2006). Emellett t3bb, a
kutatds keretében vizsgilt regionilis egyiittmiikddésnek is tagjai, igy a forrdsaim in-
formiciéval tudtak szolgdlni az egyes formatumok egymashoz viszonyitott
szerepérdl.

A kérddiv kée részbdl és Ssszesen 30 kérdésbdl allt, amelyek kozdte voltak nyile
végli és Likert-skdlds kérdések is. A kérd8iv elsd részében altaldnos kérdések kaptak
helyet, amelyek a regionilis egytittmiikodések dltalanos megitélésére és a vizsgalt for-
mitumok ismertségére kérdeztek rd. A misodik részben az egyes konkrét regionélis
csoportokra kérdeztem ra ugyanazon kérdésekkel. A kérddivet dsszesen 332 diplo-
matdhoz juttattam el orszdgaik Allandé Képviseletének honlapjan feltiintetett email
cimeiken keresztiil. Koziilitk 19-en az osztrak, 85-en a cseh, 161-en a magyar és 67-
en a szlovék képviseleten dolgoztak. A kiugrdan alacsony osztrék értéket az magya-
rdzza, hogy az osztrikok nem tették nyilvinossd minden szakdiplomajuk nevét és
elérhetdségét, csak az egyes szaktertiiletek vezetdiét. A kimagaslé magyar létszdmot
pedig a 2024. évi misodik félévi soros EU Tandcs-elndkségre valé felkésziilés miatti
létszimnovekedés magyardzza. Az egy hénapos adatgyijtési periddus alatt 8sszesen
46 alkalommal nyitottik meg a kérddivet, ebbdl 14 alkalommal fejezték be a kitoleé-
sét és tovabbi kilencszer hagytik félbe a kitsltést (1. tiblazat).

1. tiblazat: A kérdéiv kitoltdinek szima orszidgonkénti lebontashan

. befejezett kitoltések befejezetlen kitoltések ..
orszag szama szama osszesen
Ausztria 2 4 6
Csehorszag 3 1 4
Magyarorszag 5 3 8
Szlovakia 4 1 5
Osszesen 14 9 23

Sajat szerkesztés, adatforras: kérdoiv.
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A kérdéivek alacsony visszakiildési szdma miatt félig strukturlt interjukat is foly-
tattam a kiilonbdzd egyiittmiikddések belsd dinamikaira ralétd jelenlegi és volt
minisztériumi tisztvisel6kkel. A mélyinterjik foglalkoztak a formiciék jelenlegi
egylitemikodési tertileteivel és eredményeivel, a kiilonbzd teriiletekre és forméci-
dkra forditott kormanyzati figyelem viltozisival, és az egyiitemitkddések dllami kiil-
és EU-politikikban betdltdtt szerepével. Hat olyan forrdssal sikeriilt beszélnem, akik
2022. februarja dta részt vettek orszdguk EU vagy K6zép-Eurdpa-politikdjinak ala-
kitisaban, egy vagy tobb  vizsgilt egyiittm(ikddés  tevékenységének
osszehangoldsiban, el6készitésében (fiiggelék F1). Tovabbi interjuk készitését hat-
raltatta, hogy a regiondlis egytittmikodésekkel kapcsolatos kormanyzati munka
osszehangolasit és szakmai irdnyitasit ezekben az orszdgokban egy-egy kis létszdimu
csapat végzi, amelyek tobb formacidért is felelnek. Leterheltségre hivatkozva vagy el-
utasitottdk a  megkeresésemet, vagy egy embert jeldltek ki kérdéseim
megvalaszoldsira, aki az egész szervezet nevében nyilatkozott.

A kérddivekbdl és interjukbdl nyert informdcidkat az egytitemiikodések altal ki-
adott kozos nyilatkozatok tartalmdval egészitettem ki (fiiggelék F2). A vizsgale
id8szakban a V4 12, a SF harom és a KEVE egy kozds nyilatkozatot tett kdzzé hi-
vatalos honlapjin, mig az S3 és a K5 egyet sem adott ki. E két utdbbi formicié
honlappal sem rendelkezik. A kozos nyilatkozatok informéciéval szolgélnak a poli-
tikai szinten fontos témakrol és a résztvevd orszagok dlldspontjirdl, ugyanakkor csak
néha érintették a megtirgyalt tigyek EU-s dimenzidjit. Az EU-ra nem utalé doku-
mentumokat nem vettem figyelembe.

Kutatasi eredmények

A kérd8iv elsd felében a regiondlis egytittmiikodések dltalanos megitélését és ismert-
ségét mértem fel. A 2. tdblizat hat dllitdsra adott valaszokat 4tlagit mutatja be
orszdgonkénti és Ssszesitett lebontasban. Hatbdl 6t llitds pozitiv szinben tiintette
fel a regionilis egyiittmitikodéseket, mig a hatodik szuverenitdst korldtozénak alli-
totta be Sket. A vilaszok 4tlaga azt mutatja, hogy a kisdllamok diplomatai szerint a
regiondlis egytittmiikodésekben val6 részvétel hasznos és elényokkel jir orszdgaik
szdmdra, ami konzisztens a szakirodalom jelenlegi 4llisdval. Leginkabb azzal értettek
egyet, hogy a regiondlis egyiittmiikodések segitenek a bilateralis kapcsolatok erdsité-
sében (4,21-es 4tlag), mig az egyiittmiikodések reputdcié-noveld hatdsirdl sokkal
kevésbé voltak meggy8zddve (3,17-es érték). A diplomaték a regiondlis egytittmiiks-
dések szuverenitds-korlitozé természetével kozel semennyire sem értettek egyet

(1,74-es 4tlag).
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2. tablazat: On mennyire ért egyet az alabbi allitasokkal? (1: semennyire, 5: teljes mértékben)

A regionalis egyiittmiikodések... AT cz HU SK Ossz.
..segitenek a nen]ztetkon kihivasok keze- 3,67 a 413 3,2 3,78
lésében.

...segitenek orszagom kétoldali kapcsola-

tainak erdsitésében a tobbi résztvevo 4,12 4,5 4,38 3,8 4,21
orszaggal.

...névelik orszagomgr;:mzetkon lathatosa- 3,67 a 4 3,6 3,82
..javitjak orszagomjg:mzetkon reputacio- 3,67 25 3,38 2,8 317

...Javitjak orszagom érdekérvényesitési ké-
pességét az EU-ban.
...korlatozzak orszégprpat szuverenitasa 183 2 1,25 22 174
gyakorlasaban.
* a feltlntetett értékek atlagok (nat= 6, ncz = 4, nHu = 8, Nsk = 5, Nossz. = 23)
Sajat szerkesztés, adatforras: kérddiv.

4,17 4 3,63 3,8 3,87

A kiildnb6z8 orszdgok képviseldi kozott jelentds véleménykiilonbség csak annak
kapcsdn alakult ki, hogy néveli-e a regiondlis egytittmitkddésekben valé részvétel or-
szaguk reputdcidjit. Az 4llitdssal inkdbb egyetértettek az osztrak (3,67-es 4tlag) és a
magyar valaszaddk (3,38-as 4tlag), mig a csehek (2,5-6s 4tlag) és a szlovakok (2,8-as
itlag) inkdbb nem értettek vele egyet, mint igen. A cseh és az osztrak dtlagos megité-
1és kozotti kiilonbség tobb, mint egy teljes egész, ezért jelentdsnek mondhaté. Ennek
oka a V4-ek rossz cseh megitélése, amely befolydsolta a Prigival hagyomdnyosan
szoros kapcsolatban 4llé szlovikok véleményét is. Ugyanis Csehorszag szenvedte el
a legnagyobb relativ presztizsveszteséget azéta, amidta a V4-ek nemzetkozi lathatd-
siga megndtt (Szalai & Garai, 2024). Ezért a visegrdi egyiittmiikodésre, mint
.szennyes méirkdra” tekintenek Prigiban, ami miatt a cseh uralkodé elit tudatosan
épiti le V4-es kapcsolatait (Interju#3).

Az egyes vizsgilt regiondlis formatumok ismertségére jelentds eltéréseket mutat
(3. tablézat). A V4-eket minden abban részt vevd orszdg diplomatdja ismerte (3-as
itlag), ahogyan az S3-at is legalabb valamelyest ismerte az 6sszes megkérdezett vé-
laszadé (2,67-es dtlag). A mésik harom regionilis egyiittmiikddésnek viszont nagyon
alacsony volt az ismertsége. A Salzburg Férumot egyediil Ausztria diplomatai ismer-
ték legaldbb valamennyire, mig azt egyetlen magyar vilaszadd sem ismerte. A KEVE
és a K5-0k ismertsége mind a négy orszag képviselSinek korében nagyon alacsony
volt. Az elébbi esetében kettd, az utdbbi kapcsin négy diplomata jelezte, hogy jél
ismeri ezeket a formatumokat, mig sokkal tdbben egyaltalin nem ismerték Sket. Ide
tartozik az Gsszes szlovak diplomata a KEVE és az dsszes magyar diplomata a K5
kapcsan.
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3. tablazat: On mennyire ismeri a kivetkezd regionalis egyiittmiikodéseket? (1: semennyire, 3: j6l)

formacio AT CZ HU SK Ossz.
V4 - 3(4) 3(8) 3 (5) 3
S3 2,5 (6) 2,75 (4) - 2,8 (5) 2,67
SF 2,75 (4) 1,25 (4) 1(8) 1,4 (5) 1,48
KEVE 1,8 (5) 1,25 (4) 1,5(8) 1(5) 1,41
K5 1,8 (5) 1,75 (4) 1(8) 1,8 (5) 1,5

* a feltlintetett értékek atlagok, a zardjelben feltlintetett valaszadék szama alapjan.
Sajat szerkesztés, adatforras: kérddiv.

A regionilis egytittmiikodések ismertségi mintdzata Ssszhangban van érzékelt je-
lent8ségiikkel és sikerességiikkel. A V4 hagyomdnyos kiemelt fontossig volt
Magyarorszdg és Szlovakia szimdra (Interju#2, Interju#4), és a Babi§-kormdnyok
alatt (2017-2021) a cseh EU-s érdekérvényesités is V4-fokuszt volt (Interju#3). Az
S3 jelentdsége a csehek szamdra csekély (Interju#3), mig Ausztria és a Hegel-kor-
mdny vezette Szlovikia szdmdra nagyobb. Az el8z8 szlovik kormdny politikusai
magasabbra értékelték az S3-at, mint a V4-et (Interju#4). A K5 els8sorban osztrak
és szlovén szempontbdl fontosak (Interju#4), de a csehek is értékesebbnek tartjik az
S3-nal (Interju#3).

Ismertségiiked] fiiggetleniil egyik egyiittmi(ikddés sem tudta jelentdsen befolyi-
solni az unids folyamatokat (4. tibldzat). A legjobb, de kdzepesnél csak alig
magasabb értékelést az S3 kapott, amelyet a K5 kézepes ,osztilyzata” kovet. Ezzel
szemben a V4-ket befolydsit kozepesnél rosszabbra értékelték, mig az SF és a
KEVE semmilyen hatéssal nem volt. A V4-ek kdzepesnél kicsit gyengébb értékelése
osszhangban van a 2022. oktdberi felmérés eredményeivel (Janebova, 2022), mely
alapjin agy tiinik, hogy a két felmérés kozote eltelt masfél évben se nem javult, se
nem csdkkent érdemben a csoport befolydsinak megitélése.

4. tablazat: Mennyire voltak sikeresek a regionalis egyiittmiikodések az EU-s dontéshozatal befo-
lyasolasaban az elmiilt két évben? (1: egyaltalan nem, 5: nagyon sikeres)
V4 S3 SF KEVE K5
Atlag 2,67 (12) 3,25 (4) 1(1) 1(1) 3(1)
* a feltlintetett értékek atlagok, a zardjelben feltlintetett valaszadék szama alapjan.
Sajat szerkesztés, adatforras: kérdoiv.

Visszatérd elem a kitdltoee kérddivekben és az interjikban az, hogy az orosz in-
vazi6t kovetSen a visegradi orszagok tagjai kozotti egytitemiikodés szintje jelentdsen
cs6kkent. Az orosz invdzid és az dltala jelentett biztonsagi kockazatok eltérd politikai
megitélése jelentdsen visszavettette a magas szint(i politikai egyeztetések intenzitd-
sat. Bar a visegradi orszdgok kormdnyai és parlamenti bizottsigainak vezetd elvek
szintjén egyetértettek abban, hogy Oroszorszag invizidja jogellenes és veszélyezteti
Eurépa biztonsagit, hogy Oroszorszagnak azonnal ki kéne vonni csapatait Ukrajna-
bol, és hogy fontos Ukrajna tdimogatdsa (Dok#3, Dok#4, Dok#12), Magyarorszig a
gyakorlatban nem képviselt a tobbiekhez hasonlé dlldspontot. Kiilpolitikai tigyekben
mdr az invdzid eldtt is alacsony volt az egyiittmiikddés a Kina, Oroszorszig, Kozel-
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Kelet, Egyestlt Allamok és az emberi jogok promécidjinak fontossiginak eltérs
megitélése miatt, azonban 2022. februdrja utdn ennek alacsony szintje is megsz{int
(Interju#1). A véleménykiildnbség miatti elhidegiilés ellenére a V4-nek tovibbra is
van helye tagjai EU-politikdjaban (kérddiv), még ha fontossiga nem is éri el a kordb-
ban megszokottat. A V4-ek negativ konnoticidja miatt ugyanis még a kordbban
gordiilékeny teriileteken is problematikussd valt az egytitemiikddés (Interju#1). A
magas szint{i politikai kapcsolatok megromldsit jelezte a magas szint( politikai ta-
lalkoz6k megritkuldsa és a kdzos nyilatkozatok hidnya, valamint az, hogy a formicié
honlapjit 2022 vége Sta nem frissitették 4j tartalommal.

Az orosz-ukrdn habort kériili véleménykiildnbség azonban csak fontos, de nem
kizardlagos oka a V4-ek politikai elhidegiilésének és a kevésbé intenziv egytittmiiko-
désnek. A visegradi orszdgok vezetdinek kolcsonds személyes szimpdtidja 2014 Sta
jelentésen meghatdrozta a V4 egyiittmiikddés intenzitdsit. Ezért amikor a magyar
Orban-kormdannyal kritikus politikusok keriiltek hatalomba Csehorszédgban (Petr
Fiala [2021-]), Szlovakidban (Ivan Koréok [2021-2022] és Rastislav Kacer [2022-
2023] kiil- és Eurdpa-iigyi miniszterek) és Lengyelorszdgban (Donald Tusk
(2023]), a magas szintli visegradi kapcsolatok irdnti igény is mérséklédote
(Interju#2, Interju#6). A kérddivben tovabbi okokként a 2022. misodik félévi cseh
EU tandcsi soros elndkség és az egyes tigyeket érintd lengyel-magyar
véleménykiildnbségek jelennek meg.

Munkacsoportok szintjén és egyes politikailag nem érzékeny szakpolitikai
teriileteken azonban tovdbbra is folyt kozds munka. A diplomatik kozotti
kapcsolatot kivilénak, egytitemikodésiiket gdrdiilékenynek mindsitették, amelyet
azonban nem titkrozott a nagypolitika. Féleg a politikailag érzékeny tgyek sorsa
figgott a felsévezetdk személyes viszonyaitdl. Ezek kozil is kiemelkedik a
miniszterelnoki szint, amelyen az egyiittmiikddés teljesen ledllt 2022 februarja utin
(Interju#6). Ez 6sszhangban van a szakirodalom azirdnyd megallapitasaval, hogy a
regiondlis egyiittmiikddések orszdgainak tisztviseldi kozdtt bizalmi téke halmozddik
fel, amely lehetdvé teszi az akeudlpolitikai véleménykiilonbséget athidaldsic
(Klemen¢i¢, 2011; Lang & von Ondarza, 2018).

A habort kitorését kovetd két évben a V4-ek a mez8gazdasig, kornyezetvédelem,
nukledris energia és kozlekedéspolitika teriiletein mitkddtek egyiitt. Kozdsen 1éptek
fel a BIOEAST biogazdasigi kutatds-fejlesztési kezdeményezés (kérddiv), a Kozos
Agrirpolitika stratégiai tervei (Dok#2), az Euro 7-es kibocsitasi standardok
(kérddiv), az EU Zsld Megallapodis egyes elemei (Dok#7, Dok#8), a hibort miatt
Eurdpit sujté energiavilsig (Dok#4, Dok#9) és a nukledris energia fontossiga
kapcsin (kérddiv, Dok#4). Szintén folytatédott az egyiittmiikddés olyan
hagyomanyos teriileteken, mint az EU regionalis és kohézids politikai, valamint a
nyugat-balkdni orszigok EU-integracidja (Interju#l, Interju#4). Bir a migrici6
kapcsdn folytatddott a koopericié a lefektetett kozds elvek mentén (Dok#1, Dok#6,
Dok#12), az UJ Menekiiltiigyi és Migriciés Paktum targyaldsai sordn a formdaci6

50



jelent&sége fokozatosan hattérbe szorult egyéb, rugalmasabb vagy nagyobb létszdmu
formdcidk (pl. Salzburg Férum) javara (Interju#3).

Az S3 egyiittm(ikddés intenzitdsa nétt a nyilt orosz-ukrdn hibord kitdrése dta
(Interju#1, kérddiv). Az egyik kérddives vilaszadd egyenesen a V4 természetes
kiviltéjénak nevezte az S3-at, bir ezt mds informdtorok erdsen vitattak (Interju#1,
Interju#3). A V4-hez képest az S3 egyiittmiikddés sziikebb volt és marade, csak
néhany témat Slelt fel: a Nyugat-Balkin EU integracidjat, a migriciét, az
energiabiztonsigot és 1j témaként az orosz-ukrdn hiborut és a mesterséges
intelligencia helyzetét (Interju#4, kérddiv). Ezek kozill a Nyugat-Balkdn eurdpai
integricidja a formicié f8 témdja, egyeztetéseken tdlmutatdé eredménye egyéb
teriileteken nem volt (Interju#1, Interju#4).

Az SF jelentdsége nem ndtt a 2022-2024 kdzotti EU-s déntéshozatalban. Bér a
Férum egyik f& egyiittmiikodési teriilete a bevindorlds kérdése, és ebben az
id8szakban zajlottak az Uj Migriciés és Menekiiltiigyi Paktum targyaldsai, a
platform nem valt egy érdemi befolydssal biré csoporttd. Bir tagjai egyetértettek a
f8bb migricids politikai kérdésekben (Dok#5, Dok#10), eltérd gazdasagi, politikai,
és térsadalmi helyzetilk miatt nem tudtak kozdsen fellépni a Paktum vitatott
rendelkezései kapcsan (Interju#5). Ugyanakkor a Paktum megszavazasit kdvetden
részletes kozos allasfoglaldst adtak ki a végrehajtds kivanatos irdnyairdl (Dok#13),
amely alapjit képezheti a jovdbeli szorosabb egytittmitkddésnek. A K5 a vizsgile
id8szakban is egy prioritist nem élvezd informalis csoport maradt, amelynek tagjai
rendszeresen talilkoztak egyes iigyek megvitatdsa végett. Talalkozdikon
bdvitéspolitikai, bevindorlasi és Kozel-Kelettel kapcsolatos témak szerepelnek
(Interja#4). Brdemi szerepet az EU-s érdekérvényesitésben eddig még nem
jatszottak, és rovid tdvon nem is ambiciondljik az egyiittmiikodés mélyitését akar
még csak a kozds dlldsfoglaldsok kiaddsdnak szintjén sem (Interju#3). A forméci6
ugyanakkor a hasznos lehet majd a Nyugat-Balkin EU-s csatlakozisinak
el8segitésében (kérddiv).

A KEVE semmilyen érdemi tevékenységet nem végzett az EU-ban (kérdéiv). A
résztvevlorszigok 2022 és 2024 kozott csak egyetlen nyilatkozatot adtak ki,
amelyben hangsulyoztik, hogy a formdtum egy fontos eszkdze az EU-n beliili jobb
egylittmiikodésnek, de semmilyen konkrét szakpolitikai célt nem fogalmaztak meg
(Dok#11).

Az egytittmitkodések dltalinos jellemzése és az aktiv egytittmiikodés teriileteinek
megnevezése mellett a kérddiv arra is rakérdezett, hogy milyen médon mitkddnek
egylitt a kiilonb6z6 csoportok tagjai. Ennek eredményei az 5. tiblizatban vannak
osszefoglalva, Az allitasok a kisdllami szakirodalom alapjén lettek kivalasztva,
rakérdezve azokra a dolgokra, amelyek a sikeres kisallami érdekérvényesités sordn

gyakran eléfordulnak.
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5. tablazat: Mennyire voltak jellemzdek a kovetkezok az elmiilt két évben? (1: egyaltalan nem, 5:
nagyon igen
allitasok V4 S3 SF KEVE K5

Kiiléon miniszterelnoki talalkozok az
Eurépai Tanacs lilései elott. 2,63(8) 2(9 - - -

Kozos allaspont képviselete az
Eurépai Tanacsban.
Kiilén miniszteri talalkozok az EU
Tanacsanak iilései elétt.

Ko6zo6s allaspont képviselete az EU
Tandceahan. 2,7(10) | 2,8(5) 1(1) 1(1) 1(2)
EU-s diplomatak kozotti konzultaciok. 3,58
(12)

2,8(10) | 3,25(4) 3(1) 1(1) 1,5(2)

21(11) | 1,6(5) - - -

238(8) | 34(5 | 1(1) 1(1) 1(2)

4(5) 2(1) 1(1) 2(2)

Kozos allaspont képviselete Coreper-
illéseken.
Ko6zos lobbizas az Europai

Bizottsagnal. 2,8(10) | 1,75(4) 1(1) 1(1) 1(2)
Non-paper kozos kezdeményezése. 2,8 (10) 2,8 (5) 1(1) 1(1) 1(2)
Non-paper kozos tamogatasa. 2,9 (10) 2,8 (5) 1(1) 1(1) 1(2)

* a feltlintetett értékek atlagok, a zardjelben feltlintetett valaszadék szama alapjan.

