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Introduction

Once again number of security decision and 
opinion makers from the wider Black Sea region 
and the Euro-Atlantic space have gathered in 
Tbilisi, Georgia for the 4th 
annual South Caucasus 
Security Forum. Organised 
by STRATPOL – Strategic 
Policy Institute and the 
Georgian Foundation for 
Strategic and International 
Studies (Rondeli Foundation) 
the Forum managed to 
attract over 300 participants 
from various governments, 
embassies, international 
organisations, academia or 
think-tanks, as well as media 
representatives and public.  

Together, we have managed 
to realize a platform where 

some of the most pressing security issues of today 
and tomorrow were thoroughly discussed. Through 
careful selection of over 40 excellent speakers and 

successful implementation of 
modern technologies, we 
have managed to create the 
most interactive and inclusive 
discussion yet. There were 
many pressing issues to be 
discussed and host of 
questions to be answered. 

This year’s Forum had a lot on 
its plate and the speakers, as 
well as audience managed to 
find many intriguing answers 
and points of view. Detailed 
content of all the seven 
Sessions can be found in this 
report. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2 days            
40 speakers

over 300
participants

7 panels      
16 countries



 

 

 

Day 1 

Opening Keynote – Georgian Prime Minister Giorgi Kvirikashvili 
The first day was opened by a very special 
guest – Georgian Prime Minister Giorgi 
Kvirikashvili. He begun by remembering 
the influential figure of Alexander 
Rondeli, founder of the Georgian 
Foundation of Strategic and International 
Studies. He underlined the importance of 
the South Caucasus Security Forum for 
Georgia and the wider region. 

Mr. Kvirikashvili reminded the 
challenging times for the South Caucasus. 
He welcomed Georgian involvement in 
Black Sea security, highlighting a need for 
a strategic vision for the area. Georgia 
“happens to be at the crossroads of global 
problems, with 20 % of my country’s 
territory occupied, and with foreign minister of 
Russia deliberately visiting occupied territories, 
and further militarisation of these territories,” he 
added. Nevertheless, Georgia remains an island of 
relative stability in these turbulent times.  

He reaffirmed his vision to solve the conflicts 
peacefully and with engagement of strategic 
partners such as the US, EU and NATO, and with 
respect to Georgian sovereignty and territorial 
integrity. Georgian transformation from civil war to 
a democratic state over the past 25 years, with 
ultimate goal to join NATO and the EU was also 
underlined. Cooperation between Georgia and its 
Western allies is the foundation for regional 
security and economic prosperity, he added. 

Georgia is committed to its contribution to the 
newly added NATO Black Sea Security agenda, and 
wants the Sea to be an area of cooperation. Georgia 
is building a new port in Anaklia with western 
partners to achieve this goal. The New Silk Road 
project is drastically changing the perception of 
South Caucasus political geography and Georgia is 
excited to participate in similar projects. The New 
Silk Road is an “axis of cooperation in a vital part of 
the world,” the PM stressed. “In Georgia, hardware 

meets software,” Mr. 
Kvirikashvili said, 
reminding the free 
trade agreement 
signed with the EU 
few years ago. It 
provides physical 
access through 
infrastructure, and 
normative access 
through free trade 
agreements. He 
likened Georgia to an 
opening window to 
the economies of 
Central Asia and the 
Far East. Georgia will 

be the first country in the region to have a free 
trade agreement with China, and is planning to 
launch FTA negotiations with India this year. 

Transparency and responsibility are the pillars of 
security and democracy in Georgia. Tbilisi is equally 
transparent and dependable in other projects of 
strategic importance, such as oil, gas and rail 
projects connecting Azerbaijan, Georgia and 
Turkey.  

Georgia is located at the crossroads of practically 
every interest of the West and the East in South 
Caucasus, this is what makes it valuable in building 
the security architecture. “Georgia is the 
stronghold of Western interest in the region,” he 

stressed. Tbilisi is invested in the 
success of the countries to its east and 
south. Georgia will continue cross 
regional dialogue and hopes to 
maintain talks with Russia, highlighting 

that stability in the region is beneficial to everyone.  

Lastly, Georgia is the vital buffer zone against the 
expansion of terrorism. But countries in the region 
must dedicate greater attention to solving regional 
problems to remain resilient.  

“I am convinced, that this forum will serve as a vital 
platform for generating new ideas in this respect,” 
the PM concluded.



 

 

 

Session 1: Post-Obama era- game changer for wider European Security 

The speakers assessed achievements and failures of 
the Obama administration. Mr. RHODES reminded 
that Obama was elected only few months after the 
Russian invasion in Georgia, but his presidency was 
eclipsed by the 2008 economic crisis. In context of 
America’s ‘sobering’ from Afghanistan and Iraq, he 
made changes to George W. Bush’s policy and 
introduced more selective ‘Leading from behind’ in 
Libya. The re-engagement with Russia, which 
begun with the New START treaty, broke up in 2011-
2012, when Putin returned as president. 
Nevertheless, there were also achievements in 
security cooperation – the Iran deal and 
opportunity to use Russian space and airports to 
supply NATO troops in Afghanistan.  