Sajat szerkesztés, adatforras: kérdéiv.

A kérdsivben jelzett mérsékelt gyakorisigi egyeztetések Gsszhangban illnak az
interjualanyok altal jelzett alacsonyabb ambiciészinttel. A hibora kitdrése ellenére
az akkor folyé magyar V4 elnokség igyekezett fenntartani az egyiittmiikddés magas
szintjét mind politikai, mind szakmai szinten, mérsékelt sikerrel (Interju#6). A
magyar elndkséget kovetd szlovik és cseh V4 elndkségek meg kifejezetten
takaréklingon tartottik a V4-et, amely hatdssal volt a formitum EU-s szerepére is.
A csehek példiul mir egyaltalin nem hasznaljidk a V4-et az Eurdpai Tandcs iilésein
érdekeik érvényesitése végett (Interju#3).

A Slavkovi Héromszdg a legmagasabb kormanyzati szinten nem volt tényezd, a
miniszterelnoki kiilon taldlkozdk nem voltak jellemzdek (2-es 4tlag) és az Eurdpai
Tandcs iilésein kdzds dlldspontot szinte sohasem képviseltek (1,6-0s dtlag). Vagyis a
legfelsdbb politikai szinten alacsonyabb intenzitdst volt az egyiittmiikddés, mint a
politikai nézeteltérésekkel terhelt V4-ek esetében. Szintén nem volt jellemz8 a kozds
lobbitevékenység sem az Eurdpai Bizottsdgndl (1,7-es 4tlag), ami egy teljes egésszel
alacsonyabb érték a visegridiakénil. Azonban mind szakmai szinten, mind
miniszteri szinten intenzivebb volt az egytittmiikddés, mint a V4 esetében. A
szakdiplomatik kozotti egyeztetéseket jellemzdek voltak (4-es atlag), mig kozds
alldspont képviselete a Coreperben (3,25-6s 4tlag) és miniszteri kiilon taldlkozdk az
EU Tand4csdnak iilései elétt (3,4-es 4tlag) inkdbb voltak jellemz&ek, mint nem.

A misik hirom egytittmitkddésre egyaltalin nem jellemzd a kdzds tandcskozds
vagy kozos diplomAciai fellépés. Egyediil a Salzburg Férumra volt kicsit jellemz8 a
szakdiplomatik kozotti konzultdcid, ami Osszeftiggésben allt az EU Migracids és
Menekiiltiigyi Paktumardl folytatott EU tandcsi targyaldsainak felporgésével 2022

52



végétdl, és a Magyarorszag-kritikus visegradi kormanyok V4-t8l mint platformtdl
valé elforduldsdval (Interju#3).

Kovetkeztetések

Jelen tanulmdny egy kevert médszertant kutatdst mutatott be, amelynek célja annak
megismerése volt, hogy milyen szerepe volt a kiilonb6z8 kézép-eurdpai regiondlis
egylittmikodéseknek az Eurdpai Unids dontéshozatalban. A kutatds sordn négy
kisillam, Ausztria, Csehorszdg, Magyarorszdg és Szlovakia EU-hoz akkreditdlt
diplomatait és minisztériumi tisztvisel8it kérdeztem a Visegrddi Négyek, a Slavkovi
Hiromszdg, a Salzburg Férum, a Kozép-eurépai Védelmi Egytttmiikodés és a
Koézponti Otok miikédésérsl és relevancidjardl, valamint dttekintettem vizsgalt
egylitemikodések a 2022 februdrja és 2024 juniusa kozott kiadott kozds
nyilatkozatait.

A kutatds eredményei azt mutatjik, hogy Oroszorszdg ukrajnai invdzidjinak
kezdete 6ta eltelt tobb, mint két évben a V4 veszitett jelent8ségébdl, mert érdemi
egylittmikodés csak egyes munkacsoportok szintjén folyt, jobbdra politikailag nem
érzékeny tigyekben (mez8gazdasig, iparpolitika, kdrnyezetvédelem). A nagykédvetek
és kormdnytagok szintjén a kiilon egyeztetések és a tanidcskozasokon valé kozos
fellépés inkabb nem voltak jellemzdek. A politikailag fontos iigyekben komoly nézet-
és érdekellentétek hitrdltattdk az egytitemikodést, ami mdogott az orosz-ukrin
habort, a magyar kormdnnyal kritikus kézép-eurdpai kormanyok megalakulasa, a
lengyel-magyar viszony megromldsa és a csehek 2022-es EU tandcsi soros elndksége
alle. A kiemelt tigyek kozil egyedill a nyugat-balkdni orszdgok eurdpai
integricidjinak el8segitésén dolgoztak egyiitt, egyiittmiikodésitk a kordbban
sikerteriiletnek tartott migricié témdjaban is veszitett jelent8ségébdl.

A V4-ek visszaszoruldsival egyetemben némileg meger8sodstt a kordbban
elenyészd szerepet jatszd Slavkovi Hiromszdg, de fontos szerepet tovédbbra sem télt
be. Az S3 els8sorban a szakdiplomatik kézotti rendszeres konzultdcidk terén vale
jelentdssé, tovibba mérsékelten jellemzdvé viltak az EU Tandcsa iilései eldtti
miniszteri egyeztetések és a nagykovetek altal Coreperben képviselt kozos
alldspontok. A formacié elsésorban kiil- és biztonsigpolitikai témdkban volt aktiv,
(energiabiztonsig, migrdcié, Ukrajna, Nyugat-Balkin), f8 fékusza a balkédni
orszagok EU-s integricidjinak el8segitése volt.

Az S3 tehit nem lépett a Visegridi Egyiittmiikodés helyébe. Bir egyes
teriileteken az S3-ra jellemz8bb volt a regiondlis blokként valé fellépés (diplomatak
kozotti konzultdcidk, miniszteri kiilén taldlkozdk, kdzds hang a Coreperben), més
tekintetben tovibbra is a V4-ek teljesitettek jobban (miniszterelnoki egyeztetések,
kozds fellépés az Eurdpai Tandcsban). Emellett a V4-ek sokkal szélesebb palettin
dolgoztak egyiitt. Bir a politikai kiilonbségek tobb teriileten visszavetették az
egylitemikodést, a visegrddi orszdgok igy is tobb teriileten és konkrét tigyben
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(BIOEAST kezdeményezés, Kozos Agrirpolitika, energiavilsig, Euro 7-es
standardok, nukledris energia) mikdodtek egyiitt, mint az S3. Bir a Slavkovi
Haromsz3g tematikus palettdja némileg kibdviilt, tovabbra is elsésorban
bévitéspolitikai kérdésekben aktivak, egyéb teriileteken csak konzultativ funkciét lit
el.

Jovdbeli kutatdsnak érdemes lenne alaposabban utina jirnia a V4 és S3
formicidk belsd miikodésének és llami kill- és Eurdpa-politikikban betolestt
szerepének. [géretesnek tiinik a sikeres szakpolitikai egyiittmiikodések vizsgalata, és
annak feltdrdsa, hogy milyen tényez8k vezettek a kozos sikerhez a jelen kutatdsban
beazonositott tigyekben.
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CENTRAL EUROPEAN REGIONAL COOPERATION AND SMALL STATES INTEREST-ADVOCACY IN THE
EUROPEAN UNION

Abstract

Regional cooperation is a traditional tool of small state interest-advocacy as they can
amplify the voice of states with individually small influence. There are many regional
groups in Central Europe, a region rich in small states, whose stated aim is to enhance
cooperation amongst its members at the EU level. This paper analyses the role of five
regional groups (Visegrad Group, Slavkov format, Salzburg Forum, Central European
Defence Cooperation, Central Five) in the intra-EU diplomatic endeavours of four Central
European small states (Austria, Czechia, Hungary, Slovakia) after Russia’s invasion of
Ukraine in 2022. The results shows that only the Visegrad Group and the Slavkov format
has any meaningful role in the interest-advocacy of the analysed small states in the EU.

Keywords: regional cooperation, Central Europe, European Union, small state, interest-
advocacy
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Abstract

Cyprus is an important area for Russian foreign policy,
as developments in the Eastern Mediterranean, where
the island is located, affect Moscow’s strategic
interests. This article analyzes and interprets the
diplomatic, political, economic, energy, and
geostrategic aspects of Russian foreign policy towards
Cyprus. It identifies the motives behind Russian
behavior towards the Republic of Cyprus (RoC) and
concludes that, despite generally good diplomatic and
friendly relations, the two states have differing
geostrategic interests. Given that the defense of
Russia’s national interests, in relation to Cyprus and
the Eastern Mediterranean, is a priority for Moscow,
the article concludes with assessments of future
trends, including the developments in the Russian-
Ukrainian war and its consequences, which have
negatively affected the relations between the two

states.

Keywords: Russia, Russian foreign policy, Republic of
Cyprus, Eastern Mediterranean, energy issues,
geostrategic issues

Introduction

The foreign policy of the Russian Federation towards the Republic of Cyprus
(hereinafter referred to as RoC or Cyprus) is driven by national interests, which have
long been interested in the political, geostrategic, economic, and energy
developments in the Eastern Mediterranean (Litsas, 2019; Maslova et. al., 2020).
Although the two countries have traditionally maintained friendly relations on many
levels and shared diplomatic views on several international issues, at least until the
beginning of the Russian-Ukrainian war, their geostrategic interests and aspirations
are not identical. This is important for understanding Russia’s foreign policy
towards Cyprus, especially at times when relations among the two states become
conflictual due to the Russian rivalry with Western states and alliances.

The shaping of Russian foreign policy in relation to Cyprus concerns several
areas, including diplomacy, trade and economy, tourism, banking, energy, defense,
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and security (Melakopides, 2016, p. 6; Kontos, 2019, p. 17). As a result, Russia’s
foreign policy towards Cyprus, has complex and multilayered strategic implications.
Considering the interactions in the above-mentioned areas, this article focuses on
analyzing and explaining the Russian foreign policy and strategy regarding Cyprus
on the following themes: diplomatic relations, political-strategic interactions, and
economic activities, including energy issues. These specific aspects of Russian foreign
policy are developed and interpreted in terms of their historical complexity and
contemporary evolution. Additionally, this article presents and analyses the main
political aspects of Russia’s particular positions on issues related to Russian-Cypriot
relations, as well as their consequences, especially after the recent geostrategic
developments in the Eastern Mediterranean and the Black Sea, where Moscow’s
power appeared to play a new role (Kozhanov, 2018; Mallinson et. al, 2020;
Hunter, 2022). Finally, assessments are discussed for the future patterns of Russian
foreign policy in Cyprus, as well as for the broader geostrategic frameworks.

Against this background, this article seeks to answer the following research
questions: First, how and to what degree does the Russian foreign policy and strategy
over Cyprus serve Moscow's geostrategic objectives in the Eastern Mediterranean?
Second, how does Cyprus, as a member state of the EU and a part of the Western
world, affect Russian aspirations in the Eastern Mediterranean, and to what extent
does Moscow seek to control geostrategic developments on the island? Based on
these research questions, this article provides a historical overview of the main factors
shaping Russian foreign policy and strategy towards Cyprus, identifies the problems
and limitations Moscow faces on the island, and assesses the future trends of bilateral
relations.

Theoretical and empirical review

Although foreign policy towards the RoC plays a crucial role for Russia’s national
interests and holds significance for both Cyprus and the Eastern Mediterranean, the
academic literature on this topic appears to be limited (Christou, 2011: p. 225;
Krasnov et. al, 2019: p. 245). The fact that the main issues of Russian foreign and
security policy are not focused on Cyprus leads to a partial, if not extremely limited,
discussion on the outline and analysis of issues related to Russian behavior towards
Cyprus. Nevertheless, there are a few notable studies of the bilateral relations that
focus on Russian foreign policy in the Eastern Mediterranean, and, to alesser extent,
in Cyprus, while also examining critical aspects, such as economic, geostrategic, and
energy developments (Melakopides 2012 and 2016; Maslova et. al., 2019). Building
on these sources, this paper expands the analysis of bilateral and regional issues.
The theoretical background used to examine the selected case studies focuses on
the relationship between a great power (Russia) and a weak state (RoC), where the
former seeks to control and influence the decisions of the latter (Lamoreaux, 2014)
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and the latter seeks to ensure its survival due to the security threat of another
powerful state (Turkey) (Pedi & Kouskouvelis, 2019). In particular, great power
behavior has standard characteristics related to its attempt to influence a region or a
weaker state. These characteristics include the pursuit of diplomatic and economic
influence in a region or an individual state, the involvement in the decision-making
process to affect domestic developments, the procurement of regional allies, and the
strategic preservation of national interests as a great power (Taliaferro, 2004). In
addition, great powers follow specific patterns of behavior towards small states,
characterized by political and economic influence. Due to these systemic pressures,
small states, particularly those not affiliated with strong military alliances, tend to
modify their actions in response to the influence exerted by great powers (Navari,
2016; Thorhallsson & Bailes, 2016). Small state theories, by identifying the general
characteristics of these states, argue that such states develop strategies to protect
themselves from the actions of great powers — especially from expansive ones —
focusing on their survival by adopting strategies such as hedging or bandwagoning,
in the context of having an alliance or good relations with them (Archer et. al., 2014;
Thorhallsson 2019). Reinforcing this theoretical argument, Russia, as an emerging
power, is attempting to gain a foothold in Cyprus in order to influence developments
in the Eastern Mediterranean, as the RoC represents the Western sphere of
influence in this volatile region. Similarly, as a small state, the RoC seeks to protect
itself from Russian influence by bandwagoning with the Western alliance, while at
the same time trying to maintain the benefits, especially the economic ones, gained
from its relationship with Russia.

In addition, the theoretical framework for understanding Russia’s foreign policy
involves the new determinations of its international political directions and goals
after the collapse of the USSR. In particular, Russia’s foreign policy seeks to
represent a great power role (Tsygankov, 2005; Oldberg, 2007; Garcia, 2018, p.
105), primarily aimed at obstructing Western expansionist aspirations, especially
against the threat of NATO (Charap & Shapiro, 2016). While Russia pursues to
maintain constructive relations with individual European states, such as Germany
and France, Moscow is opposed to the West as a whole, primarily but not solely due
to the Ukrainian crisis (Melville & Shakleina, 2005; Hunter, 2022). This approach
corresponds to Russia’s Eurasianism as a geostrategic view, which argues that due to
its geographical expanse and location, the prosperity and progress of the Russian
state can be achieved through cooperation and close political and economic ties with
its neighboring states, both in the West (namely the Euro-Atlantic community) and
in the East (namely those of Asia and the Pacific) (Kerr, 1995; Morozova, 2009;
Garcia, 2018). Thus, this article interprets how Russia, through its foreign policy,
seeks to influence a state that belongs mainly to the Western sphere of influence, the
RoC, while ensuring that its relations with other Western states are not disturbed.
Moreover, the existence of geostrategic triangles between Cyprus-Russia-EU,
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Cyprus-Russia-Turkey, Cyprus-Russia-US and Cyprus-Russia-Greece confirms
how Russian foreign policy deals with confronting the West.

Diplomatic aspects of Russian foreign policy towards Cyprus

Russia’s foreign policy, with regard to its diplomatic aspect, seeks and succeeds, at a
bilateral level, to have a solid and timely good relationship with the RoC (Maslova
et. al.,, 2020). Bilateral diplomatic relations between the two states date back to 1960.
On August 18, the former USSR concluded diplomatic relations with the new
independent RoC and recognized it shortly after its establishment (Delanoe, 2013,
p. 84-85). Diplomatic cooperation between the two states intensified in the early
1990s. Following the collapse of the USSR, the RoC recognized the Russian
Federation as the successor state to the former Soviet Union.

The two states also share strong spiritual ties, mainly due to their common
Byzantine heritage, which still rests on solid historical foundations (Melakopides,
2012: 75). The main historical feature of the Russian-Cypriot ties is the relative
friendship between the two governments and their peoples, as these relations are
based on devotion, common values, religion, and culture. The traditionally friendly
relations between the governments — although sometimes disrupted by Russia’s
rivalry with the West — are also underpinned by the fact that the two countries’
positions on the most urgent international issues coincide, and by Moscow’s
diplomatic commitment to achieving a fair and comprehensive settlement of the
Cyprus problem (Janda et. al,, 2017, p. 31). Another important factor linking the
two countries, and affecting the cultural ties between the two peoples, is the fact that
large numbers of Russians have migrated to the island over the last two decades. Due
to a share of Russian immigrants who have settled Cyprus moving their businesses
in the island (because of the favorable tax and banking regime) and to the attractive
climate and cultural affinity, approximately 50,000 citizens have chosen to become
residents of Cyprus. Many of them are Russians of Pontic’ descent from the Black
Sea region who grew up in the former USSR and immigrated to Cyprus in the 1990s
(Delanoe, 2013, p. 85 & 91).

The productive diplomatic relations between the two countries have been
confirmed over time by official visits of state and other officials and expressed inter
alia by statements from both sides. Moreover, the development of Russian-Cypriot
relations is encouraged and strengthened at the highest level by regular contacts
between the Presidents of the two states, while their relations are intensified and
strengthened by several bilateral agreements. Since the establishment of the RoC,
these bilateral agreements have covered various areas including economic, trade,
cultural, travel and other matters (Delanoe, 2013, p. 84-87). An example of the
intensity of bilateral agreements is the frequent signing of cooperation protocols
between the two states. The growing cooperation between ministries and other state
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agencies of the two countries constitutes another effort to strengthen interstate
relations.

In conclusion, after the collapse of the USSR in 1991, Russia and Cyprus
cultivated and strengthened diplomatic relations. This has been confirmed by
frequent meetings between officials of the two states, and numerous agreements and
protocols that have been signed. Particularly, in the first decade of the 21st century,
there has been a strong interest among the two states in commercial and financial
transactions, as presented below. Good diplomatic relations favor Russian foreign
policy’s attempt to influence the decisions of the RoC for the benefit of Russian
interests, while promoting its national interests in the wider Eastern Mediterranean
region. Consequently, regardless of the strategic links between Russia and the West,
although the relations between Russia and the RoC are somewhat compromised,
good diplomatic relations provide opportunities for Russia to increase its strategic
influence over Cyprus.

Nonetheless, it should be noted that relations between the two countries
deteriorated after the Russian invasion of Ukraine. The change can be explained by
Cyprus bandwagoning behavior following the outbreak of the Russian-Ukrainian
was, after which the RoC, as a member of the EU, followed Western decisions and
policies to impose sanctions on Russia, thereby triggering condemnation from

Moscow (Stamouli, 2022; Sakkas & Mavrigiannakis, 2024).

The economic impact of Russian foreign policy on Cyprus

A strong pillar that substantiates the very good diplomatic relations between Russia
and Cyprus is their active economic cooperation, despite the Western economic
sanctions on Russia, which have been imposed several times over the last two
decades. The two states’ economic relations are sealed by the signing of protocols on
economic cooperation, the intensification of trade and direct foreign investments
between them, and discussions on economic cooperation on energy-related affairs
(Janda et. al, 2017). Since the energy projects of the RoC are competitive with
Russia, the energy issues are particularly critical, as they also reflect the geostrategic
aspects of Russian-Cypriot relations and directly influence the formulation of
Russian foreign policy in the region. This can be easily verified after the Russian
invasion of Ukraine and the consequences for the supply of Russian hydrocarbons
to the West. Consequently, good economic relations are another tool of the Russian
foreign policy and strategy to approach the RoC for the benefit of Russian national
interests. This remains true despite Cyprus membership of the EU, whose economic
relations can be affected by Western economic sanctions against Russia.

Economic ties were also linked to the business interests of Russian oligarchs on
the island. In the last two decades, there has been an increase in the presence of
Russian citizens in Cyprus as permanent residents, who are engaged in a variety of
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business activities. These activities have declined recently, when in a circular sent to
the Money Laundering Compliance Officers of all Credit, Payment and E-Money
Institutions, the Central Bank of Cyprus provided a new definition of shell
companies and urged the interested parties to avoid business relationships with such
entities (Kontos, 2019, p. 21). Nevertheless, Cyprus is a vital financial center for the
Russian economy, with tens of thousands of Russian companies, individuals and
state institutions using the financial and legal services offered on the island (Fabry &
Zeghni, 2002; Tokarski & Turkowski, 2013, Kontos, 2019). Russian businessmen,
in addition to economic benefits, choose Cyprus for bureaucratic reasons and mainly
for legal facilities. Cyprus provides the benefits of English customary law, which
companies often find more flexible when preparing contracts. Furthermore, a
Reuters news agency survey showed that Cyprus is the most popular tax haven for
Russian venture capital (Gray et al, 2013; Ledyaeva et. al., 2013; Felgenhauer,
2013).

Regarding Russia’s economic and business interconnection with the RoC, it
should be noted that the European factor is also crucial, especially the role played by
Germany in the EU. In relation to the EU-Russia-Cyprus triangle, German-Russian
relations influence the development of the Russian strategy in the Eastern
Mediterranean, and Moscow’s perceptions on Russian-Cypriot links. This is linked
to the fact that, within the EU, Germany imposes strict fiscal policies and economic
discipline on the Cypriot economy, which affects Russian funds and provokes strong
reactions. Thus, in its own interests, Moscow has tried to balance its relations with
the Europeans and its need to develop a strategy to secure economic and political
influence in Cyprus.

The financial crisis of March 2013

A typical example that illustrates the strong interaction between Russian and
European economic actors in relation to the RoC, and how Russian foreign policy
instrumentally uses bilateral economic relations, is the financial crisis that erupted
in Cyprus in 2013. On 16 March 2013, the EU imposed a €5.8 billion withdrawal
of deposits from Cypriot banks through a European tax plan to refinance troubled
banks and rescue the Cypriot economy at the request of the RoC, which reached an
agreement after negotiations to join the European support mechanism (Felgenhauer,
2013). This development also affected the capital of Russian banks, prompting them
to react strongly (Kalotay, 2013). In particular, the Kremlin seemed especially
distressed by the EU’s unilateral decision to impose contributions from deposits on
Cypriot bank accounts, financing the rescue fund of the Cypriot economy, as it was
considered an aggressive action against Russian interests that could even freeze the
EU-Russian relations (Tokarski & Turkowski, 2013, p. 2). Indeed, the Russian

president attacked the European tax plan, arguing that it was “unfair and dangerous”,

63



while other officials had pointed out that it was an attack on Russian capitals in
Cyprus (Cohen & Tigay, 2013).

In addition, the RoC requested financial assistance from Russia in March 2013
during a period of severe financial crisis (Kalotay, 2013). The request was linked to
a€2.5 billion loan from Moscow to Nicosia in 2011, which encouraged RoC officials
to seek further possible financial assistance from Russia to prevent the bankruptcy
of the Cypriot economy. However, the negotiations failed as the Russians ultimately
refused to lend to the Cypriot economy, which temporarily hampered the good
relations between the two states (Kalotay, 2013). The negative outcome of the
negotiations was the result of deep Russian loyalty, firstly to defend national
interests, both in relation to the RoC and the EU, and secondly due to Cyprus's late
appeal for help from Russia, which also provoked suspicion among Russian officials
over the Cypriot intentions. It is also noted that Russian officials did not initially
have a negative attitude toward lending to Cyprus. Two key factors confirm this
claim. Firstly, Russia provided a pre-crisis loan to the RoC, offering exceptionally
favorable terms including a very low interest rate. Secondly, when Cypriot banks
were on the brink of collapse, the Russians did not withhold additional funding for
their recapitalization. Despite these positive initial developments, the loan
negotiations remained unsuccessful, which also affected Russia’s ability to enter the
Cypriot hydrocarbon energy market. In this area, although Moscow offered to meet
Cypriot demands in exchange for a share in Cypriot gas exploration, Nicosia rejected
the offer (Fisher, 2013).

The Cyprus financial crisis, marked by a deposit bailout that strained Russian-
Cypriot relations, and Russia’s subsequent unwillingness to renegotiate the €2.5
billion loan to Cyprus the following year, presented Moscow with a significant
strategic opportunity (Kalotay, 2013). The situation allowed the Kremlin to pursue
diplomatic channels to secure military advantages in Cyprus, such as access to
Cypriot ports for Russian naval vessels. However, if Russia had succeeded in
fulfilling its demands for military benefits in exchange for Russian financial aid to
the RoC, it would have been perceived by the Europeans as their own defeat,
resulting in the EU insisting on its positions in the negotiations with the RoC,
especially on loan restructuring. Thus, the conditions set by Moscow were extremely
difficult to accept, as they were completely incompatible with Cyprus’ geopolitical
orientation. Although it was expected by the EU and the RoC that Russia would
extend its five-year €2.5 billion loan agreement with Cyprus to ease the island’s
economic difficulties, the tax arrangements related to the bailout of deposits in
Cypriot banks, which also targeted Russian capital in Cyprus, negatively affected
Moscow’s willingness to restructure its loan to the RoC (Kelly & Anishchuk, 2013).
Eventually, Vladimir Putin agreed to restructure the loan to Cyprus in March 2013,
postponing the deadline for repayment of the principal debt from 2016 to the period
2018-2021 (Kremlin.ru, 2015). Despite initial reactions, the agreement has also
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helped to restore Russian trust in Cypriot banks (Repousis et. al, 2019). Over time,
financial relationships and the confidence of investors were restored, resulting in the
return of Russian companies to Cyprus, which remained one of their key tax
gateways (Alderman, 2014).

The analysis of the financial crisis as a case study revealed the timeless efforts of
Russian foreign policy to gain political benefits for Cyprus through diplomacy and
economic cooperation. These efforts have not always been successful due to
interactions with other players, such as the EU. Nevertheless, they demonstrate
Russian aspirations to leverage its opportunities with the RoC to advance Moscow’s
strategic interests. After all, the Kremlin's attitude toward the Cypriot financial crisis
in March 2013 was entirely dictated by the Russian national interest, whether
economic, diplomatic, or political.

The war in Ukraine and Western economic sanctions on Russia in 2022

A second example that highlights the strong economic interactions between Russian
and European economic actors in relation to the RoC is the contemporary economic
sanctions against Russia, adopted by the Western states, due to the Russian invasion
of Ukraine. As a consequence, these sanctions affected the Russian-Cypriot
economic relations (Tirkides, 2022). There are already notable effects in Russian-
RoC relations caused by the sanctions: for example, although there has been an
interstate military cooperation agreement between Russia and Cyprus since 2015,
the lease of the port of Limassol and the airbase in Paphos, the RoC unilaterally
violated it after the invasion by refusing to allow Russian vessels to enter its ports
(Krasnov et. al, 2019). Additionally, there are also sanctions against Russian
citizens, some of whom are still economically active in Cyprus (Sakkas &
Mavrigiannakis, 2024).

The war in Ukraine was a good reason for the EU to ask the RoC to disengage
from Russian economic dependence. As a member of the EU, the RoC supported
the sanctions imposed by the Western alliance against Russia. As a small state it
could not afford to disagree with the EU, even if it was against its economic interests.
The RoC has thus clearly sided with the EU in supporting the subsequent sanctions
imposed on Russia and attempted to strengthen its relations with Brussels and
Washington to counterbalance potential Russian retaliation. However, Cypriot
officials have acknowledged that this support has disadvantages for the RoC'’s
economy, which will be negatively affected by the sanctions, even if it has already
begun to turn away from Russian capitals (Stamouli, 2022).

The government in Nicosia has decided to establish a special unit to detect and
combat companies operating in Cyprus with the intention of evading the economic
sanctions imposed on Russia (Acosta, 2024). These actions indicate that relations
between Cyprus and Russia have clearly deteriorated in terms of both political and
economic dimensions. The banking sector is likely to be affected, as at least five
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Russian businessmen on the EU’s sanctions list have large deposits in Cypriot banks
(Stamouli, 2022). The RoC, based on the fact that economic sanctions affect its
economy, expressed objections regarding both the exclusion of large Russian banks
from the SWIFT network and the closure of its airspace to Russian aviation.
Moreover, Cyprus, together with Greece and Malta, blocked the sanctions proposed
by the European Commission against Russian vessels. Furthermore, the RoC has
expressed reservations regarding the sanctions related to shipping, the ban on ships
with the Russian flag, or the transport of Russian natural gas, while there are also
issues related to the purchase of real estate in Cyprus by Russian citizens (Tirkides,
2022).

Furthermore, due to economic sanctions, many international companies have left
Russia and choose not to continue their associated commercial activities in the RoC.
It must be underlined that the sanctions against Russia have a negative impact on
the Cypriot economy, especially on a large group of people who still rely on Russian
businessmen for their professional activities, such as accounting, legal services,
banking, finance, and management (Charalambous, 2022).

Additionally, some other sectors of the Cypriot economy are also affected by the
sanctions:

a) The island’s tourism industry, which accounts for over 80% of the of the
Cypriot economy, and which will suffer infinitely more without Russian
tourists (Stamouli, 2022).

b) The RoC offers passports to Russian citizens in exchange for investments
of more than two million euros in the island (Charalambous, 2022).

c) Real estate is another factor to be affected, as luxury apartments are likely
to be unsold.

These findings demonstrate that the Cypriot economy is influenced by Russian
financial capital and commercial activities conducted on the island. The Russian
state, through its embassy in the RoC, seeks to demonstrate that the RoC'’s choice
to participate in economic sanctions is not only against Moscow’s interests but also
has a negative impact on the Cypriot economy. Russian foreign policy has tried to
take advantage of Cyprus's unique economic characteristics to mitigate the
consequences of the economic sanctions imposed by the West due to the war in
Ukraine. In other words, Moscow is using an EU member state to serve its national
economic interests while at the same time trying to increase its dependency
relationship with the RoC to achieve these objectives.

The political and geostrategic aspects of Russian foreign policy towards
Cyprus

The political and the geo-strategic interplay of national interests is one of the most
critical aspects of Russian foreign policy towards Cyprus. In particular, Russian
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geostrategic interests in the wider area of Cyprus make the island a key hub for
projecting regional aspirations. Moscow’s interest in Cyprus never ceased to exist, as
the latter’s geostrategic position could serve many interests in the broader Eastern
Mediterranean and Middle East (Mallinson, 2020). Moreover, Russia is constantly
seeking access to warm seas, and Cyprus would greatly facilitate this long-term
pursuit. Consequently, Russia’s interest in becoming a major regional power in the
Eastern Mediterranean and the Middle East through decisive influence on
developments and maintenance of control over the region increases its interest in
developing close ties with Cyprus (Lutterbeck & Engelbrecht, 2009; Litsas 2019).
Furthermore, Russia’s adversarial relations with NATO render Cyprus part of this
competition. On the other hand, the RoC considers Russia important due to its
permanent position in the UN Security Council, which Moscow attempts to exploit
for its own national interests.

While the purely political aspects of Russian-Cypriot relations are characterized
by common understandings on the main international political challenges, regional
geostrategic issues are primarily shaped by the fulfilment of the goals and interests
of the Russian state. Moscow’s support for Nicosia since 1974, following the de facto
division of the island by Turkey, is the cornerstone of the deepening of Russian-
Cypriot bilateral relations to date (Delanoe, 2013, p. 91). However, Russia does not
hesitate to cooperate with Turkey primarily with the intention of confronting and
undermining NATO unity, although their cooperation is also motivated by other
interests.

From a diplomatic point of view, it has long been argued that Russia will help
resolve the Cyprus issue by backing the Greek Cypriot positions (Leonard &
Popescou, 2007, p. 30; Hegediis, 2010). In fact, the standard Russian approach
supports the RoC in finding a viable solution, which is confirmed by its views
expressed in the UN Security Council. On the same basis, the RoC, as an EU
member state, equally supports the Russian position in European affairs (Janda et.
al., 2017, p. 28). Therefore, it is noted that the participation of the RoC in the EU
is particularly important for Russia, especially in issues where Euro-Russian
relations are competitive (Leonard & Popescu, 2007, p. 27-30). The RoC, as well as
Greece, have traditionally maintained a relatively pro-Russian attitude within the
EU, a fact that is beneficial for Moscow's interests (Christou, 2011). However, the
competition between Greece and Turkey over Cyprus has complicated relations
between Russia and these three states. It is true that Russia seeks to develop the best
possible relations with all three countries, but in all cases, it clearly chooses to
promote relations with the state that are most favorable to its national interests.
Hence, Russia seeks to retain the privilege of using Cyprus and Greece to defend its
position in the EU, but at the same time it chooses to have good relations with one
of its main adversaries, Turkey (Janda et. al., 2017).

67



Itis also worth noting that in the context of Russia’s attempt to reassert its power,
which it has pursued vigorously over the past decade, the sale of military equipment
to other states reinforces the dependency relations that Moscow seeks with other
smaller states, including Cyprus (Kandaurov, 2002; Marten, 2019). Indeed,
Vladimir Putin’s strong support for Russia’s military-industrial complex has shaped
a more dynamic and assertive policy towards regions where Western geostrategic
interests compete with Russia (Inbar & Sandler, 2001, pp. 51-58; Mallinson et. al.,
2020). Recent sales of military equipment to Turkey confirm these tendencies. The
Russian-Cypriot arms trade has caused similar contradictions. Among the most
notable deals, Russia and Cyprus signed an agreement on military-technical
cooperation in March 1996, while the RoC purchased Russian military equipment
worth €430.5 million between 1991 and 2011, making the RoC Russia’s fifth most
important trading partner in the Mediterranean (Delanoe, 2013, p. 89). These facts
show that Russia's sales of military equipment to Cyprus seek to create dependency
in order to undermine NATO's interests in the island.

Consequently, issues related to the sale of military equipment to the RoC, as well
as Russian military needs in the Eastern Mediterranean, are influenced by broader
international challenges, such as Russia’s relations with NATO and its member
states (Kandaurov, 2002). There are a few notable examples that illustrate these
dynamics. Among them the study proceeds to elaborate on the sale of Russian S-
300 missiles to the RoC, the naval facilities offered by Cyprus to Russia during the

Syrian crisis, as well as Moscow’s recent sale of military equipment to Turkey.

Purchase of Russian S-300 missiles by the Republic of Cyprus

A crucial case study that highlights Russia’s attempt to gain influence, through the
sale of military equipment, is the supply of S-300-type missiles to the RoC. In the
second half of the 1990s, Russia’s active involvement in the Cyprus issue was not
only intense but also of particular importance as it proposed a plan for a UN vote
on the basic principles for the settlement, which was closer to the Greek Cypriot
positions (Evaghorou, 2018, p. 14). At the same time, Russia was involved in the
Cyprus issue through the sale of military equipment to the RoC. Specifically, in
January 1997, the RoC signed an agreement with the Russian public company
“Rosvooruzheniye” for the sale and delivery of 40 S-300PMU-1 missiles (Gordon,
1998). The contract for missile purchases valued at US$200m sparked strong
reactions by Turkey, which threatened to blockade the island with the aim of
preventing the delivery of Russian missiles, without excluding any other military
actions. Amid these reactions, Russia could intensify its rivalry with Turkey by
participating more directly in the Cyprus conflict, if choosing to supply the RoC
with military personnel to accompany the missiles, which would further exacerbate
the tensions (Kramer, 1997). Thus, the sale of Russian missiles to Cyprus in the
mid-1990s rekindled Russian interest in military influence on the island and sparked
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reactions from NATO member Turkey, hence leading to important conclusions
about the geostrategic interactions of the NATO-Russia-RoC triangle.

Additionally, the Russian strategy sought to exploit the motives of the RoC to
deter Turkey, which had outperformed both Greece and Cyprus in terms of air
power. In addition to the commercial benefits, the Russian incentives from the
missile sales were also of strategic importance and were placed in a broader
geostrategic context. Specifically, through its efforts to strengthen its relations with
the Middle East and Eastern Mediterranean states, including the RoC, Moscow
sought to pursue a new strategic role in the region. To achieve this, Russia effectively
used two key tools: military technology and arms trade (Kandaurov, 2002). Another
key reason for the agreement with the RoC on missiles was the need for Russia to
negotiate on NATO's eastern enlargement. Cyprus’ geostrategic position at the
crossroads of Europe and the Middle East may determine NATO's influence in the
Mediterranean, as well as energy plans for oil and gas transportation towards the
West (Evaghorou, 2018). With a potential Russian military interdependence with
Cyprus, Moscow aspired to gain access to all information on NATO’s moves to the
Mediterranean. An additional reason for selling Russian missiles to Cyprus was
Russia’s attempt to encourage disagreements between NATO allies, such as Greece
and Turkey, to act as a lever against the alliance’s expansion to the east (Stronski,
2021). This would have reinforced Russia’s role in the region by showing the US
that Russia’s specific geostrategic interests in the broader Mediterranean could not
be ignored (Barletta, 1998).

The seriousness of the situation regarding the sale and deployment of Russian
missiles in Cyprus was also confirmed by the US attitude, which had warned that if
the S-300s were deployed in Cyprus, the Eastern Mediterranean and the Middle
East would come under Russian control and, as a result, Moscow could threaten the
Western alliance with its radar system deployed on the Cypriot territory. The
Americans believed that the Russians, through their involvement in Cyprus, had
clearly sought to increase their influence in the Eastern Mediterranean against
NATO presence (Gordon, 1998; Evaghorou & Mertzanidis, 2018). These
American positions demonstrate, first, the importance of Cyprus's geostrategic
position in the international balance of power and, second, the American concern
about Russia’s presence on the island, which belongs to the Western sphere of
influence, given the American and British involvement in Cypriot affairs.

Despite the American and British objections, Russia was determined to deliver
the missiles to the RoC, insisting that these were defensive military equipment
intended to pose no threat to NATO. At the same time, Russia had warned Turkey
that it would react in case the latter interfered with the deployment of the missiles.
Russian reactions were based on its aim to serve financial interests through arms and
technology sales and to secure its national security interests. Eventually, under
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pressure from Western states, including Greece, and despite strong Turkish
opposition, the missiles were transferred to Crete and never deployed in Cyprus.
However, the missile negotiations demonstrated Russia’s strong desire to return to
the island and exploit its geostrategic significance.

Even today, the case of the S-300 missile sale to the RoC reveals many important
aspects of Russian interest in Cyprus, as well as the reaction of third powers, such as
the US and Turkey. Cyprus constitutes a special key issue in the competition
between the US and Russia in the Eastern Mediterranean, as this contest relates to
their political and economic influence on the island, and thus has regional
geostrategic implications. Additionally, the nature of the great power competition
shows that the US-Russian conflict over influence on the island was a decisive factor

in the failure to resolve the Cyprus issue (Miiftiiler-Bac, 1999, p. 568).

Presence of Russian troops in Cyprus and the Syrian crisis

Another case study that offers critical conclusions on the geostrategic nature of
bilateral relations, with broader international dimensions, is that of the presence of
Russian ships in Cypriot ports during the Syrian crisis. Since the beginning of the
Syrian civil war, there has been an increase in diplomatic reactions between Nicosia
and Moscow, as the Russian request for the military use of the Paphos airbase and
the Limassol port was strongly demanded by the Kremlin (Neary, 2015; Janda et.
al, 2017). To meet its strategic needs, Russia wanted to establish a long-term
military base in Cyprus, or at least be able to use the military airport in Paphos and
the port of Limassol in case of emergencies. In this context, Russia’s coveted military
and naval presence in Cyprus became more urgent after the crisis in Syria. During
the ongoing talks between Russian and Cypriot officials regarding the issue, Moscow
focused on the use of maritime and air facilities on the island, while the Cypriot side
flatly rejected the position that the negotiating agenda included the possibility of a
permanent Russian military base in Cyprus.

Furthermore, during the Syrian crisis, it was observed that the ships of the
Russian navy increased their visits to the Cypriot harbors, while the Russian
warships sailed to the Aegean by conducting joint exercises with the Greek Navy
(Neary, 2015). For more than a year, Russia used Limassol's harbor to refuel and
supply its warships. Furthermore, in February 2015, an agreement was signed
between the two countries allowing the Russians to use the port of Limassol and the
Paphos airbase, raising concerns for the US. After the events in Ukraine in 2014 and
security concerns over Syria, the deal was important for Moscow to demonstrate its
ability to undermine Western unity and prove the resilience of its influence in the
eastern part of the Euro-Mediterranean region (Talukdar, 2015). The deal can also
be seen as a strong response to Western demands for Russia’s military withdrawal
from Syria, which has been the main staging ground for Moscow’s presence in the
Eastern Mediterranean through its military bases in Tartus and Latakia and its
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political alliance with the Assad regime. This fact confirms the belief that Moscow
has been pursuing an active foreign policy to maintain its access to the
Mediterranean region and highlights the great importance of acquiring permanent
military presence in Cyprus as an alternative if Russia loses its influence in Syria
(Evaghorou & Mertzanidis, 2018).

The prospect of a Russian base on EU territory through Cyprus — even under
emergency use — has been of particular concern to the Euro-Atlantic alliance.
Although the permanent status of a Russian military presence in Cyprus was never
seriously considered, discussions between the two states raised great concerns among
EU partners (Morley, 2013). In response to these concerns, President Nikos
Anastasiadis reassured Western partners of Cyprus’s Euro-Atlantic intentions,
initially through membership in the Partnership for Peace Program and then with a
possible full membership in NATO. Additionally, the RoC categorically rejected
speculation that there was a link between military and economic issues in the talks
between Russia and Cyprus, arguing that the services provided to Russian ships
anchored in Cypriot ports were no different from those guaranteed to other
countries under international conventions (Chamberlain, 2013). Nevertheless, it is
certain that the prospect of expanding the already close defense and security ties
between Nicosia and Moscow has greatly heightened the concerns of many NATO
and EU member states and has had a major impact on their positions and decisions
regarding Cyprus.

The crisis in Syria confirms that the Eastern Mediterranean is a strategically
important region for Russia, where its regional hegemonic interests are at stake, as
formally admitted by its officials (Chamberlain & Davis, 2013). In addition, the
Syrian civil war revived the issue of military cooperation between Russia and Cyprus,
which was renewed by a bilateral agreement on defense cooperation, as well as a
binding commitment to sign a future agreement to help Russian citizens in the case
of an emergency evacuation from Syria (Morley, 2013). The above confirms the
efforts made by Russia to intensify its cooperation with the RoC to increase its
influence both in Cyprus and in the wider Eastern Mediterranean. This, in turn,
intensifies Western allies’ fears of a Russian presence in an EU member state and
within the sphere of influence of the Western alliance.

The Russian rapprochement with Turkey

Russia’s rapprochement with Turkey is a critical factor in understanding Russian
foreign policy towards Cyprus (Kontos, 2019, p. 20). The rapprochement is
characterized by the recent Russian-Turkish cooperation in the defense industry
with the sale of military equipment, the emergence of energy partnership (mainly in

transportation), and Turkey’s mediation in the Russia-Ukraine war (Bardakgi,
2021).
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The agreement on the sale of the Russian S-400 anti-aircraft system to the
Turkish state has highlighted Moscow’s position on how it seeks to serve its national
interests, regardless of its good diplomatic and friendly relations with Cyprus.
Despite the fact that Turkey is the main threat to the security of the RoC, with
which Russia has diplomatic and economic ties, Moscow chose to sell military
equipment and deepen its cooperation with Ankara, expecting economic and
geostrategic benefits (Garcia, 2018, p. 111). The $2.5 billion deal for the purchase
of S-400 missiles also alarmed the US, which announced sanctions against Turkey.
However, both Turkey and Russia implemented the agreement, which, in terms of
the Russian foreign policy, demonstrates Moscow’s persistence and determination
to gain influence in the Eastern Mediterranean, regardless of their Western
attachment (Lutterbeck & Engelbrecht, 2009).