Amb. Batu KUTELIA made an emphasis on a larger 
trend – the US foreign policy left behind a vacuum, 
which was immediately filled by Russia. The 

administration was starting from a reset and ended 
up introducing sanctions on Russia following the 
invasion to Ukraine. In this time, Russia developed 

new capabilities like information warfare that are 
questioning the existing liberal order. 

Mr. DARCHIASHVILI highlighted the achievements 
of President Obama in the South Caucasus – the 
non-recognition policy and maintaining unity of 
Georgia; the $ 1 billion US assistance to Georgia; or 
development of the Strategic Partnership Charter.  
He also reminded the remarkable contribution of 
Georgia to NATO in Afghanistan and speeding up of 
the democracy building in Georgia under Obama. 



 

 

 

Mr. ONDREJCSÁK built on 
this point, assessing that the 
Russian invasion in Georgia 
was perceived by the West 
as something extraordinary, but only the 2014 
invasion in Ukraine was understood as a game-
changer. Russia introduced using military power as 
a foreign policy tool and willingness to use power 
to influence policy in its neighbourhood. The 
question is: Would the annexation of Crimea have 
happened if Europe had reacted differently to the 
Russia’s 2008 invasion of Georgia? 

Will Georgia get more benefits from the Trump’s 
administration? Amb. KUTELIA reassured that 
there are good institutional preconditions that can 
be a bridge between administrations. But it will 
depend on a number of external factors. There is 
challenge for both sides. Now that the US is back in 
Europe and in the region, Georgia is ready to move 
forward for a strong cooperation.  

How does ‘America First’ look like? Mr. 
ONDREJCSÁK emphasized that for Slovakia, the 
strategic partner is not an administration but the 
US itself. Central Europe would like to see cohesion 
and no big changes. Slovakia had certain worries 
about the new administration but the negative 
expectations were not fulfilled. He mentioned that 
three US top officials have already visited Europe: 
Mike Pence, James Mattis and Rex Tillerson. We 
also see engagement in Europe and commitment to 
the sanctions related to Crimea. America’s request 
for a stronger financial contribution to NATO by its 
members is fair.  

Matthew RHODES added, that in face of the Muslim 
immigration ban or the Border wall, the American 
system of checks and balances proves its 
functioning. Use of force was another issue that 
President Trump was sceptical about in the 
beginning, yet soon after the presidency he 
launched the attack in Syria - a clear signal of the 
potential of American power in the region. 

What will be Trump’s attitude towards the South 
Caucasus? Mr. DARCHIASHVILI agreed that the 
dynamics of Candidate-Trump and President-

Trump are vastly different. There is a fear about the 
remarks that NATO is obsolete. But US political 
system is based on institutions, not individuals. 
Amb. KUTELIA added that the world view from a 
campaign trail is largely different from that from 
the oval office, and compared President Trump’s 
policy plan with President Reagan’s strategy. He 
believes that in order to assess whether or not 
Trump will be a second Reagan, we should wait for 
to see larger trends in policy towards Europe, 
Russia and the Middle East. On a question about 
NATO enlargement, Mr. ONDREJCSÁK said that we 
see NATO enlargement now in Montenegro being 
authorised by Trump. From Slovak point of view, 
nobody should have a veto on NATO enlargement.  



 

 

 

Assessing question from the audience about which 
think-tanks have the biggest influence on US 
foreign policy now? Mr. RHODES mentioned the 
Heritage Foundation’s influence. But the big 
question is the competition for influence inside the 
administration. He said that with Michael Flynn’s 
dismissal, Steve Bannon has considerable influence 
on articulation of the ‘America First’ foreign policy. 

Another audience question was about the media-
hype about the Trump-Russia relations. Mr. 
DARCHIASHVILI said that the deterioration of 
relations was no surprise. It is impossible to cut 
deals with countries that speak, in strategic terms, 
a totally different language. 

Can NATO have a common strategy without 
common perception of threats? Amb. KUTELIA 
mentioned that it took 8 years to finally ferment the 
common threat perception (reflected in the 
Warsaw NATO communiqué). We now have 
common understanding of terrorism and 
authoritarian tendencies. He believes that Ukraine, 
together with Georgia, should be in the next round 
of the NATO enlargement. The US leadership needs 
much stronger steps towards NATO enlargement.  

Mr. ONDREJCSÁK said that with common threat 
perception in alliance of 28 states the smallest 
common denominator wins. While some members 
see Russia as the greatest threat, others (like Spain 
or Italy) see migrations from Northern Africa as the 
greatest threat. Common threat perception in 
NATO will necessarily be broad.  