Another aspect of the Russian-Turkish rapprochement is energy. Russia seeks to
establish a relationship with Turkey to promote its energy interests in the Eastern
Mediterranean. By investing in Gazprom's “TurkStream” program, which delivers
gas to Europe through Turkey, Bulgaria, Serbia, and Hungary, Moscow seeks to
circumvent Western energy interests and counterbalance Western aspirations in
Eastern Mediterranean energy issues, which also involve Cyprus (Neary, 2015).
Despite Russia’s diplomatic reactions criticizing Turkey’s activities in Cyprus’
Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), where Turkish actions deny the RoC's right to
explore and exploit natural resources, Moscow continues to deepen its relations with
Ankara and views with suspicion the cooperation of Cyprus, Egypt, Greece and
Israel in transporting gas to Europe, overtaking Turkey and competing with Russian
pipelines. Thus, while acknowledging the diplomatic criticism voiced by Moscow,
Turkey adheres to a controversial attitude driven by Russian needs and interests.
These interests are dictated by the desire to protect Russia’s political and economic
benefits as a major energy supplier to European states. Consequently, when Cypriot
energy interests compete and Turkish priorities coincide with Russia’s, Moscow
naturally cooperates with Ankara. This proves that when it comes to strategic
aspects, Russia ignores positive and friendly diplomatic relations with small state
partners.

The recent cooperation between the two states in dealing with the Syrian crisis
is another aspect of Russian-Turkish relations. From this perspective, the
partnership between the two is deepening, while Russian intentions to use Cyprus
in the management of the Syrian crisis are diminishing. During the early stages of
the Syrian crisis, Russia’s interests conflicted with those of Turkey, and Moscow
sought to use military facilities in the RoC. However, now that Russian-Turkish
interests concur, Moscow’s orientation toward the military exploitation of Cyprus is
changing. Consequently, the Russian strategy is regularly adjusted in terms of how
power correlation is changing, especially against weaker states such as Cyprus.
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Lastly, Ankara’s role in the Russia-Ukraine war strengthened the Russian-
Turkish relations, a fact that affected the Kremlin's stance on Cyprus. In addition
to diplomatic contacts due to Turkey's mediation in the Russo-Ukrainian war,
relations between Moscow and Ankara continue to develop on political, military,
economic, and cultural levels. There are several examples of this change. Besides
continued cooperation on natural gas, Russian companies are currently building
Turkey's first nuclear power plant at Akkuyu, while Ankara is also planning to buy
a second array of S-400 missiles. Taking advantage of this relationship, Russia seeks
to gain benefits by using Turkey as a key state, which brings Moscow closer to the
Turkish position on the Cyprus issue. New developments confirm this conclusion,
such as the rare Russian diplomatic references to the “Turkish Republic of Northern
Cyprus” (Le Gall, 2024). Thus, the Russian strategy in Cyprus is evidently adjusted
to Moscow’s regional interests and the needs of its partners.

Another important implication of the Russian-Ukrainian war is that the conflict
in Cyprus bears a striking resemblance to Moscow’s actions in Ukraine. The RoC is
facing a similar situation due to the Turkish invasion in 1974 and the illegal Turkish
occupation of the northern part of the island until today (Hadar, 2023). The
government of the RoC has described the invasion of Ukraine as illegal and
compared it to the Turkish invasion of Cyprus. Thus, Russian foreign policy may
change its political position on the Cyprus issue and move closer to Turkey's
positions. Finally, the fact that the RoC sent symbolic military aid to Ukraine
officially shows that it stands against Russia and sides with its EU allies. This is a
strong diplomatic aspect that could affect how Russian foreign policy and strategy
will deal with the RoC. At the same time, it should be noted that Turkey also
supplies weapons to Ukraine, such as Bayraktar drones, which can also negatively
affect Russian foreign policy toward Turkey. In any case, Ankara has more to offer
to Moscow than Nicosia, and thus the impact of these Turkish arms sales may be
contained. Nevertheless, Ankara is not siding with Moscow, but rather taking
advantage of both sides of the war, which would make Russia suspicious not only of

Cyprus but also of Turkey.

Russian positions on energy issues related to Cyprus

An area where Russian foreign policy and strategy have recently shown strong
interest is the development of energy resources in the Eastern Mediterranean,
particularly in light of the exploration and discovery of hydrocarbon deposits in the
EEZ of the RoC, making it a small Eastern Mediterranean state with large energy
potential (Stergiou, 2017). In addition to Moscow's pursuit of cooperation between
the RoC and its energy companies, Russian foreign policy seeks to link energy issues
in the Eastern Mediterranean with its own strategic benefits, such as limiting the
dynamic promotion of regional gas resources on the European continent.
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One of Russia’s main objectives is to promote Russian oil and gas companies to
operate in the Cypriot EEZ. As the Cypriot government intends to turn the country
into a regional energy hub due to the discovery of exploitable hydrocarbon sources,
Russian oil and gas companies, with the support of the Kremlin, are closely
monitoring exploitation developments in the Cypriot EEZ, anticipating their
involvement in the business plan. Russia has also indicated its intention to assist its
companies in declaring their energy interests in the Eastern Mediterranean region
(Ibid.). To date, no Russian company has cooperated with the RoC on oil and gas
exploration, as this would run counter to the promotion of the interests of Western
energy corporations. In this context, the RoC argues that Russian companies are
encouraged to participate in the bids for hydrocarbon discovery, while Moscow
continues to express its interest in the exploration and extraction of natural gas
deposits in the Cypriot EEZ. This contradiction demonstrates that while Russia
has considerable leverage in the Cyprus conflict, it is unable to influence Western
energy interests (Cropsey & Brown, 2014). While energy giants linked to Western
states secured important shares in the currently developing Cypriot gas industry,
Russia is notably absent as a beneficiary. This absence is particularly noteworthy, as
Russia has developed significant energy deals with other regional actors and exerts
extensive economic influence over the RoC (Kacziba, 2021, p. 3).

Another aspect of the Russian foreign policy in relation to energy issues in
Cyprus is the linkage of energy issues with geostrategic parameters concerning the
wider region of the Eastern Mediterranean, but also with the resulting competition
for Russian energy exports, especially to Europe (Stronski, 2021). Russia’s foreign
policy has supported the Israel-Cyprus-Turkey partnership for hydrocarbon
exploitation, instead of the Israel-Greece-Cyprus cooperative axis. This is because
Turkey is a pivotal hub for Russian energy transportation, and thus Moscow’s
interests would be better served by an Israel-Cyprus-Turkey hydrocarbons
partnership (Ellinas, 2016, p. 19-23). Moreover, by observing Turkey’s strong
reaction to the RoC'’s attempt to unilaterally exploit the hydrocarbons in the Cypriot
EEZ, as well as the Cypriot concerns due to these reactions, Russia could take
advantage of any diplomatic assistance it might be asked to provide to the RoC.
Thus, the exploitation of hydrocarbons in the Cypriot EEZ, due to their huge
geostrategic and economic value, may disrupt traditional Western alliances,
affecting, to a large extent, relations between Russia and Cyprus. In addition,
Cyprus, like Greece, defends Russian positions in the EU on energy issues, while
allowing other member states to hide behind these positions to serve their own
interests, which, in conjunction with the Cypriot hydrocarbons, encourages further
cooperation between Moscow and Nicosia (Leonard & Popescou, 2007, p. 30;
Christou, 2011, p. 230-231).

Against this background, the role of the US in the region and Cyprus’

commitments to its Western partners in the EU on energy issues should not be
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overlooked. Despite the fact that the US supports the right of Cyprus to explore and
develop its energy resources, it will definitely attempt to secure its hegemonic
interests in the region while aiming to limit or even prevent the intensification of
Russian-Cypriot relations on energy issues (Chamberlain, 2013). In this regard, the
US has welcomed occasional statements by Cypriot officials about Cyprus’
commitment to strengthening its ties with NATO, noting that the Washington has
a consistent policy on the development of the island’s offshore resources
(Chamberlain & Davis, 2013). Moreover, the new American geostrategic features,
expressed in the Eastern Mediterranean Security and Energy Partnership Act,
recognize the vital importance of Cyprus to American interests in the Eastern
Mediterranean region (Tziampiris, 2021).

Lastly, regarding the issues of the existing Russian-Cypriot cooperation in the
energy sector, Russia remains one of the main fuel suppliers on the island, while
there is a legal framework for further development of bilateral relations in this field
(Janda et. al., 2017, p. 9). In particular, the Russian companies “Itera” and “Lukoil”
operate commercially on the island. Additionally, the company
“Tekhnopromexport” is keen to cooperate with Cyprus in the field of modernization
and construction of electric power facilities, as well as the supply of spare parts for
power generation plants.

Conclusions

In conclusion, it is reasonable to argue that the current situation regarding Russia’s
behavior towards Cyprus will not change dramatically in the near future. Friendly
relations between the governments will be maintained, despite any disturbances
caused by the influence of third parties, such as the EU, the US, NATO or Turkey.
Likewise, Russia will give precedence to its own geostrategic interests in Cyprus,
irrespective of whether these comport or not with the Cypriot ones, such as the
recent rapprochement between Russia and Turkey. Thus, the main conclusion of
this analysis is that Russia’s foreign policy towards Cyprus is articulated on the basis
of specific national interests, allowing cooperation in certain areas (e.g. diplomacy
and economy) while hindering partnership in others (e.g. military and energy).
Russia will continue to seek at least a partial deployment of military services on
the island; this will be further intensified as its regional power and its desire to have
a stronger political role in the Eastern Mediterranean and the wider Middle East
grow. This is also demonstrated by the recent crisis in Syria, which indicates that
Russia will seek to gain the benefits of military dependence of the RoC. This,
however, has a direct impact on the relations of the RoC with its Western allies and
should constantly be balanced between the obligations arising from its participation
in EU institutions and any cooperation with Russia. Such dilemmas faced by small
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states can be exploited by major powers, including Russia, to serve their national
interests.

Furthermore, Moscow will continue to support bilateral trade, which will remain
at the same pace or may intensify unless there is a dramatic change in the power
relations of the Eastern Mediterranean. In addition, as long as the financial and legal
facilities provided by the RoC, through its legal framework, and the privileged
financial and tax arrangements exist, Russian capital will continue to flow to Cyprus
and operate through offshore companies. This continues to hold true despite the
fact that Cyprus is no longer considered an offshore jurisdiction as it once was.

With regard to efforts to resolve the Cyprus conflict, reaching an agreement may not
benefit Russian national interests aimed at maintaining influence on the island.
Despite Moscow’s commitment to a sustainable settlement of the Cyprus problem
as soon as possible, its resolution would lead to a state completely dependent on the
Western alliance and would limit Russian penetration. While the RoC continues to
invest in Russia’s support in the UN Security Council and diplomatic summits, for
a viable and functional solution to the Cyprus conflict, it should be noted that the
Russian diplomatic position seeks to achieve greater influence on the island and
maintain the benefits of the RoC'’s support within the EU.

Finally, any significant developments in Russia’s foreign policy and strategy
regarding energy issues in the Eastern Mediterranean will have a variety of impacts
on the geostrategic cluster of relations of all the states involved. As the exploration
of hydrocarbons in the EEZ of the RoC increases, so does the geostrategic interest
in controlling the region. Consequently, competition for the political and economic
benefits of exploiting these resources is likely to intensify, trapping Cyprus and other
small states in the region between competing great power interests.
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Bevezetés

1940 mdjusdban és juniusdban a francia hadsereg varatlanul megsemmisitd vereséget
szenvedett az Ardenneken keresztiil offenziviba lendiil német hader&vel szemben.
Ennek eredménye egy megaldzé fegyversziinet alairdsa lett és egy j kormany, majd
pedig egy Uj politikai rendszer megsziiletése az elsé vilighdborus hés, Philippe Pétain
marsall vezetésével. A német megszallas miatt a francia korminy Vichy vérosdba
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koleozott, ahol a torvényhozids két hdza elsoprd tobbséggel szavazta meg a
kormanyfd éltal eléterjesztett javaslatokat, amelyek felhatalmazist biztositottak a
kormany szdmdra egy 1j alkotmany elkészitésére, illetve annak iddtartamara
teljhatalmat adtak szdmdra. A virakozasokkal ellentétben Pétain a szdmdra delegilt
hatalmat kiilpolitikai téren a németekkel vald kollaboricid, belpolitikai téren pedig
az ugynevezett nemzeti forradalom kivitelezésére hasznalta fel. Utdbbi keretében a
~munka, csaldd, haza” hirmas jelszét meghirdetve arra tdrekedett, hogy 4j politikai,
gazdasigi és tirsadalmi rendszert hozzon létre Franciaorszagban.

A tanulmdny arra tesz kisérletet, hogy a terjedelmi korldtok szabta keretek kozote
4ttekintse a Francia Allam sziiletését, miikodését, bukisit és az altala a francia
tarsadalomra hagyott 6rokséget.

A Francia Allam sziiletése és elsd Iépései

Franciaorszdg — Nagy-Britannidhoz hasonléan — csak 1939 marciusiban ébredt ra
arra, hogy a habortt Németorszaggal elkeriilhetetlen, az orszig pedig nem 4ll készen
arra, hogy egy sikeres hibortt megvivion az agressziv nagyhatalommal szemben
(Ormos & Majoros, 1998; Gamelin, 1946; Montagnon, 2009). Ennek ellenére a
francia — és a brit — kormany 1939. szeptember 3-4n hadat tizent Németorszignak,
amely a szovetségesek ultimitumat figyelmen kiviil hagyva nem hagyott fel a
szeptember 1-jén Lengyelorszag ellen inditott timaddsaval (Théofilakis, 2022).

Franciaorszdgnak a szdrazfoldén — a kislétszdmu brit expediciés haderdt
leszimitva — egyediil kellett szembenéznie a szdmszertileg hasonld erdt képviseld
német hadsereggel. Ez még 6nmagiban nem itélte volna kudarcra a francia
hadsereget, amely azonban szdmos hidnyossdgtdl szenvedett. A megfeleld ipari
termelSkapacitds hidnya miatt a legtjabb fejlesztésti modern fegyverzetet késve és
csupdn kis mennyiségben szallitottdk le a csapatokhoz (Muracciole, 2002), rdadasul
az ezekkel felszerelt alegységeket elszigetelten, kis kotelékekben vetették be, nem
szervezték ket 6nallé akcidk végrehajtisira alkalmas nagyobb alakulatokba. Ez
kiilonosen a pancélosok esetében jelentett nagy hitrinyt, melyet csak késén ismertek
fel, igy 1940 mdjusaban a francia hadsereg kotelékén beliil csupin hirom kénnyt
gépesitett és hirom pancéloshadosztily dllt szervezés alatt, mikdzben a németek tiz
pancélos és hat gépesitett hadosztélyt vetettek be nyugati timadasuk soran (Rioux,
2005; Keegan, 2008).

Mindezek mellett az egységes vezetési strukttra, a katonai és politikai irdnyitds
kozotti egyeztetés hidnya legalabb olyan stlyos problémit jelentett, mint a fentebb
mdr emlitett elhibdzott védelmi stratégia, mely az elsé vilighdborus lovészarok-
hadviselés tapasztalatain alapulva kiépitett Maginot—vonal 4ttSrhetetlenségét
biztosra vette. Emellett a francidk tdbbsége —az elsd vilighdbort borzalmas
veszteségeit atélve — lelkesedés nélkiil fogadta a haboru kitorését, és ez rinyomta
bélyegét a csapatok harci kedvére is, mely a védelmi 4lldsokban eltsltote 8 hénap alatt
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csak tovabb romlott (Cointet, 1996). Ez a ,furcsa hibort” néven ismert idészak a
német félnek kedvezett, mely erdt gytjtott a nyugati irdnyt tdmadashoz, mikézben
a szdvetséges csapatok mordljit alddsta a tétlen varakozdsbdl fakadé monotédnia és
unalom (Théofilakis, 2022).

Az ezt kovetden 1940. mijus 10-én meginditott német offenziva meglepte a
francia—brit hadvezetést, az 4thatolhatatlannak tartott Ardenneken keresztiil
megindulé német timadas pedig 4ttdrte a gyengén védett frontvonalat és katlanba
zdrta a szovetséges csapatokat (Azéma & Wieviorka, 2004). A Belgiumban rekedt
szovetséges csapatok egy jelentds részét sikeriilt ugyan tengeri tton kimenteni a
gylirib8l (Azéma & Bédarida, 1993a),! de a német elérenyomuldst nem sikeriilt
megillitani. A német csapatok jinius 7-én dttdrték a Somme vonalan felallitott
francia védelmi 4llisokat, 10-én Périzst nyilt virosnak nyilvdnitottdk — 14-én pedig
a francia f8varos elesett — és a kormdny délre menekiilt, mikozben ugyanazon a
napon Olaszorsz4g is belépett a hdbortiba Franciaorszdg ellen (bar utébbi timadisit
az Alpokra tdimaszkodva megallitottdk a francia csapatok) (Cointet, 1996; Masson,
2010).

A kérdés ezek utin az volt, hogy Franciaorszdg gyarmataira és a flottdra
tdmaszkodva folytatja-e a harcot vagy fegyversziinetet kér (Paxton, 1973), mivel
mindkét llispontnak szdmos timogatéja akadt a francia vezetés soraiban (Azéma
& Wieviorka, 2004). Végiil az utébbi 4llispont kerekedett feliil, mivel Franciaorszag
néhany hét alatt torténelmének egyik legnagyobb és legmegsemmisit8bb vereségét
szenvedte el: elvesztette f8varosit, hadserege pedig gyakorlatilag megsziint 1étezni
(60 000 halott, 200 000 sebesiilt, 1,6 millié hadifogoly) (Durand, 1994). Ebbdl
kifolyélag junius 17-én a Reynaud-korminyt felviltd 0j vezetés — melynek élén az
elsé vilaghaborts hds, Pétain marsall alle — hivatalosan és a kdzvéleménynek is
bejelentve fegyversziinetet kért a németektdl (majd két nappal késdbb az olaszoktdl
is, akik egyébként semmilyen katonai sikert nem tudtak felmutatni). A tarthatatlan
katonai helyzetre tekintettel Paul Reynaud felvetette a hadvezetésnek a légierd és a
hadiflotta egységeinek dthelyezését az észak-afrikai francia gyarmatokra a harc
folytatdsa érdekében, mikdzben az anyaorszdgot a politikai és a katonai vezetés
elhagyta volna. Miutdn javaslata elutasitdsra taldle, Philippe Pétain-t — Franciaorszdg
spanyolorszdgi nagykdvetét — javasolta @j korméinyfének a fegyversziineti
targyaldsok lebonyolitdsa céljabdl. Ugyanakkor abban bizott, hogy a trgyaldsok
eredménytelenek lesznek, Pétain pedig belebukik ebbe a kudarcba, amely az &
visszatérését eredményezi a kormdany élére. A tervet a koztirsasigi elndk, Albert
Lebrun is timogatta és kinevezte a marsallt kormanyfének, az események azonban
az elképzeléseiktd]l eltérd moédon alakultak (Ferro, 2009; Roussel, 2009). A

varakozasokkal ellentétben a fegyversziineti egyezményt junius 22-én a compiégne-i

1235.000 brit és 115.000 francia katonat evakualtdk hajékon Anglidba.
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erd8ben taldlhaté Rethondes vasutillomasin alairtdk Németorsziggal, majd junius
24-én az olaszokkal is hasonlé megallapodast kotottek (Jackson, 2004).

A 24 cikkbdl 4ll6 fegyversziineti szerz8dés feltételei kemények, egyszersmind a
tobbi legydézote orszdgnak diktale feltételekhez képest meglepden méltanyosak
voltak. A francia anyaorszagot két részre osztottdk: az igynevezett északi zonit 24
millié lakossal (az északi teriileteket és az Atlanti-6cedn partvidékét) német csapatok
szélltdk meg, mig déli részét 14 millié lakossal a Pétain vezette kormany igazgathatta
(Michel, 1981). A megsz4llé hadsereg kéltségeit (400 millié frank naponta) a francia
félnek kellett 4llnia. Mindazonaltal elvben tovabbra is a francia kormény gyakorolta
a kozigazgatasi hatalmat Franciaorszdg teljes teriilete felett. A francia hadsereg
létszimdt 100 ezer fében korlitoztik, de a megszoritis nem vonatkozott az
anyaorszdgon kiviil dllomdsozé gyarmati haderdkre (t3bb szdzezer £8), melyek igy
garantdlhattdk a tovabbra is francia fennhatdsdg alate 4llé gyarmatok védelmée az
esetleges kiilsé timaddsokkal szemben (Ageron et al,, 2016). A francia flottit nem
kellett sem 4tadni a németeknek, sem pedig leszerelni, csupan a flotta egységeinek
kellett visszatérniiik franciaorszdgi dllomashelyeikre és tartézkodniuk a német hajok
elleni harctél. A francia hadifoglyoknak a habort végét lezard békeszerzddés
megkdtéséig németorszdgi hadifogolytiborokban kellett maradniuk (Broche, 2002).
Ebbdl kifolydlag a fegyversziineti egyezmény elméletileg csupan dtmeneti jellegti volt,
melyet a konfliktus lezdrultaval rovidesen békeszerzédésnek kellett felvdltania
(Paxton, 2004), azonban erre a hiaborti alakuldsa miatt a remélt révid idén beliil nem
keriilt sor (Jickel, 1968).

Az 4j francia korminy Vichy virosit valasztotta székhelyéiil, mivel a kis
furdéviros, melynek szalloddi lehetdvé tették az idetelepiild kormanyhivatalok
alkalmazottainak elszalldsolasit, idedlis vilasztisnak téint. Annal is inkibb, mivel
mindenki meg volt gy8z&dve réla, hogy ez csak dtmeneti jellegli megoldas, amig a
békeszerz8dés aldirsit kovetSen a kormany visszatérhet Périzsba, mely a szabad
z6éna északi részén elhelyezkedd varoskdbdl konnyen végrehajthaté vole (Mallet,
2019). A kormany vezetdje, Pétain marsall, és egyik kozeli munkatarsa, Pierre Laval,
Gj irdnyt szabtak az eseményeknek, amikor a teljes fenndllé politikai rendszer
megreformaldsira tettek javaslatot egy 4j alkotmdny elkészitésével. A torvényhozis
két hdza julius 10-én elsdprd tdbbséggel — 569 szavazat 80 ellenében 20 tartézkodas
mellett (Baruch, 1997) — el is fogadta az 4j alkotmany megirdsirdl sz6l6 javaslatot,
és az alaptorvény elkésziiltéig a tdrvényhozd, a végrehajté hatalmat, az
igazsigszolgaltatist és a kdzigazgatdst a Pétain marsall irdnyitdsa alatt 4116 kormdény
fennhatdsiga ald utalta (Azéma & Wieviorka, 2004). A torvényhozis tagjai a
latvinyosan kudarcot vallott harmadik kéztirsasig intézményrendszerét és
mikodését remélték megreformdlni, azonban ezzel a dontéssel egy dtmenetinek
szant, de a valdsigban egy négy évig fennills, torvényes ellenstlyokat nélkilzd,
tekintélyelv(i rendszer 1étrejoteét segitették eld (Jackson, 2004).
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Az 4j rendszerben, mely a Francia Allam nevet vette fel, Pétain lett a végrehajt6
és torvényhozé hatalmat kezében tartd 4llamfs, mig a kormanyfdi tisztséget
kezdetben Laval kapta meg. Az 4j kormdny a belpolitikdban az 4n. nemzeti
forradalom keretében egy antidemokratikus, tekintélyelvii politikai rendszer
létrehozasin dolgozott, mely — a fasiszta allamok mintdjira — totdlis ellendrzést
kivant gyakorolni az egész tirsadalom felett (Aron, 1954).

Kiilpolitikai téren a Laval nevével fémjelzett irdnyvonal domindlt az 4j rendszer
elsé hénapjaiban. A kormdnyfének az volt a meggydz8dése, hogy a hibort rovid
idén beliill Németorszig gydzelmével fog véget érni, azt kovetSen pedig egy német
vezetés alatt 4ll6 Eurdpdban vald politikai—gazdasigi egyiittmiikddésre kell
felkésziilni. Ennek jegyében sziiletett az a dontés, hogy a két orszig kozti
kapcsolatokat el kell mélyiteni, amivel a fegyversziineti szerz8désben lefektetett
feltételek ,fellazitdsat” és egy eldnydsebb békeszerzddés megkdtését lehet elérni
(Cointet, 1996).

Mivel a nemzeti forradalom végrehajtisihoz nyugalomra és f8képp id8re volt
szitkség, Pétain marsall Franciaorszdgot kiviil kivanta tartani a hébortn, ehhez
azonban szitksége volt a német fél egyetértésére és bizonyos mértékii timogatdsira
is (Muracciole, 2002). Tbbek kozott ez vezetett azokhoz a tirgyaldsokhoz, melyek
1940. oktdber 22-én és 24-én zajlottak Montoire-ban, ahol el8sz6r Laval, majd pedig
Pétain taldlkozott Hitlerrel (Lambauer, 2001). A tirgyalisok sordn a marsall
elkStelezte magit a Németorsziggal valé szorosabb egytittmiikodés mellett, de nem
volt hajlandé katonai tdimogatast nytjtani a német hdborus erdfeszitésekhez (Ormos
& Majoros, 1998). Ebbdl kifolydlag érdemi konkrét megallapodist nem kotoeeek,
csupdn egy francia egytittmiikodési szandéknyilatkozatot adtak ki, melyet a német
fél semmilyen engedménnyel sem viszonzott (Jackson, 2004).

A legalibb gesztusértékii ellentételezés elmaradasa csalédast véltott ki a vezetd
francia politikai korokben, melyek konkrét engedményekre szamitottak
viszonzasképpen (Lambauer, 2001). A kézhangulatot csupdn Laval 1940. december
13-i felmentése és letartéztatdsa enyhitette némiképp, aki révid id§ alatt is
meglehet8sen népszertitlenné vilt a francia lakossig koérében. Kiszabaditdsira
csupdn a német hatésigok kézbenjarasira keriilt sor, melyek ezt koveten Parizsba
széllitottdk, ahonnan 1942 4prilisiig nem is tért vissza Vichy-be (Muracciole, 2002).

A francia katonai potencidlt jelentésen csdkkentette az 1940. jilius 2-4n a brit
haditengerészet altal meginditott Catapult hadmiiveletet, melynek keretében a brit
fennhatdsdg alate all6 kikdtskben lefoglaltik a francia kereskedelmi és hadihajékat,
majd pedig julius 3-4n egy ultimitum dtaddsa utin megtdmadtik és nagyobb részt
megsemmisitették az algériai Mers el-Kébirnél dllomdsozé francia flottakdteléket (a
franciak 1295 halottat, 2 csatahajét, 1 cirkaldt és 1 torpeddnaszadot veszitettek, tobb
mds egység pedig harcképtelenné vilt). Az Alexandridban édllomasozé francia
flottadsszpontositds ugyanakkor elfogadta az angol ultimitumot, igy a kilenc
egységbdl all6 X-erd francia fennhatdsig alatt, de tizemanyag nélkiil internélasban
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maradt 1943-ig, amikor mdr a szdvetségesek oldalin kapcsolédott be a harcokba
(Masson, 2000). Georges Robert admiralis irdnyitdsa alatt a Francia Antillakon volt
egy misik jelentds kotelék (6 hajo) 106 frissen vasirolt amerikai gydrtmdnyt
repiilégéppel, valamint a Francia Nemzeti Bank aranykészletének egy részével (286
tonna), amely szintén kotelezte magit, hogy nem hagyja el dllomashelyét. Végiil
1943-ban ez a haderd is a szovetségesek oldalin wjjiszervez8dd francia fegyveres
er8khoz csatlakozott (Léo, 2004). A francia hadiflotta nagyobb része Toulon-ban
dllomdsozott, azonban amikor a német hadsereg 1942 novemberében az észak-
afrikai szOvetséges partraszallas utdn elfoglalta a dél-franciaorszdgi szabad zénit, ez
a kotelék — négy tengeralattjard kivételével — elsiillyesztette magit. Kozel 250 000
tonna hajétér keriilt hullimsirba, ami egyben az 6ndllé francia haderd és az erre
alapozott kiilpolitikai mozgastér megsziinését is jelentette (Lacroix, 2004).

Darlan admiralis egyiittmiikodési politikaja

A francia—német kapcsolatokban Darlan admiralis szinre [épése egy 1j iddszak
kezdetét jelentette. A kordbban a haditengerészeti miniszteri posztot betdltd
katonatiszt 1941. februir 9-én korminyféi, majd rovid idén belual kal- és
beliigyminiszteri kinevezést is kapott. Hivatalaban Pierre-Etienne Flandin-t kévette,
aki csupan révid ideig, 1940. december 14. és 1941. februdr 9. kozote toltdtte be a
kormanyf8i posztot, de mivel a németek visszautasitottdk a vele val6
egylitemiikodést, {gy alkalmasabb személyt kellett keresni a helyzetet felismerd és
onként lemondé politikus helyére. Ezzel a 1épéssel a marsall gyakorlatilag Darlan
kezébe tette le a francia kiilpolitika és a francia—német kapcsolatok irdnyitdsit is
(Baruch, 1997).

Darlan szintén meg volt gyéz8dve réla, hogy Németorszdg rdvid idSn beliil meg
fogja nyerni a hdbortat. Ugyanakkor dgy vélte, hogy a francia flotta — mely
Eurépaban a misodik legnagyobb volt a brit utin (Paxton, 1973) — és a
gyarmatbirodalom olyan iitkdrtyakat jelentettek ebben a jitszmaban, melyeket
tigyesen kijitszva Franciaorszdg bebiztosithatta leendd nagyhatalmi stituszit —
esetleg az angolok helyén — a hibord utdni Eurépaban (Cointet, 1996). Ennek a
megfontoldsnak a jegyében Darlan elkdtelezte magit a németekkel valé fokozott
egytittmikodés mellett politikai, gazdasigi és katonai téren egyarint. A németek
szivesen fogadtik ennek gazdasigi vonatkozisait (a Németorszdgba irdnyuld
druszallitisok gyors iitemben novekedtek), azonban a Szovjetunié elleni timadis
el8késziiletei miatt érdektelennek mutatkoztak a francia katonai egyiittmiikddés
irdnt, igy a francia engedményeket j6 darabig nem kovette semmilyen konkrét
viszonzds a német fél részérdl (Cointet & Cointet, 2000; Lorenz, 2002).

Folytatddtak az egyeztetd tirgyalasok, melynek keretében Pétain december 1-jén
Géringgel is taldlkozott. A francia koveteléseket (a demarkdcids vonalon valé
dthaladds megkdnnyitése, a tiltott tengerparti zénék beolvasztisa a szabad zénéba, a
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hadifoglyok szabadon engedése, a megszillasi koltségek jelentds csokkentése, a
parizsi kollabordns pértok tevékenységének visszafogdsa) szinte teljesen figyelmen
kiviil hagytdk, ezek utdn irtak ald 1941. december 17-én egy jegyz8kdnyvet. Ennek
értelmében a megszallasi koltségeket 25 szazalékkal csokkentették és 50 ezer
hadifoglyot szabadon bocsatottak (Cointet, 1996), ezért cserébe viszont a francidk
beleegyeztek abba, hogy a fennhatésiguk alatt 4ll6 teriileteken keresztiil szallitsanak
utdnpétldst Rommel csapatainak, ha pedig azok Tunézidig vonulndnak vissza,
fegyveresen 1épnek fel utébbiak timogatdsira (Paxton, 2004). A német érdekek
tehdt ismét gyzedelmeskedtek, mivel a francidk egyre komolyabb elkotelezddésiik
ellenére a tengelyhatalmak oldalin nem voltak képesek érdemben javitani sem
politikai, sem katonai poziciéikon.

1942 elején Darlan a hdborts események hatdsira (német vereség Moszkva elétt,
az USA hadba lépése) mar jéval kevésbé volt meggydz8dve Németorszag
gy6zelmérdl, mint kordbban, ezért a németekkel valé kapesolatokban is a kivardst
helyezte elétérbe. Ez azonban sem a németeknek, sem Pétain marsallnak nem
tetszett, ezért 1942, 4prilis 18-an levaltottdk, a kormdinyfdi tisztséget pedig ujbdl
Pierre Laval t5ltdtte be. A kordbbi kormanyfd visszatérését a hatalomba komoly
diploméciai és belpolitikai egyeztetés elSzte meg, melyek sorin a németek
egyértelmien kifejezték, hogy a jov8ben Lavallal kivinnak egyiittmiikédni (Jackson,
2004).

Laval visszatérése és a nyilt kollaboracio

Laval még 1942-ben is meg volt réla gyéz3dve, hogy Németorszdg a legrosszabb
esetben is az eurdpai helyzet uraként fog kikeriilni a hdborubdl, ezért tovabbra is
mindent elkdvetett a francia—német kapcsolatok elmélyitése érdekében. Az &
véleménye szerint a németekkel valé egyiittmiikddés volt a kommunizmus elleni harc
és Franciaorszdg hdbort utdni felemelkedésének legjobb eszkoze (Bourseiller, 2022;
Muracciole, 2002).

A németek a virtndl jobban elhtzédé hdbort és a frontokon elszenvedett
ndvekvd veszteségek miatt egyre komolyabban érdeklddtek a francia munkaerd irdnt,
amelyre a tobbi aldvetett allam munkdsaihoz hasonldan nagy sziikség volt a német
ipari termelés fenntartisihoz. A Harmadik Birodalom mir 1941 6ta folyamatosan
fogadott dnkéntes francia munkdsokat, akiket az otthoninal magasabb bér igéretével
csabitottak a német gydrakba. 1942 elejére azonban vildgossa vilt, hogy ennél a par
tizezer f6nél jéval tobbre van sziikség, ezért megkezdSdtek a tirgyaldsok a francia
munkaerd intenzivebb felhasznildsardl. A francia fél a munkdsokért cserébe a
hadifoglyok elengedését szerette volna elérni, akiket azonban a németek ekkor mér a
mez8gazdasagi és ipari termelésben foglalkoztattak (Azéma & Wieviorka, 2004), igy
csak egy olyan cseréhez jérultak hozzd, melynek keretében hirom szakképzett
munkdsért cserébe engedtek szabadon egy hadifoglyot (Genet-Rouffiac, 2010).

87



T6bb hénapon keresztiil tarté tirgyalisok utdn 1942. szeptember 4-én a németek
4jbdl teljes gydzelmet arattak: a francia kormdny bevezette a Service de travail
obligatoire (kdtelez8 munkaszolgalat), melynek keretében minden felndtt férfi és nd
(utébbiak csak lakdhelyiik kozelében) kotelezhetd volt a felsébb hatésigok 4ltal
meghatdrozott tipust és idejii munkdk elvégzésére (Crowdy, 2007).” Ez a gyakorlat-
ban a fiatal és szakképzett francia férfiak 4taddsit jelentette a német hadiipar
szdmdra, melynek kovetkeztében 1943 elejére mar 300 ezer £61é nétt a Németorszdg-
ban dolgozé francidk szdma, majd ezt kdvetSen ez a szdm folyamatosan novekedett
a német igényeknek megfeleléen (Cointet, 1996). Az 1943. februdr 16-4n kiadott
tdrvény értelmében pedig a kitelezd munkaszolgilatot az 1920 és 1922 kdzote szii-
letett férfiakra is kiterjesztették, amelynek kdvetkeztében par hénapon beliil Gjabb
negyedmillié francia munkas kelt ttra Németorszdg felé (Azéma & Bédarida,
1993b), ahol végiil a hadifoglyokon kiviil &sszesen 650 ezer francia munkas allt a
német hadiipar szolgilatiba. Egyes szdmitdsok szerint 1943-ban a német GDP tobb
mint 8 szdzalékdr francidk allicottdk elé (Azéma & Wieviorka, 2004).

A kollaboricié nyilt felvallalasa ellenére a francia kormdny nem véllalta fel a német
fél fegyveres timogatdsit, amely nem élvezte volna a lakossig tdmogatdsit. Ennek
ellenére a parizsi — tobbségiikben szélsjobboldali — kollaborans partok felajinlottik
katonai szolgilataikat Berlinnek, amely propagandacélokbdl elfogadta az ajinlatot,
Vichy pedig — érdemi tdimogatas nélkiill — engedélyezte azt. Ennek eredményeként
1941 juliusiban létrejott a Légion des volontaires frangais contre le bolchevisme (Francia
Antibolsevik Légi6) elnevezésii szervezet, amelynek soraiban 1944 nyardig 5800
harcolt a keleti hadszintéren a német hadsereg 638. gyalogezredeként. 1942
folyamdn a francia kormany megprébalta sajt ellenérzése ald vonni ezt a fegyveres
kiilonitményt a Légion tricolore (Trikoldr Légid) létrehoziséval, ez azonban a német
fél elutasitisa miatt kudarcot vallott, igy ebbdl a fegyveres kozremikodésbsl
semmilyen érdemi politikai haszon nem szdrmazott Franciaorszdg szdmara. 1943-
ban ugyanez a forgatdkonyv ismétlddstt meg a Waffen-SS-be jelentkezd francidk
esetében, mivel kismértékben ugyan sor keriilt a francia katonai potencidl német
érdekek mentén tdrténd felhaszndlisira, de ez semmilyen ellenszolgdltatdssal nem
jart a francia kormany felé (Bene, 2012).

Az 1942. november 8-in bekdvetkezett észak-afrikai szdvetséges partraszdllds
alapjaiban valtoztatta meg Franciaorszdg helyzetét. A legfontosabb esemény az
észak-afrikai francia hadsereg 4tdllisa volt, amelynek kévetkeztében a németek
november 11-én a demarkdcids vonalat atlépve megszalltik a szabad zénat, 27-én
pedig lefegyverezték a fegyversziineti hadsereget, valamint megprébéltik

% A kételezé munkaszolgilat eldl sokan elmenekiiltek és inkdbb az Ellenallishoz csatlakoztak, mint
hogy Németorszdgban dolgozzanak, igy kijelenthet8, hogy a francia ellenlldsi mozgalom novekedé-
séhez nagymértékben hozzijérult ez a dontés.
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megszerezni a Toulon-ban 4llomdsozd francia hadiflottat, mely ellendllds vagy
kihajézds helyett dnelsiillyesztést hajtott végre (Jackson, 2004).

A rendszer bukasa

Ezzel Franciaorszdg gyakorlatilag elvesztette azt a kilonleges stituszt, melyet
korabban a német hadsereg dltal elfoglalt orszagok kozott élvezett. Az orszag teljes
megszallasival odalett szuverenitdsinak maradéka is, a flotta elsiillyesztésével és a
gyarmati hadsereg 4tdlldsdval pedig kordbbi mozgastere is megsziint létezni. 1942
végétdl Franciaorszdg is csupdn egy lett a német birodalom csatlésillamai koziil,
melynek végre kellett hajtania a Berlinbdl érkezd utasitisokat (Cointet, 1996).
Onallé politikai mozgdstere megszlint, amennyiben nem teljesitette a német
koveteléseket, a német vezetés mindig készen dllt r4, hogy leviltsa a kormany tagjait.
Igy tortént 1943 végén is, amikor radikilisabb, a német igények teljesitése irdnt
nyitottabb politikusokat segitett hatalomra a Vichy-kormany soraiban (Giolitto,
2002). Ez a rendszer azonban még mindig Pétain marsall f8sége alatt m{ikddéet, aki
valamilyen szinten befolyast tudott gyakorolni a kormdny tagjaira, azonban a f§
politikai irdnyvonalon nem 4llt médjiban valtoztatni (Broche & Muracciole, 2017).

Ugyanakkor a fentiek kovetkeztében a francia lakossig lojalitdsa megrendiilt a
kormanyzatban, amely a politikai vezetés legitimitdsit is alddsta. Ezt a német
hatésagok is érzékelték, ezért vontdk be egyre inkabb a kormanyzisba a szélséséges
francia politikai eréket, amelynek vezetd tagjai készen alltak rd, hogy barmikor
dtvegyék az orszdg irdnyitisit. Ez a lehetéség a legutolsd pillanatig ott lebegett
Damoklész kardjaként a francia kormdiny felett még akkor is, amikor 1944
augusztusinak végén Pérain marsallal egyiict — akit erdszakkal kellett
Németorszigba szdllitani, ahol fogolynak tekintette magit — a németorszigi
Sigmaringen-kastélyba szédllitottdk ket (Azéma & Bédarida, 1993b). Itt hozték
létre szeptember 6-in az Uun. Németorszdgi francia kormdnydelegiciét a francia
érdekek védelmére (Délégation gouvernementale francaise pour la défense des intérétes
frangais) névre hallgatd kormanyhelyettesitd szervezetet, amelyben a szélsGséges
mozgalmak t3bb tagja (Marcel Déat, Joseph Darnand) is helyet kapott (Rousso,
1984).

Franciaorszdgban az 1944 jiniusi normandiai sz6vetséges partraszallis utin
megtobbszorozddott a németek és a velik egytitemiikdds francidk ellen irdnyuld
tdimaddsok szdma. Ahogy az orszdg teriiletének felszabaditisa egyre
el8rehaladottabbd vilt, tgy hatvinyozdédott ezeknek az akcidknak a szdma is. A
kezdetben a kiilonboz8 ellendllé csoportok szdmldjira irhaté tdmaddsokat
kilonboz8 spontin tomegmegmozduldsok kovették, melyek féként azok ellen a
franciak irdnyultak, akik kompromittltdk magukat a német megszalld hatdsigokkal
valé egyiittmiikddéssel (Delperrié, 1969). A német és francia rendfenntartd erdk
tivozisdval elszabadultak az indulatok, elSkeriiltek a fegyverek és megindult a
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bossztdllis. A helyzeten sokat rontott a kommunista part bosszuallasra felszdlité
felhivisa, amelynek hatdsira a tirsadalom egy része csatlakozott a fegyveres
megtorlashoz. A kivégzéseknek gyakran nem sok kéze volt a politikihoz, csupan a
korabbi sérelmek megtorlasardl, a helyi vagyonosabb réteg kifosztasirdl vagy a vezetd
beosztast tisztviseldk eltdvolitisarél és igy a remélt tarsadalmi eldrejutds
el8segitésérdl volt sz6 (Novick, 1985). Ugyanakkor a megtorlds aldozatdul esett
valédi kollaboransok a kevésbé fontos személyiségek koziil keriiltek ki, hiszen a
leginkdbb érintettek Németorszdgba (esetenként Spanyolorszigba) menekiiltek
(Venner, 1975). Az orszig felszabaditisival pirhuzamosan kitdrt népfelkelés
id8szakdban lezajlé tisztogatis aldozatainak pontos szima nem ismert. Ha
leszadmitjuk a politikai torzitds sugallta széls8séges szimokat (amelyek 10 és 105 ezer
kozote széréddnak), mértékadd becslések szerint akkor is kozel 11 ezer f& esett
dldozatul ezeknek a tdlkapdsoknak szerte Franciaorszdgban (Amouroux, 1991).

Az ideiglenes kormdny elsd périzsi tilését 1944. szeptember 2-4n tartotta, tehat
ezt megelézden szigortian csak elvi fennhatdsdgat tudott gyakorolni Franciaorszag
felect. Ebben az dtmeneti id8szakban annyi valtozis dllt be, hogy a korminy
jelenlétének tudatdban 1évé helyi hatésigok jobban tigyeltek a torvényesség
latszatanak fenntartdsira, ezért a kormdny junius 26-i rendeletének értelmében
ténylegesen is feldllitisra kertiltek a kollabordcidban érintettek tgyeinek
kivizsgdlasira szolgdlé haditdrvényszékek, tehit legalabb a tdrvényesség litszata
megjelent a tisztogatdsban (Novick, 1985).

A francia kormany mir Algéridban megkezdte az dltala torvénytelennek tartott
Vichy-rendszer azon politikai és katonai vezetdi elleni birdsigi eljirdsokat, akik a
kezére keriiltek. Az elsd ilyen pert Pierre Pucheau kordbbi beliigyminiszter ellen
inditottdk 1944. mércius 4-én, aki azért tartézkodott Algéridban, mivel tartalékos
tisztként csatlakozni kivant a feldllitds alatt 4116 4j francia hadsereghez és részt kivant
venni Franciaorszdg felszabaditasaban (Novick, 1985). A helyzetet még furcsibb4
tette az a tény, hogy kormdnyzati tevékenysége alatt is végig azon munkdlkodott,
hogyan lehetne eltdvolitani a németeket az orszigbdl. Errdl rdaddsul nem csupin
irdsos bizonyitékai voltak, de személyesen is kapcsolatban allt t8bb olyan
személyiséggel, akik ekkor mar az emigrans kormdny és hadsereg vezetd beosztisu
tagjai voltak és igazolhattik ezt. Mindez azonban nem szdmitott, mivel Pucheau-t
nem sajit tettei, hanem a tdrvénytelennek tekintett kormanyzat iigyeiben vald
részvétel ténye miatt tekintették biindsnek. Ennek eredményeként a gyorsan lezajlé
per végén Pucheau-t teljes vagyonelkobzisra és haldlbiintetésre itélték, amit marcius
20-4n (tehdt kéc héctel a per kezdete utdn) mar végre is hajtottak. A koncepcids
jellegli per fenyegetd iizenet volt a Franciaorszdgban székeld kormdny szdmadra,
amely azonban ellentétes hatdst véltott ki, mivel — békés megegyezési alternativa
hijin — csak még inkdbb a németekkel valé egyiittmi(ikddés irdnydba taszitotta a
Vichy-kormdny tagjait (Aron, 1975).
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Két hénappal késd8bb kezdddott az elsé magasabb beosztist katonai vezetd,
Edmond Derrien admirilis pere. Az admiralis a Tunézidban 4llomdsozd francia
csapatok féparancsnokanak, Jean-Pierre Esteva admirélisnak volt a helyettese. Ellene
az volt a vad, hogy nem tagadta meg a parancsokat? A vid érvelése szerint a hazafias
érzelm(i katondnak — a forradalmi hagyomanyok szellemében — tudnia kellett volna,
hogy melyik parancsot és mikor kell megtagadnia. A parancsokat betii szerint
végrehajté admiralist — kordbbi érdemei elismerése mellett — életfogytiglani
bortonbiintetésre itéleék (Régie, 1975). Ennek egyenes folytatdsa volt az Esteva
admiralis elleni inditott per, amelyet csak az anyaorszdg felszabaditisa utin
folytattak le, mivel az admirdlist a németek repiilégéppel hazakiildeék
Franciaorszigba, mikor a tengelycsapatok észak-afrikai helyzete mar menthetetlen
volt. Az ellene felhozott vid ugyanaz volt, mint alérendeltje esetében, ami azért is
volt paradox, mivel az admiralis németellenes nézetei — melyeket széleskdrben
hangoztatott — ismertek voltak. Ennek ellenére vagyonelkobzis és polgirjogai
elvesztése mellett életfogytiglani bortdnbiintetést kapott, ahonnan csupan hat évvel
késdbb, kevéssel haldla el8tt szabadult (Novick, 1985).

Pétain marsall pere 1945. julius 23-4n kezdddott meg. A 89 éves dllamfd sajit
maga dontdtt a Franciaorszdgba valé visszatérés mellett, miutdn értesiile réla, hogy
tavollétében akarjik lefolytatni perét. A marsall aprilis 26-dn érkezett meg
Franciaorszdgba, miutdn a lakhelyéil kijelolt németorszagi kastélyt elhagyta és Svajc
érintésével francia teriiletre utazott. Két vadat hoztak fel ellene: &sszeeskiivés a
nemzetbiztonsdg aldakndzisa érdekében; valamint Németorszdggal, mint ellenséges
orszdggal valé Osszejitszas. Az idds allamférfi nem magyardzkodott, nem keresett
mentséget, az egész per folyamin csupdn kétszer sz6lalt meg: a legelején kifejtette,
hogy csak az égieknek és az utékornak tartozik elszdmoldssal, a legvégén pedig a
kovetkezd kijelentést tette: ,Az életem és a szabadsdgom az onik kezében van, tisztelt
eskiidtek, de a becsiiletemet a hazdmra bizom. Dontsenck rélam lelkiismeretiik szerint, az
enyém tiszta, mivel egy hosszi életen keresztiil a haldl kiiszobére jutva kijelentem, hogy
egyetlen célom Franciaorszdg szolgdlata volt.” (Michel, 1972). A per folyamén tantként
hallgattak meg Lavalt és Darnand-t, valamint nagy mennyiségli iratanyagot
hasznéltak fel a bizonyitisi eljirdsban. Mindez azonban nem igazan befoly4solta az
eskiidteket, akik mar a tirgyalds elétt is meg voltak gy8z8dve Pétain blindsségérdl,
és ezen a meggydz8désitkon semmilyen tandvallomds — még ha a vadlott szdméra
kedvezd is volt — nem valtoztatott. Ebbél kifolydlag senkit nem lepett meg, hogy a
marsallt augusztus 15-én halalra itélték, megfosztottak dllampolgiri jogaitdl és
elkoboztdk vagyonit (Azéma & Wieviorka, 2004). Noha a marsall nem kért
kegyelmet, kordra val6 tekintettel a kivégzést nem hajtottik végre, mivel Charles de
Gaulle — az ideiglenes korminy feje — kegyelmet gyakorolt és buintetését

3 Kiemelés a szerz3tdl.
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életfogytiglani bortdnbiintetésre enyhitette, ezért a kordbbi 4llamfét 1951-ben
bekavetkezett halaldig Srizetben tartottik (Meyer, 1975).

Ezt kovet8en zajlott Laval pere, aki a szdmonkérés eldl Spanyolorszigba
menekiilt, ahonnan azonban kiadtdk a francia hatésagoknak, melyek minden dron el
akartdk itélni a Vichy-rendszer egyik megtestesitsjét. A kozelgd tdrvényhozdsi
vilasztasok miatt gyorsan le akartak tudni a pert, ezért rovid vizsgalati szakasz utin
oktdber 4. és 9. kozote folytattdk le. Valddi tirgyaldsrdl nem is lehet beszélni,
Lavalnak nem volt lehetdsége arra, hogy felsorakoztassa tandit vagy az igazat
bizonyité dokumentumokat, igy 9-én haldlbiintetéssel, dllampolgiri jogainak
elvesztésével és vagyonelkobzassal sujtottak. A kivégzésére mar oktdber 15-én sort
keritettek sajitos kériilmények kozott, ugyanis a kordbbi kormanyfé mérget vett be
a kivégzés reggelén, de ettdl fiiggetleniil a haldokldt kivégzdosztag elé llitottdk és
végrehajtottdk rajta az itéletet (Brissaud, 1975).

A Vichy-Franciaorszag oroksége

Az 1j politikai berendezkedés természeténél fogva elétérbe helyezte a hatékonysigot,
melyet a harmincas évek gondolkoddi is nagyra becsiiltek, igy az egyik legfontosabb
kérdés ennek megvaldsitdsa volt. Ennek eléréséhez természetes mddon kinalkozott a
korporativ rendszer, amely a szakszervezetek helyett ,természetes” gazdasigi
egységeket hoz létre, amelyek lehetdvé teszik a liberalizmus és a szocializmus mellett
egy 0j, mitkdddképes harmadik ut kiépitését. Ugyanakkor kezdetben tobb lehetséges
megvaldsitdsi modszer 1étezett egymdssal parhuzamosan. Az elsé a munkavéllalok
vezetésben vald részvételére épiilt, a masodik a munkaaddk hegemoniijira, mig a
harmadik az dllam kézvetlen irdnyitasira. Kezdetben ugy tiint, hogy a munkavallalok
keriilnek ki nyertesen a valtozasokbdl és a frissen kialakitott szakmai korporiciékban
nem csupin az érdekeik védelme lesz biztositva, hanem lehetéségiik nyilik az
irdnyitdsban valé részvételre is. Azonban gyorsan csalédniuk kellett, amikor az
irdnyitds tovibbra is a munkaaddk képvisel8inek kezében maradt, mikdzben Sket
még a sztrajkjogtdl is megfosztottdk. Ugyanakkor a munkaaddék sem oriilhettek
sokdig ennek a sikernek, mivel a korminy a folyamatosan novekvd (elsésorban a
német megszalls hatdsigoktdl érkezd) ipari megrendeléséllomany teljesitése
érdekében a hatékonysig jelszavival magihoz vonta a korporacidk vezetését, igy
végiil a nagy kisérlet kiabrandité kudarccal zarult. A kapitalista nagytSke helyett az
autoriter kormdnyzat hasznalta ki a munkavallaldkat. Az igazsighoz az is
hozzitartozik, hogy a munkdsok védelmében bevezették a minimalbért és lefektették
a tarsadalombiztositds alapjait, ami hozzdjarult a dolgozdk anyagi helyzetének
javitisdhoz és ezek az el8remutatd intézkedések a hibort utdn is fennmaradtak
(Paxton, 1973).

Ugyanilyen fontos szocidlis djitds volt az 1941-ben bevezetett 6regségi nyugdsij,
amelyre mar régdta komoly igény jelentkezett a munkavillalék részérdl, és szdmos
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esetben hangzottak el igéretek a politikai vezetés részérdl a bevezetésére
vonatkozdan, de végiil a Francia Allam tette ezt meg. Jelent8ségét és népszerliségét
jol jelzi, hogy a konfliktus lezdrdsa utdn a tdrsadalombiztositds teljes egészében
itvette ezt az Gjitdst (Paxton, 1973).

A politikai vezetés nagy hangsulyt fektetett az ifjisdg nevelésére is, amelynek
deklaralt f6 irdnyvonalai az erkdles, a fizikai munka és a testedzés voltak. Ehhez
kapcsolédva egyéb intézkedések mellett nagy hangsilyt kapott a fiatalok
sporttevékenységének elsegitése, igy az iskolai és azon kiviili testnevelés is komoly
szerepet jatszott a nevelésben. Ennek jegyében keriilt sor a testnevelés beemelésére
az érettségi tirgyak kozé, amely azéta is ott szerepel. Bir ez a lépés a rendszer
nacionalista és militins céljainak megvaldsitasit szolgdlta, ugyanakkor fontos
szerepet jitszott a fiatalok egészségének megdrzésében és sportteljesitményének
novelésében is, igy nem keriilt kivezetésre az érettségi megmérettetések koziil
(Terfous, 2010).

A végrehajté hatalmat er8sen kdzpontosité kormdny a rendfenntartist is Uj
alapokra helyezte, amikor gy hatdrozott, hogy a kordbban decentralizdlt médon
miikodd renddri szervezetet 1941 augusztusiban Osszevonta egyetlen szervezet
kotelékébe, amely a Nemzeti Rendd8rség (Police nationale) elnevezést kapta. A
renddrségért felels fotitkdr irdnyitdsa alatt 4ll6 szerv feladata a nemzeti érdekek
védelme és a rendfenntartds volt, amelynek sordn egyiittm{ikddott a csendSrséggel.
A strukeuralis reform — bér elvélaszthatatlan volt a rezsim politikai természetéts] —
nagyobb hatékonysigot eredményezett, amelyre a hdbort utdni 4j politikai rendszer
is igényt tartott, igy meglrizte az 0] renddri szervezetet, amely kisebb
véltoztatdsokkal napjainkban is létezik Franciaorszdgban (Cointet, 1996).

Az emlitett kdzpontositisi tdrekvésekhez kapcsolddva keriilt sor 1940
oktdberében a személyazonositéd igazolviny bevezetésére. Nem az azonositd
dokumentum jelentett Gjdonsigot, mivel az mir korabban is létezett, hanem az a
tény, hogy minden 16 évesnél id8sebb allampolgar szimdra kotelez8vé vélt annak
kivaltdsa és hasznilata a hivatalos szervek felé valé személyazonositisi eljards sordn.
1942-t8l a zsidé szdrmazdsra valé megjegyzés is bekeriilt az igazolvinyban szerepld
adatok kozé, ebbdl kifolySlag a dokumentum hamisitdsa is rendkiviil széleskoriivé
valt, hogy a hatdsigok figyelmét elkeriilni kivindé személyek (zsiddk, kotelezd
munkaszolgilatra kotelezettek, ellenallok) rejtve maradhassanak. Az igazolviny a
hibort utin is hasznilatban maradt, de 1955-t8l kezdve kivaltisa mir nem kotelezd,
csupdn opciondlis a francia dllampolgarok szimdra (Desprairies, 2012).

Az 1944-ben létrejott ideiglenes korminyzat — mely felvaltotta a Vichy-
kormanyt — nekildtott a gazdasig djjaépitésének, melynek keretében a koribbi
alapokra épitve létrehoztak a tirsadalombiztositast, dllamositottik a legfontosabb
gazdasigi 4gazatok (energia, légi szdllitds, betéti bankok, iparvallalatok)
kulcsszerepldit és 1étrehoztik az tizemi tandcsokat. Ez utdbbiak az 50 fénél tdbbet
foglalkoztaté véllalatok munkavallaléinak érdekvédelmi szervezetei, amely a
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dolgozdkat érinté dontések esetében is beleszoldsi joggal rendelkeznek. Ezzel
parhuzamosan a nemzetgazdasig legfontosabb 4gazatait kdzponti tervgazdalkodas
keretében irdnyitottdk 1947 és 1957 kozott, hogy minél gyorsabban wjjd tudjik
épiteni az orszdgot, ami sikeresen meg is valésult, bir a belsé intézkedések mellett
ebben fontos szerepet jitszott a Marshall-segély is, melynek egyik legnagyobb
haszonélvezdje Franciaorszig volt. A Vichy-korszakban lefektetett elvek alapjin jott
létre szdmos olyan szakmai érdekvédelmi szervezet (kamara) is, melyek a mai napig
fennallnak és szabdlyozzik bizonyos szakmék (orvosi, tigyvédi, jegyzdi, tjsagirdi stb.)
képviselSinek belsd életét. Ugyanitt kell megemliteni a szakszervezetek miikodésé,
amelyek 1944-es jrainduldsuk 6ta rendkiviil szervezetten és nagyon hatékonyan
képviselik az azonos szakmdkhoz tartozé munkavillalék érdekeinek védelmét
(Asselain, 1984).

Az id8tdllé és politikai rendszerviltozdsokat taléld reformok listdjat még
hosszasan lehetne folytatni a kevésbé jelentds intézkedések felsoroldsival, amitdl a
terjedelmi korldtok tiszteletben tartisa érdekében eltekintiink. Ugyanakkor a
bemutatott torvények is jol érzékeltetik, hogy a kiilonleges idészakban miikods
Francia Allam, amelynek tevékenységét a francia utdkor 4ltaldban teljes egészében
elutasitja annak természete miatt, szimos olyan reformot hajtott végre, amelyek
olyannyira hasznosnak és eléremutaténak bizonyultak, hogy a rendszer bukésat
tulélve méig érvényben vannak és hozzdjirulnak a napjainkban ismert — a tirsadalmi
egyenldtlenségek felszdmoldsa érdekében hatirozottan fellépd — Franciaorszag
kialakuldsihoz és hosszatavit miikédéséhez (Nord, 2016).

A Vichy-rendszer megitélése folyamatosan valtozott az elmult 80 év folyamén.
Franciaorszig nehezen nézett szembe a Francia Allam jelentette nehéz 6rokséggel,
ezért évtizedeken keresztiil napirenden tartottdk a ,pajzs és kard” megkozelitést,
mely szerint Pétain volt a pajzs, amely védte a francidkat, mig vele egytittmitkddve
Charles de Gaulle a Szabad Francia Erék élén a kard, amely aktivan harcolt a
németek ellen (Cointet, 2017). Ezt az elméletet az 1970-es években a francia
torténészek megcifoltik, mikor egyértelmilen bebizonyitottdk, hogy a francia
politikai vezetés meg volt gy6z3dve a németek haborus gydzelmérdl, a velitk vald
kollaboriciét pedig tudatosan kezdeményezte annak érdekében, hogy szakitson a
korabbi belpolitikai berendezkedéssel és 4j rendszert hozzon létre. Ebbdl kifolyélag
semmilyen egyiittm(itkddésre nem tdrekedett De Gaulle-lal, akit az allamrend
veszélyeztetéséért és dezertdlisért lefokoztak, haldlra itéltek, vagyonit pedig
elkoboztik (Lottman, 2015). A kollaboricids politika ezen feliil kudarcnak
bizonyult, hiszen a francia engedményekért cserébe a németek semmilyen érdemi
ellenszolgéltatdst sem nyujtottak, ami még a Vichy-kormdny esetleges pragmatikus
opportunizmusit is megkérddjelezi (D’Abzac-Epezy, 2001).

Ugyanakkor Pétain és kormdnyzata miikddése a mai napig is foglalkoztatja a
francia torténészeket, elemzéseik nyomdan pedig ellentmonddsos kép bontakozik ki
errdl a rovid életti rendszerrdl. Noha a kilpolitikdban egyértelmtien rossz dontések
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sziilettek, mint ahogy ennek kovetkeztében szimos sulyos 6rokséggel jard
belpolitikai 1épés is tdrtént — tobbek kozott az ellendllokkal szembeni fellépés, a
zsid6 lakossdg egy részének deportdldsa —, ugyanakkor szdmos olyan eléremutaté
intézkedés is bevezetésre kertilt, amely egyértelmiien a tirsadalom érdekeit szolgélta,
és az 1944-ben feldlld 4j politikai vezetés dlldsfoglalisinak kdszdnhet8en érvényben
is maradt. Tovabb 4rnyalja a képet, hogy a politikai-katonai szereplék tevékenysége
nagyban fiiggdtt az adott idSpillanatban rendelkezésiikre 4ll6 mozgistéredl, igy
példdul a Francia Milicia vezetdje, Joseph Darnand, aki az egyik leggytildltebb
kozszerepldként vonult be a francia tdrténelembe, a szervezetének felszerelésée
el8segitd fegyverszallitminyokért cserébe felajinlotta szolgdlatait De Gaulle-nak,
majd csupdn az & elutasitdsa utin fordult a németekhez (akik paradox médon az
ellendlléknak ledobott és elkobzott fegyverekkel littak el). Mindennek alapjin ma
mdr nem fekete-fehér kép, redlisan értékelve a korszak viszonyait és lehetdségeit a
Vichy-rendszer vezetdinek megitélése sem egységes. Akadnak koztiik olyanok, akik
sajit meggy$z3désiik és ambicidjuk kovetkeztében méltan nyerték el biintetésiiket a
habort lezardsit kovetden, mig olyanok is voltak szép szammal, akik a radikélisan
megvaltozott koriilmények kozott is megprobdltdk a lehetd legtobbet tenni
Franciaorszdgért, de a vesztes oldalon taldltik magukat, ezért bir a hdborat kévetden
elitéleék Sket, ma mir mds szemmel nézik tevékenységiiket (Bourseiller, 2021).

Osszegzés

A Francia Allam a nemzeti forradalom keretében egy alapvet8en jobboldali
ideoldgidkra timaszkodd, tekintélyelvii, antidemokratikus, korporativ, antiszemita,
regionalista, a virosokkal szemben a vidékre timaszkodd és a marsall személyi
kultuszdra épitd 14j politikai, tirsadalmi és gazdasigi berendezkedést kivant
létrehozni. A hidbords vereség kovetkeztében kialakulé kiilonleges helyzet pedig
olyan katalizitorként mikodott, amely elsegitette ezeknek a megolddsoknak az
el8térbe keriilését — szdmos olyan intézkedéssel egyiitt (személyi kultusz,
antiszemitizmus stb.), amelyet a francia tirsadalom nagy része nem érzett a
magaénak, de csupan korldtozottan tudta kifejezni ezekkel kapcsolatos ellenérzését.
Ez a nagyszabdst politikai—tarsadalmi dtalakitdsi kisérlet a kiilpolitikai helyzet
alakuldsa miatt végiil megbukott, azonban szidmos, ennek sordn létrejott 4j eredmény
fennmaradt és tovibb élt (és részben él a mai napig is) Franciaorszdgban. Ennek
egyik els8dleges magyardzata az lehet, hogy a radikdlis médszerekkel operils
rendszer a legtdbb esetben régéta fenndlld problémakra keresett és kindlt olyan
valaszt, amelyek kidolgozasan kiildnb6z8 politikai és gazdasdgi csoportok mér régéta
dolgoztak. Ebbél kifolydlag ezek az intézkedések — fiiggetlentil a rendszer
természetétdl — valédi megoldast jelentettek szdmos problémara, ezért ezek a
Francia Allam bukdsa utdn is tovibb éltek Franciaorszigban és hozzdjirultak az
orszag politikai, gazdasigi és tirsadalmi berendezkedésének modernizaldsihoz.
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A POLITICAL REACTION TO A MILITARY DEFEAT: THE FRENCH STATE (1940-1944) AND ITS LEGACY

Abstract

In 1940, the French army suffered a devastating defeat at the hands of the German armed
forces. This unexpected event led to the formation of a new government under Marshal
Philippe Pétain. The French government moved to Vichy, where the legislature granted
Pétain extraordinary powers. He used these powers to collaborate with Nazi Germany in
foreign policy and to implement the regime change known as the 'national revolution' in
domestic policy. The new regime sought to create an authoritarian, anti-democratic,
corporatist, rural-centric political order, which placed great emphasis on the cult of
personality around Pétain, promoted anti-Semitism and sought to transform French
society and the economy along conservative, right-wing lines. The radical nature of the
political transformation of the Vichy regime ultimately failed, largely due to the evolution
of the war. Nevertheless, many key aspects of the regime's policies continued to have a
major impact on post-war France, and some of these are still in effect today. These reforms
contributed to the political, economic and social modernisation of the country and
therefore nuance the perception of the Vichy regime in the history of modern France.

Keywords: France, World War Il, Philippe Pétain, National Revolution, reform
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Introduction

Abstract

Latin American countries managed to avoid major
wars after their liberation from the colonial system. At
the same time, smaller, local wars and territorial
conflicts have affected the region, often creating a
tense interstate atmosphere and delineating areas of
geographically disputed affiliation. In the 21st century,
the controversial territorial disputes of the 19th and
20th centuries continue to shape the regional
dynamics of interstate relations. Among the numerous
examples, this paper examines the land disputes
between Chile and Bolivia (Atacama, Antofagasta),
Argentina and the United Kingdom (Las Malvinas or
Falkland Islands), Brazil and Uruguay (El Rincon de
Artigas, llha Brasileira, Masoller), Costa Rica and
Nicaragua (Isla Calero), Guayana and Venezuela
(Essequibo), Guatemala and Belize (Cayo, Belize,
Stann Creek and the Toledo Territories). It explores the
history and origins of these interstate conflicts,
describes possible solutions, including measures
taken to date to resolve them, and argues that existing
problems with colonial roots are being exacerbated by
the race for resources and global markets, with a
particular focus on China’s role in regional geopolitical
realities. The analysis concludes that these disputes
are unlikely to be resolved in the near future, despite
the policies and efforts already undertaken.

Keywords: Latin America, territorial disputes, claimed
territories, interstate relations, 21st century, China,
USA

Latin America is currently experiencing a growing trend of land and maritime border
disputes that threaten to disrupt peace and undermine stability in the region.
However, tensions arising from territorial disputes have been present since the
independence of Latin American states, and in some cases led to wars in the 19th
and 20th centuries, but mostly only to the point of saber-rattling and mobilization
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of forces, without any real military action. The few conflicts that did result in
localized aggression did not, with one or two exceptions, escalate into full-scale war.
However, increasingly frequent and often hostile statements are heard from leaders
and political elites blaming other states for their perceived or real grievances,
highlighting their landlocked and territorial status as a source of economic and other
disadvantages. These accusations often emphasize the use of force as a possible
means of resolving disputes between states, even in official communications. This is
a worrying trend in a region where wars have been fought for such reasons in the
past.

The aim of this paper is to outline the interstate conflicts, territorial disputes, and
disputed territories in contemporary Latin America, to briefly summarize the
antecedents of the 19th and 20th centuries, to provide a historical background, and
to describe the attempts and efforts of the respective states to resolve the disputes.
In the cases examined, the results demonstrate that Latin American states in the
21st century are much more inclined to favor peaceful settlement proposals than the
watlike conflict resolution practices of two centuries ago. There are two main
reasons for this. First, the International Court of Justice (IC]) now provides a real
alternative to war, and international organizations such as the United Nations (UN)
and its conflict management activities are now globally recognized as impartial and
legitimate arbitrators and peacebuilders (Kacziba, 2017). Another reason is that the
use of war as a tool is considered stigmatizing and degrading among Latin American
states, and therefore to be avoided. In addition, many international treaties explicitly
prohibit the use of military force, and countries that have accepted this as a binding
criterion for themselves may face serious international sanctions if this is violated
(Paterson & Flynn, 2013).

Opverall, while tensions are rising in Latin America relevant to disagreements over
disputed borders and territories, the international treaties and existing peace
agreements, as well as mutual respect for international law and diplomacy, have
meant that the countries concerned have not automatically resorted to the use of
force and war to resolve their disputes in recent decades.

China’s challenge to US geopolitical interests in Latin America

In recent years, Latin America has emerged as a critical arena for geopolitical
competition between China and the United States (US). Traditionally within the
US sphere of influence, the region has witnessed a growing Chinese presence, driven
by its strategic ambitions and economic interests. This shift in dynamics has
significant implications for Latin America's geopolitical landscape. China’s
involvement in the region is multifaceted, encompassing economic, political, and
military dimensions. Economically, it has become a major trading partner for many
Latin American countries, providing much-needed investment, particularly in
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infrastructure and energy. The Belt and Road Initiative (BRI), launched in 2013,
has further solidified China’s presence in the region (Jenkins, 2021). Latin American
countries, in turn, provide China with essential commodities such as oil, copper, and
soybeans, underscoring the complementary nature of their economic relationship.
Politically, China’s influence in Latin America has grown through diplomatic
engagements and multilateral organizations. Many Latin American countries have
welcomed China’s non-interventionist approach, which contrasts sharply with the
often prescriptive policies of the US. China also strategically used “vaccine
diplomacy” during the COVID-19 pandemic to enhance its soft power in the region.
These efforts have helped China build stronger ties with Latin American
governments and gradually erode US influence.

The military dimension, although less pronounced, is also noteworthy. China has
increased its arms sales to the region and engaged in joint military exercises with
Latin American countries. While these activities are limited compared to China’s
economic engagements, they signal Beijing's growing interest in becoming a global
military player and challenging long-standing US dominance in the Western
Hemisphere. Recognizing China’s growing influence, the US has sought to reassert
its presence in Latin America. However, Washington faces significant challenges in
countering China’s rise. Latin American countries, burdened by debt and seeking
economic diversification, often see Chinese investment as crucial to their
development. Moreover, the US’s own internal political struggles and inconsistent
foreign policy have made it difficult to present a coherent strategy for Latin America.
In sum, the geopolitical tug-of-war between China and the US in Latin America is
likely to intensify in the coming years. While the US still wields considerable
influence in the region, China’s strategic investments and diplomatic initiatives are
gradually reshaping the geopolitical landscape. The outcome of this competition will
have far-reaching implications, not only for Latin America but also for the broader
global order (Carafano, 2024).

Due to economic unpredictability, high levels of inequality and inefficient
administration, Latin American countries remain trapped in a low-growth scenario.
As a result, most governments in the region rely on foreign direct investment (FDI)
to stimulate economic growth. Over the past year, however, FDI fell 9.9% to $184.3
billion. Despite a 15% increase in mergers and acquisitions, its total value fell by 13%.
FDI is concentrated in a small number of countries. Brazil received 35% of the
region's FDI last year, and Mexico came in second with 16%. Argentina, boosted by
the new government of President Javier Milei, came third with 13%, followed by
Chile with 12% and Colombia with 9%. With the European Union leading mergers
and acquisitions, the US remains the region’s largest investor. From 2022 to 2023,
the EU saw the highest increase in FDI, followed by Canada. Although still active,
China's share of investment has declined from a decade ago (GF, 2024).
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The Impact of Chinese Influence on Latin American Border Disputes

China’s growing influence in Latin America has increasingly become a topic of global
strategic importance, especially as it intersects with the region’s longstanding border
disputes. Traditionally, Latin American border conflicts have been shaped by
historical grievances, resource claims, and geopolitical ambitions. However, the
rising presence of China introduces new dynamics that could significantly alter the
resolution or perpetuation of these disputes.

China’s involvement in Latin America is primarily economic, characterized by
substantial investments in infrastructure, energy, and raw materials. The Belt and
Road Initiative (BRI) has expanded Beijing's economic footprint across the region,
fostering deeper ties with Latin American governments. This economic leverage
provides China with considerable soft power, which could influence the way border
disputes are managed or resolved. Countries engaged in territorial conflicts may
prioritize maintaining favorable relations with China, especially when Chinese
investments are critical to their economic development (Berg, 2024). This
prioritization could either encourage peaceful negotiations or, conversely, embolden
nations to assert their claims more vigorously, banking on China’s diplomatic and
economic backing. Moreover, China’s principle of non-interference in the domestic
affairs of other countries, often cited as a key element of its foreign policy, is a double-
edged sword in the context of border disputes. On one hand, this stance allows
China to maintain neutrality, avoiding direct involvement in the region’s territorial
conflicts, which could be seen as a stabilizing influence. On the other hand, China’s
substantial economic influence could indirectly sway the outcomes of these disputes.
For instance, nations receiving significant Chinese investment may feel pressured to
align their policies with Beijing's broader strategic interests, potentially
compromising their positions in border negotiations.

Additionally, China’s growing military presence in Latin America, although less
overt than its economic influence, adds another layer of complexity. Through arms
sales and military cooperation, China has established security ties with several Latin
American countries. While these ties are not directly aimed at influencing border
disputes, they do enhance China’s strategic presence in the region, which could
indirectly affect the power dynamics of such disputes. For example, a country
engaged in a territorial conflict might leverage its military relationship with China to
bolster its defense capabilities, thereby altering the balance of power in its favor.
Furthermore, China’s role in multilateral forums within Latin America could also
impact border disputes. As China becomes more involved in regional organizations
such as the Community of Latin American and Caribbean States (CELAC)
(Altmann-Borbén & Rivero, 2022) or the Organization of American States (OAS),
it could exert influence over the diplomatic processes that govern the resolution of
border conflicts. China’s position as a major economic partner gives it a potential
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platform to shape the discourse around these disputes, promoting resolutions that
align with its interests, such as regional stability that favors continued economic
engagement.

In conclusion, the growing influence of China in Latin America is likely to have
significant, albeit complex, impacts on the region’s border disputes. While China’s
economic, military, and diplomatic engagement provides it with tools to shape
outcomes, its policy of non-interference and focus on economic ties could result in
indirect rather than direct involvement. The extent to which China will actively
shape these disputes depends on how its broader strategic interests align with the
specific circumstances of each conflict. As Latin America continues to grapple with
these territorial issues, China's role will be a critical factor in determining the
trajectory and resolution of these disputes (Ibid).

Brief overview of the specific historical and geographical context of
Latin America

The history of the continent has specific characteristics. The role of geography and
its impact on regional geostrategic decisions can be traced back to the early and mid-
19th century, when several Latin American states became independent relatively
early and have maintained their independence to the present day. Their liberation
was facilitated by the enormous distance from the European continent, as the
Spanish and Portuguese colonies became unsustainable due to the challenges
emerging in the Iberian Peninsula. The resulting power vacuum could not be filled
by other European powers, again due to their great distance. And it is the same
distance that today prevents the countries of this region from being a viable
counterweight to their northern neighbor, the US (Soltész, 2011). Other factors
that contribute to South America's developmental shortcomings are its small
population (600 million people), its uneven distribution, and its lack of modern
infrastructure. The population is mostly concentrated near the coasts (‘the inhabited
fringe’) because this is where they mostly found their livelihoods, and typically these
sea and ocean areas were the only habitable regions (Marshall, 2018). However, it is
also distance that protected the countries of the region from major global wars in the
19th and 20th centuries, as neither the First nor the Second World War devastated
these states. They were left to their own conflicts, since almost immediately after the
declarations of independence, either territorial battles or internal civil wars
determined the political culture of the newly created states (Kakai, 2004).
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Map 1: Territorial disputes of Latin America
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The Mexican-American War, fought between 1846 and 1848, not only
determined the borders between the two countries, but also created a cultural divide
between the US and Latin America. Perhaps the bloodiest war on the South
American continent took place from 1864 to 1870, known as the War of the Triple
Alliance. The combined forces of Argentina, Brazil, and Uruguay defeated
Paraguay, with Argentina and Brazil in particular annexing large territories from the
defeated party. Although the country was not divided among the victors, it
effectively ceased to be a functioning state, and nearly 60% of its population (400
000 people) died in vain (Paterson & Flynn, 2013). The so-called War of the Pacific
(see below) was fought from 1879 to 1884 and ended with Chile's victory over Peru
and Bolivia, cutting off Bolivia's access to the sea. Among other things, this victory
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helped Chile to develop significantly and become one of the model economies of
Latin America (Pélyi & Thomdzy, 2019). By the end of the 19th century, state
borders were largely established, and the upcoming 20th century was not free of
armed conflicts and struggles. In the first half of the century, from 1932 to 1935, the
Chacé War was fought between Paraguay and Bolivia following the discovery of oil
in an area that both countries claimed as their own. Peru and Ecuador fought three
times to adjust their border along the Andean ridge, in 1941, 1981, and most
recently in 1995. El Salvador and Honduras fought a so-called ‘Football War’ in
1969 due to political disagreements between the two countries and migration.
Argentina, in a desperate attempt by its last dictatorship to save itself, invaded the
British-ruled Falkland Islands in 1982, and the conflict ended in the country's swift
defeat and the fall of the junta.

Additionally, in the second half of the twentieth century, Central and South
America became a secondary theater in the Cold War. Despite the global divide, the
underlying problems of territorial claims have not changed or been resolved during
this period. Relations between Chile and Bolivia remained particularly tense, and the
border between Belize and Guatemala was disputed. Argentina and Chile were in
dispute over the sovereignty of the Beagle Channel, Venezuela claimed significant
territory in Guyana, and Ecuador had territorial demands against Peru (Marshall,
2018). Currently, the territorial disputes that still exist have either been suspended
or are being resolved through diplomacy and international law, but with few real and
tangible results (Dedk, 2021).

Territorial disputes of Chile and Bolivia

The states of Latin America gained their independence from the former Spanish
colonial dependencies during the 19th century. Chile has been de facto independent
since 1810, although it was not formally proclaimed a state until February 12, 1818.
Bolivia (then known as Upper Peru or Alto Pert1) gained independence in 1825 with
a much larger territory than it has today. Most of its territorial losses, amounting to
almost 1 000 000 km2, of which 1 200 000 km2 went to Chile, were related to the
so-called War of the Pacific. The main problem for Bolivia was, and still is, not the
extent of its territorial losses, but the loss of its access to the sea. Currently, there are
only two states in South America without access to the sea: Bolivia and Paraguay.
This fact has been a major economic and commercial handicap throughout the 20th
century and has increased the isolation of foreign trade in the 21st century.

The source of the problem dates back to the 19th century, shortly after the two
countries gained independence. There was another player in this conflict, Peru,
which also suffered significant territorial losses in a dispute that escalated into war.
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The so-called War of the Pacific* broke out in 1879 and led to a major transfor-
mation of the map of South America.

The immediate cause of the war was Bolivia’s unauthorized imposition of new
taxes on the Chilean company Compania de Salitres y Ferrocarril de Antofagasta
(CSFA), then operating in the Bolivian territory of Antofagasta, in 1878, in violation
of the 1874 treaty®, in which the two parties agreed that no new tax could be imposed
for 25 years on any Chilean individual or company operating in Bolivia. The dispute
escalated into military action, when Chilean troops occupied the port of Antofagasta
on 14 February 1879 in response to the Bolivian action which the Chilean
government considered a breach of the treaty.

The war ended in 1884. Hostilities with Peru ceased in 1883 (Treaty of Ancén),
and relations between the two countries were settled in 1929 with the Treaty of
Lima, mediated by the USA. Chile retained the occupied province of Arica. In 1884,
Bolivia accepted the loss of its entire coastline to Chile by signing the Treaty of
Valparaiso. The Treaty of Peace and Friendship of 1904 ceded the entire
Antofagasta region to Chile (F. Sater, 1996). As a result of the wars, Bolivia became
a landlocked country, while Chile gained control of new saltpeter fields and
strengthened its position vis-a-vis neighboring countries (Dedk, 2007; Jancsé, 2008).

After 1904, the Bolivian aspirations to regain the lost sea access became - and still
are — one of the defining features of the relations between Chile and Bolivia. This
effort is known in studies as the Atacama border dispute (Litigio de la Puna de
Atacama). The issue was raised several times during the 20th century, but it was not
until 1975 that the first milestone of negotiations was reached. Then leader of Chile,
Augusto Pinochet and his government proposed a solution to settle the Bolivian
claims (Harsanyi, 2011). According to the plan, the Lluta River would have been
the new border in the north, marking a narrow corridor parallel to the Peru-Chile
border from Bolivia to the sea, resolving the centuries-old conflict in the border
dispute between the two countries. But the project would have been implemented
on territory formerly belonging to Peru, and under the terms of the Treaty of Ancén,
Chile could not unilaterally transfer to a third party any region it had acquired from
Peru without Peru’s consent. The ruling Peruvian dictator Francisco Morales-
Bermudez rejected the plan and proposed instead the designation of a common
region (Arica) controlled by the three countries as a solution. Chile, however, did
not accept this proposal, arguing that such shared sovereignty would be complicated
and uncontrollable in practice.

* War of the Pacific or Saltpeter War (Guerra del Salitre), 1879-1884. Not to be confused with the
war between the USA and Japan in the Pacific theatre of operations in World War II, also profes-
sionally known as the War of the Pacific (Pacific War).

> Boundary Treaty (Treaty of Sucre), 1874. Boundary Treaty, Treaty of Sucre, trade and border
treaty between Chile and Bolivia. It extended the treaty of the two countries concluded in 1866.
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In 2004, on the 100th anniversary of the 1904 Treaty of Peace and Friendship,
the Bolivian claim was again put in the spotlight. Building on the huge volumes of
natural gas discovered in Bolivia at that time, Bolivian president Carlos Mesa, in the
context of his ‘gas for the sea’ movement, opened dialogue with his Chilean
counterpart Ricardo Lagos in public at the Organization of American States (OAS).
In the spirit of reconciliation, Lagos suggested that the first step should be the
resumption of diplomatic relations to ensure the smooth continuation of the
dialogue. This proposal was firmly rejected by Mesa in the presence of
representatives of the states of America, and he was probably not seeking a solution
to the problem but wanted to win the sympathy of the international community for
his country and to gain some domestic political support (in order to remedy his
declining popularity). At that time, Bolivia was already engaged in internal political
battles, such as the so-called gas war - which will be discussed in detail later in this
papet.

After Evo Morales came to power in 2006, the new president gradually took what
had been a bilateral issue to the international community on the continent (and then
the world) in the hope of gaining some support. It is also important to highlight the
aspect that raw materials are in great demand in global trade in the 21st century.
Bolivia is a country rich in mineral resources (ores and natural gas) which are
currently only available on the world market to a limited extent, despite the huge
demand for them (Navarro, 2004).

In 2012, negotiations between Chile and Bolivia to resolve the border dispute

broke down and Morales decided to take the issue to the ICJ. He did this despite
the fact that the Organization of American States had already adopted a resolution
on the issue in 2012, stating that the border dispute was a conflict that could not be
resolved by the international community and should be resolved through bilateral
negotiations between the two countries. On 24 April 2013 the proceedings were
launched, which surprisingly did not affect the issue of the border modification
claim, but Bolivia filed a claim regarding the enforcement of previous promises made
by Chile in the 1950s and 1970s - which were never fulfilled (Veltzé, 2014).
The court proceedings were concluded at the end of 2015, and a final and binding
resolution was delivered in October 2018. According to this, Chile cannot be obliged
to grant Bolivia a license to use the sea exit. The court has also delegated the case
back to the two countries to reach a joint solution (Reuters, 2019). A settlement is
still pending. At the same time, bilateral relations are still very much affected by the
unresolved, still open, and highly politicized issue, which divides both Chilean and
Bolivian society (Szente-Varga, 2016).
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The Silala/Siloli water dispute

Water is a high priority issue in Bolivia, especially since the so-called water war. The
explosive growth of large cities has not been matched by infrastructure development,
prompting the Bolivian government to involve international companies in its
development. This process was accompanied by a significant increase in the price of
drinking water, which the population could not afford. The escalation of tensions
led directly to the Cochabamba Water War in 2000 (Mulligan & Eckstein, 2011).

Understandably, Bolivia is sensitive to perceived or real threats to its watershed.
This is true even though the conflict, known as the Silala or Siloli water dispute
(discussed below), has strong anti-Chilean political overtones that Bolivia seeks to
use to gain domestic political capital, strengthen its power vis-3-vis Chile, and
maintain international attention. The issue of clean water is well suited to this
purpose, as many believe that one of the greatest challenges of the 21st century will
be to ensure access to drinking water for the world's population (Glied, 2009; Glied
& Kacziba, 2021). The Silala conflict — linked to one of the most vulnerable water
sources in the region (Wolf, 2007) — has also highlighted irregularities in water and
river basin rights that have not been addressed, or not in this form, but their
significance goes beyond the problems of the two countries.

The origins of the dispute date back to the early 1900s (1908), when a Chilean-
resident company (Antofagasta & Bolivia Railway Company, Ferrocarril de
Antofagasta a Bolivia, FCAB) built a canal for its mining investments, with the aim
of diverting the waters of the Silala, which originates in Bolivia, to the Chilean side
of the border. In 1997, Bolivia withdrew the concession rights, claiming that the
water was not being used for the purposes specified in the original agreement.
Instead, it signed a new 40-year contract with the Bolivian company DUCTEC SRL
worth 46.8 million USD, in return for which it agreed to establish an industrial park
in the area and to market Silala water as bottled drinking water under the slogan
“Drink Silala water for sovereignty” (International Water Law Blog, 2013).
According to the Bolivian position, the Silala River does not exist, it is artificially
formed and thus the water belongs to Bolivia, and that they are only willing to
negotiate any further if it is linked to the recovery of Bolivia's lost sea access. They
claim that the water belongs to Bolivia (Agencia Efe, 2019) and that the Silala is
therefore not subject to international river and water law.

Chileans, on the other hand, believe that the Silala River exists and that regardless
of the fact that part of the riverbed is artificial, it would flow towards Chile anyway.
According to their position, the river flows across the Chilean border, and it is
subject to international river and water law, and they accuse Bolivia of violating the
relevant international conventions by altering the flow of the water and “blocking” it

(Ibid).
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This situation is interesting for several reasons. On the one hand, the decision
depends heavily on whether the Silala River is considered an artificial river or a
natural, inherently existing river. On the other hand, this issue has highlighted the
fact that international law is not always properly applied, for example, the rights to
the riverbed and water flow of artificially created watercourses are unclear.
Geological and historical studies are underway to determine what the Silala is.
However, evidence and surviving historical documents already suggest that the Silala
flowed across the Chilean-Bolivian border before the artificial channel was built,
more or less along the course of the later artificial channel. The situation is further
complicated by the fact that in 2017, in addition to water rights issues, new elements
such as the human right to clean water have emerged in this already highly politicized
issue. In 2010, the UN recognized the right to clean drinking water and adequate
sanitation as a human right, following a proposal submitted by Bolivia (Greco,
2017).

In addition to the viewpoints of international law, water and river law, human
rights, the border dispute between two neighboring countries, and the quest to
regain a lost sea exit, the dispute also highlights other very significant issues. The
water body is described in the literature as a river, but in reality, it is merely a stream
with a flow that is a fraction of the Amazon (estimated at 0.000001%). In many
countries around the world, rivers, streams and river basins that are many orders of
magnitude larger than this are the subject of repeated legal disputes — e.g. the
Amazon, the Nile, the Euphrates or the Danube — and it is easy to see why the Silala
dispute and its outcome are of such importance. If such a small watercourse can
cause such a major international conflict, then the issue of the rights of much larger
surface waters and the precise settlement of the relevant legal relationship could be
one of the most important international legal tasks of the 21st century.

Argentina

With regard to the Falkland Islands (Las Malvinas), the issue of Argentina’s
territorial dispute and disputed territories stands out in several respects from the
traditional understanding of interstate conflicts in Latin America. Not only because
it involved a country outside the region, or even the Southern Hemisphere, but also
because it involved an actual war of conquest that ended in Argentine defeat and the
retention of British control over the Falklands.

The origins date back to the 16th century. The British discovered the island in
1592 and first landed in 1690. After a brief French interlude, the Spanish took
possession of East Falkland in 1767, while the British (1774) abandoned their West
Falkland settlements. The Spanish didn't stay much longer, giving up the area in
1811. Argentina laid claim to the islands and the surrounding waters in 1820 and
built a fort there, to which the British responded by returning again in 1833,
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destroying the Argentinian fort, occupying the islands and electing a governor.
Argentinian territorial claims were legally ended by the Arana-Southern Treaty of
1850. Argentina never really gave up its claim to repossession, but it did surprise the
international community when, after almost 150 years, it invaded the Falkland
Islands on 2 April 1982 without any particular warning signs. Although the strategic
and situational advantages were essentially better exploited by Argentina because of
its relative geographical proximity, the action can be seen as a last-ditch attempt by
a dictatorship in crisis rather than a well-considered military action. It was a
desperate attempt by the military junta led by Leopoldo Galtieri to retain power and
popularity, which failed as much as the military action.

The Argentinian invasion was followed by a short, but violent and bloody war.
The British expeditionary forces sailed more than 8000 nautical miles in a war the
world almost had not seen since almost the Second World War. A British nuclear-
powered submarine sank an Argentine cruiser (ARA General Belgrano) killing over
300 of its crew, then in response the Argentinian air force sank 7 British ships using
Exocet missiles. The air, sea and land actions killed 650 Argentinian soldiers (750
according to other sources) and 250 British soldiers, and the war ended with the
defeat of Argentina, the fall of Galtieri and new free elections. The territory
remained in British hands. The details of the armistice agreement are set out in a
UN regulation of 26 May 1982 (UN, 1982, res. no. 55). Relations between the two
states have been slow to normalize and diplomatic relations were not resumed until
1989.

Despite the resumption of diplomatic relations, in 2010, the conflict flared up
again. The UK granted permission to explore for oil and gas in the Falkland Islands
and the surrounding waters, to which Argentina protested and accused London of
‘militarizing the South Atlantic region through its military exercises in the area. In
2011, the members of Mercosur (Mercado Comtn del Sur, Southern Common
Market; Domonkos, 2010) decided to remove British-owned ships sailing under the
Falkland Islands flag. After the sanctions came into force, neither Brazil nor Peru
allowed British ships to dock in their ports. For example, the ship HMS Clyde had
to turn in front of Rio de Janeiro (Brazil) because it was not allowed to dock in its
port. The following year, in 2012, Bolivian president Evo Morales made a veiled
threat, supported by other members of ALBA (Alianza Bolivariana para los pueblos
de Nuestra América). According to the president’s statement: “if the British were to
attack Argentina, Argentina will not be alone” (Lilén, 2015). Ecuadorian president
Rafael Correa called for the imposition of sanctions against Britain, while at the 10th
meeting of ministers of defense of the Americas, held in Punta del Este, Uruguay, in
October 2012, representatives of almost all the countries present recognized the
legitimacy of Argentina’s territorial claim. Many states in the region have remained
in solidarity with the South American country, and the above examples and
statements show that the problem of the Falkland Islands and Argentina’s territorial
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claim has not remained a domestic issue for just two countries but has now been
given tacit support in almost all of South America over British interests.
Nevertheless, it is presently unlikely that Argentina will seek to reassert its control
over the islands by armed force, but it has never renounced its claim to recognize the
territory as its own. It has largely exhausted its options under international law, as
the UN has already ruled in favor of Britain three times — in 1947, 1948 and 1955
— and in 1964 it finally returned the possibility of a decision to the two countries.

In addition to the Falklands, Argentina has other territorial disputes, as well as
territories that it officially claims. With Chile, not only the infamous Beagle conflict
should be mentioned, although this was undoubtedly the most significant event that
almost brought the two states to war. The conflict was over the ownership of some
islands (Picton, Lennox, Nueva) and the sea around them. In 1904, Argentina tried
to settle the status of the territory with Chile (on the basis of the 1881 territorial
treaty that established the boundaries), but this did not succeed. In 1977, the case
was brought before the IC], where the judges ruled in favor of Chile. Argentina did
not accept the decision and in 1978 began military operations in the region
(Operacién Soberania). However, a year later, on January 9, 1979, in Montevideo,
the parties accepted the possibility of a peaceful solution and the mediation of the
Vatican, but Argentina had to halt military operations. Meanwhile, in 1982,
Argentina and the United Kingdom fought a war over the Falkland Islands, which
resulted in the defeat of the former and an internal political reorganization. On
November 29, 1984, with the participation of the new government, the two
countries signed a treaty of peace and friendship, and the status of the disputed
territories was settled. However, even today there are voices questioning this
decision and raising the issue of territorial revision again (Szaldnczi, 2016a).

However, the territorial disputes and overlapping territorial claims of the two
countries are not over yet, and Antarctica is another area where Chile and Argentina
have both made territorial claims. Many countries have claimed territories in the
region since the 19th century, but Chile, for example, traces its claims back to the
Treaty of Tordesillas (1494). In January 1942, Argentina formally announced its
territorial claims relevant to Antarctica, but these overlapped with Chile’s claims.
The two countries signed a bilateral agreement in March 1948, mutually recognizing
each other’s territorial claims, and Chile signed the Antarctic Treaty on 1 December
1959, which is considered the international treaty of the region. The two countries
have settled the issue peacefully, and in 2003 the two parties jointly started the
construction and operation of a research station (Abrazo de Maipt). Since the area
is extremely rich in mineral resources and clean drinking water, according to research
and expectations, it could be an old-new buffer zone for scrambles for resources in
the 21st century (Szalanczi, 2016b).

In 1990, a settlement process was launched to resolve disputed territories
between the two countries, and to date, the parties have been able to agree on 24
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instances. Chile’s Patricio Aylwin and Argentina's Carlos Menem were involved in
the initial negotiations. In 2021, Argentina again surprised the world with an
unexpected twist: in September, a map was published that almost doubled the
country's land area. This was preceded by a law signed by President Alberto
Fernindez in August that officially added 1.7 million square kilometers to
Argentina’s territory, including some of the world’s richest fishing grounds, oil and
gas fields, and the Falkland Islands (Cecchi, 2020). The decision is based on
Argentina’s interpretation of a 2016 UN regulation. It is therefore noticeable that
Argentina is currently looking for ways to find a peaceful solution, but its repeated
territorial claims, based on its national interests, pose new challenges to neighboring
countries and the international community.

Brazil and Uruguay (El Rincon de Artigas, llha Brasileira, Masoller,
Mirim Lagoa)

The two neighboring countries signed a peace treaty in 1851 to settle their borders.
Several disputed territorial issues strain their relationship, but a unique feature is
that bilateral diplomatic and economic relations are almost entirely unaffected by
these conflicts. This is due to the fact that the affected area is small and sparsely
populated, especially by Latin American standards. The area was probably disputed
because the commissioner who surveyed the boundaries of the peace treaty of 1851,
Colonel Reyes, measured the boundaries incorrectly in 1856. On August 10, 1934,
Uruguay formally asked Brazil to review the issue, which involved 22,000 hectares
of land, but since 1974, in the absence of a solution, the official Uruguayan national
map has shown the areas of Rincén de Artigas, Ilha Brasileira and Masoller as
disputed territories. Here, in 1985, the municipality of Vila Tomds Albornoz was
created as a Brazilian initiative, based on the principle of “uti possidetis” (Zanini,
2019).

The inhabitants were subjected the sovereignty of both Brazil and Uruguay,
although the borders are freely permeable in both directions, and Brazilian efforts to
control the territory are mostly marked by the military's actions of deforestation
(Brunet-Jailly, 2015). The approaches of the two governments can be described as
essentially conflict-averse in pursuing the interests of the people living here and their
states. Although the settlement was created by Brazil, it has not provided adequate
support. The roads from the Brazilian side are in such poor condition that, for
example, the gas station here can only be supplied once a week by a fuel truck from
the Uruguayan side, which has to travel almost 100 km through Uruguayan territory
to get there. Since fuel - like other goods - is not cleared through customs at the
border, it would officially be considered contraband if the Uruguayan authorities
were serious about enforcing the laws. In addition, fuel prices differ significantly on
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both sides of the border, creating an interesting price competition for residents (El
Pais, 2015).

Costa Rica and Nicaragua (Isla Calero, Isla Portillos)

The territorial dispute between Costa Rica and Nicaragua is not new. The borders
were established by the Treaty of Canas-Jerez, signed in 1858, along the San Juan
River, which gave Nicaragua the right to control the river, but also granted Costa
Rica the right to commercial navigation. The 1858 treaty was confirmed by two
other international agreements (Cleveland and Alexander Decisions, 1897).

In 1998, Nicaragua arrested a Costa Rican policeman and prevented him from
crossing the river, claiming that he had violated Nicaragua's sovereignty and imposed
a fine on anyone attempting to enter the country for non-civilian and commercial
purposes. On July 13, 2009, the IC] issued a resolution on the case, reaffirming the
1858 ruling and reiterating that Nicaragua exercises control and that Costa Rica has
no right to send police officers to the area, but is free to use the river for commercial
purposes.

Tensions flared again in 2010 when Nicaraguan troops began operations in the
area on October 8th under the leadership of Minister Edén Pastora, a Sandinista
politician notorious for his role as a guerrilla and military leader. Nicaragua claimed
that the three-kilometer-long canal at the end of Isla Calero was not part of
international waters but under its own jurisdiction, and troops unilaterally began
clearing the coast of forest and deepening the canal. Costa Rica immediately
protested, accusing Nicaragua of invading Costa Rican territory (Isla Portillos) and
causing enormous natural damage by controlling the canal. Nicaragua retaliated by
claiming that it had to take control of the territory to combat drug trafficking and
denied the occupation, saying that it was not possible to occupy what was an
inalienable part of its own state. On December 16, 2015, the ICJ ruled on the case,
placing Isla Portillos under the jurisdiction of Costa Rica, upholding previous
decisions and issuing additional rulings in 2017 and 2018, for example on the
amount of compensation to be paid to Nicaragua for damage to nature (ICJ, 2015).

Guyana and Venezuela (Essequibo/Esequiba)

As shown above, territorial conflicts are usually longstanding disputes that are
intensifying or fading away today. The case of Guyana and Venezuela is no
exception, as the disputed territory has been the subject of contention practically
since the earliest demarcation of the state boundaries, and is located roughly between
the Orinoco and Essequibo rivers. The area has become particularly valuable today
because the region is extremely rich in natural resources — especially oil and natural
gas — and whoever eventually extracts them stands to gain a considerable economic
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advantage. Venezuela’s position, and the alleged legal basis for its claim, derives from
the fact that it declared independence in 1810 as the successor to the Spanish
Empire, and since the territory had been a Spanish colony and viceroyalty since the
16th century, it has the right to claim it. Guyana, on the other hand, has been an
independent state (successor to British Guiana) since 1966, but it claims the
territory by virtue of an agreement between the Dutch and the British in 1814. The
Dutch established trading settlements here in 1616 and the Spanish formally
recognized the Dutch rights to Guyana in 1648, so this can and is also invoked by
the country. The Dutch East India Company was the entity that ruled and
controlled this territory — including the coastline and the Essequibo River — from
the 1650s until 1814, after which it was under British control from 1814 to 1966,
and thus, as mentioned above, passed to the state of Guyana upon the declaration of
independence (Bethell, 2024).

In the 1840s and 1850s, the British made further efforts to clarify the boundaries
(with the help of German surveyor Robert Schomburgk), but the matter did not get
closer to a solution. In the second half of the century, British settlers continued to
arrive in the area between the two rivers, which Venezuela saw as an act of
aggression, and broke off diplomatic relations with British Guiana, asking for US
help in 1897. A council (led by the Russian jurist Fyodor de Martens) was finally set
up to draw up the borders, at the suggestion of the US, and took place in Paris in
1899 The decision gave 90% of the disputed territories to Britain, and the decision
was confirmed by the repeated boundary-setting process in 1905. However, the
dispute continued into the 20th century and intensified again after 1966.

Since the beginning of the 21st century, Venezuela has been working to
strengthen its regional power positions (Vogel, 2011), including the territorial
revisionist efforts. In 2015, Nicolds Maduro, the president of the Bolivarian
Republic of Venezuela, made a highly publicized announcement in the Venezuelan
National Assembly that the huge oil fields found off the coast of Guyana belonged
to Venezuela (Padgett, 2021). The announcement was confirmed by Presidential
Decree nr. 1859/2015, followed by immediate protest by Guyana (Bethell, 2024).

On 30 January 2018, the UN Secretary General notified the parties that the
dispute would be accepted and hosted by the IC] (ICJ-CI]J, 2018). This could put
an end to a dispute between the two countries that dates back more than 100 years.
Guyana and the Caribbean states welcomed the decision, but Venezuela was not
amazed by the fact that an international arbitration tribunal would hear the disputed
territory. Indeed, the parties have been having law interpretation disputes from the
outset, as Venezuela, citing Section 33 of the 1966 Geneva Agreement with the
United Kingdom, refused to accept the jurisdiction of the IC] over the issue
(Padgett, 2021).

The crux of the dispute is that the parties disagree on the alleged nullity and
invalidity of an arbitration award made in 1899, the so-called Paris award, which
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stated that the Essequibo region lies on the British Guiana side of the Venezuelan
border. On 29 March 2018, Guyana filed a claim against Venezuela to the ICJ, but
Venezuela continues to reject its jurisdiction. The case currently appears to be
stalled here, with no resolution expected in the near future (Ibid).

Guatemala and Belize (Cayo, Belize, Stann Creek and Toledo areas)

In many cases, the Treaty of Tordesillas (1494) was regarded as the legal basis for
the possession of states that had been created by the Spanish and in the territories
of Spanish viceroyalties. Like other great powers, the British (who appeared in the
region later, in the early 16th century) considered this treaty null and void when
acquiring their territories in North and South America. The first British settlers
appeared in the region in 1638, and their presence is considered continuous until
1779. In 1670 (the Godolphin Treaty), the Spanish recognized the rights of the
British in all the territories they held at the time of concluding the treaty, including
Belize, but did not accurately specify which territories were covered. The situation
was complicated by the fact that in 1738 the colonists began to organize their own
administration, which was not recognized by either the Spanish or the British.
Under the terms of the treaty concluded in 1783 (Treaty of Versailles), Britain
finally abandoned its forts constructed in the area and recognized the sovereignty of
the Spanish Crown over the territory, with the stipulation that the rights of the
settlers (Baymen) would remain guaranteed. However, the local people, who mainly
worked in agriculture and logging, did not accept the content of the treaties. The
Spanish attempted to reclaim the area several times, most recently during the Battle
of Saint George's Caye in 1798, but the settlers prevailed, and the Spanish were
defeated.

They have not made further efforts to take the area, and the locals lived under
their own administration, in their own governorate, until 1862, when they formally
joined the British Empire under the name British Honduras. It is mentioned several
times in contemporary documents as British territory, and when the Spanish lost
control of Mexico and Central America in 1821, the British extended their rule to
the whole region, and the whole area between the Hondo River and the Sarstoon
River was considered a British territory. However, the subjects of the disputes over
the territory changed to some extent. The countries in the region that gained
independence after the 1820s interpreted the territories of the former Spanish
viceroyalties as belonging to them, and Mexico and Guatemala both claimed Belize.
The British, however, never accepted this doctrine, and in the 1893 British-Mexican
treaty, Mexico renounced this territorial claim and was the first of the neighboring
states to recognize the independence of Belize. In 1859, Guatemala formally
recognized British Honduras as a British Crown Colony (Wyke-Aycinena Treaty),
but in 1940 it unilaterally annulled this treaty, claiming that the British had not
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fulfilled their obligations under the 1859 treaty and could not claim rights over
British Honduras. This official position made Belize Guatemala’s longest-standing
territorial claim (since 1859) (Montenegro, 2021).

On 8 February 1948, Guatemala announced the possibility of invading Belize
with its armed forces. In response, the British repeatedly reinforced their military
presence in the region, sending there an aircraft carrier and 8000 troops in 1972 to
prevent a possible invasion. The crisis finally came to an end in 1975, mainly because
a large number of Guatemalan troops deserted, forcing the state to withdraw (Ibid).

That year, Cuba was the first to declare its support for Belize's independence,
then also confirmed by Nicaragua and Mexico. In 1980, a UN resolution also
supported the aspiration and called on the British to continue to guarantee the
territorial integrity of the country (UN, 1980). On 21 September 1981 Belize
declared independence, which was then recognized by the states in the region.
However, Guatemala failed to do so, and isolated itself with its territorial claims,
until it finally recognized Belize as an independent state in 1991 (Lauterpacht et al.,
2001).

In 1994, the state established its own armed forces, and the British armies left
Belize. On 18 October 1999, the Guatemalan foreign minister sent a letter to the
prime minister of Belize, informing him of the continuing territorial claims.
According to this letter, Guatemala claimed 12 272 km?, almost 53% of Belize's
territory, mainly in the areas of Cayo, Belize, Stann Creek and Toledo. On 14
February 2000, an armed clash took place in the Toledo area, resulting in fatalities.

Presently, the case is being reviewed by the IC], after both states decided in
referendums (2018 and 2019) to ask the organization to settle the issue. However,
the expected outcome is that the court will rule in favor of Belize, as Guatemala has
never possessed or occupied the territory of the country. The case was formally
brought before the IC] on 7 June 2019, after both countries announced their desire
for an international law settlement. It is a question for the future whether the
decision will be accepted by the parties, but the possibility of a peaceful and long-
term settlement of the almost 170-year-old territorial dispute has been in sight (IC],
2020).

Conclusion

It is evident that Latin America is currently burdened by a number of territorial
conflicts that pose a real threat, with the risk of outbreak of war. While the territorial
disputes discussed above are essentially a matter of relations between neighboring
countries, it is also important to note that the changing geopolitical processes of the
21st century are having a major impact on the region, and that these external
influences may even exacerbate the disputes. In addition to the decline of US
influence (Lehoczki, 2007), China and Russia, as well as regional middle powers
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such as Iran and Turkey, have established a permanent presence in the region,
intensifying competition for resources and markets. An important element of this
realignment is the relative erosion of British influence, with Barbados announcing
on November 30, 2021, that it will reject the formal sovereignty of Elizabeth II,
further extending its independence and sovereignty (McGreevy, 2021).

This article examined ongoing territorial disputes in Central and South America,
particularly those with historical roots in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries and
explored how these historical tensions shape interstate relations in the twenty-first
century. These disputes, involving countries such as Chile and Bolivia, Argentina
and the United Kingdom, Brazil and Uruguay, Costa Rica and Nicaragua, and
others, often stem from colonial-era boundaries and resource claims. The paper
emphasized that while outright wars over these territories have been rare in recent
decades, the disputes still create tensions and sometimes lead to militaristic
posturing by political leaders.

The paper highlighted that despite ongoing tensions, Latin American countries
are increasingly favoring peaceful methods of resolution, such as international
arbitration through organizations such as the IC] and the UN. This preference for
diplomacy over military conflict is partly due to the stigma attached to war in the
region and the potential international sanctions that could result from violating
treaties that prohibit the use of force.

This contribution discussed China's growing influence in Latin America,
particularly its impact on border disputes. Beijing's economic investments, primarily
through the Belt and Road Initiative, have deepened its ties with Latin American
countries, giving it soft power that could influence how these nations approach their
territorial disputes. While China’s principle of non-interference may seem neutral,
its economic and military ties with these countries could indirectly influence the
outcomes of border negotiations. For example, countries may be emboldened to
assert their territorial claims more aggressively if they believe they have China’s
backing, or they may seek to avoid conflict to maintain favorable economic relations
with Beijing.

The paper concludes by noting that while China’s involvement in Latin America
is multifaceted, encompassing economic, political, and military dimensions, its
impact on border disputes is likely to be indirect rather than direct. The extent to
which China will influence these disputes will depend on how its strategic interests
align with the specific circumstances of each conflict. Ultimately, China’s growing
presence in the region adds a new layer of complexity to the already intricate
geopolitical landscape of Latin American border disputes. The power vacuums that
may emerge as a result of similar processes could further complicate Latin America’s
already complex territorial disputes, making the study of events in the region of
paramount importance.
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