What kind of US leadership does Europe and the 
South Caucasus need? Mr. RHODES firstly 
reminded, that with the US strikes there has been 
no change in the US military posture in Syria. We 
should, therefore, not expect any change in the US 
policy on the South Caucasus. He then said that we 
need that kind of US leadership that makes the 
Alliance strong – for example emphasis on common 
democratic values. 

 

 
Which think tanks have the biggest influence on the 
foreign policy of D. Trump administration?  

Russian government involvement in US Presidential 
elections? Consequences? #infowarfare 

What do you think about the U.S. Policy towards Iran 
and how it can affect Georgia?  

What steps should we expect from Trump regarding 
Ukraine?  

What are the key foreign policy principles for the 
Trump administration, except for 'America First'?  

Do you think that Trump's readiness to use force and 
challenge Russia in Syria might have repercussions 
for South Caucasus? 

What will be US policy towards the conflict 
resolution in South Caucasus during Trump's 
presidency?  

Without a common perception of threats, can 
Europe, namely NATO have a common security 
strategy? 

What will be the approach of a new U.S President 
towards the NATO and EU enlargement? 

Why are the US back in the region? Because cruise 
missiles were sent to Syria? 

 

https://twitter.com/hashtag/infowarfare


 

 

 

Session 2: Security in the Black Sea region: A Shift of Balance

Is the response of the international community to 
Russia’s actions in the Black Sea satisfactory? Mr. 
KHARSHILADZE stated that Georgia wants NATO 
to expand its involvement in the Black Sea. He 
stressed, that Russia needs a show of strength. 
“They can be deterred; the Cold War is the greatest 
example,” he added. We need to portray NATO as 
capable and willing to fight. Syria is the greatest 
example. The US naval operation with Tomahawk 
missiles frightened and confused Russia; It showed 
that, if done properly, deterrence works. 

Ms. VOROTNYUK warned that situation in the Black 
Sea region has gotten significantly worse since 
2014, mainly due to the drastic increase of Russian 
militarisation others are now following. During the 
Soviet times, Black Sea being the ‘Soviet lake’, 
Russia is trying to turn it into a ‘Russian lake’ once 
again.  

Self-help seems to be the most successful 
instrument in defending against threats in the 
space between NATO and Russia. Kremlin is using 
policies of alliance, occupation and annexation; in 
combination with appealing to the ‘hearts and 
minds’ and using politicians in the region. Romania 
is the most vocal advocate of NATO presence in 
Black Sea; Bulgaria, on the other hand, is not 
interested. Turkish-Russian rapprochement and 
joint military exercises are worrying. Moreover, 
Russia now has a stronger hand in resolving the 
regions’ frozen conflicts. But, at the same time, 
GUAM is revived and countries like Armenia and 
Azerbaijan are diversifying their partners.  

What is the Bulgarian position? Mr. DIMITROV 
described the strategic changes in the region – 
annexation of Crimea, war in Eastern Ukraine and 
fighting in Karabakh. Moreover, the US Secretary of 

State Tillerson is questioning the importance of the 
Ukrainian conflict, and the US involvement in the 
Black Sea is unclear. He has warned that we see a 
return of classical geopolitics. We see fortification 
of NATO borders in the Black Sea and Turkey. 

Security dilemma is an increasing reality in 
international relations, characterised by 
militarisation and changing allies. We see 
deployment of strategic systems to Crimea to 
discourage Ukraine from taking the peninsula back 
and to fortify the status quo. But Bulgaria does not 
support militarisation. Moreover, we see the 
Russian-Turkish alliance of similar anti-western 



 

 

 

and anti-liberal regimes. But they have different 
foreign policy interests on key issues like the South 
Caucasus, Crimea, Nagorno Karabakh, or, most 
importantly, Syria.  

How did we get here with the Turkish-Russian 
relations? Mr. ARSLAN described the diplomatic 
and military history of mutual relations and the 
strategic balance shaped by the Montreux 
Convention. “Turkey has every reason not to be 
eager to challenge Russia, given the two nations 
have previously fought 13 wars over four centuries.” 
For a long time, Turkish Black Sea policy could be 
characterised as: Keep USSR (Russia) peaceful and 
NATO out. Mr. Arslan emphasized that it was not 
the Russian revisionism in the Black Sea that made 
Turkey adjust its Black Sea policy, but rather 
Russia’s intervention in Syria. Still, Turkey does not 
want to challenge Russia militarily. Turkey is trying 
to make a deal that favours Turkey’s interests, fulfils 
NATO obligation, and does not upset Russia. 

Mr. VELIYEV emphasized that Azerbaijan does not 
want to be a part of any military block, it is not pro-
Russian, nor pro-Western. Azerbaijan gives high 
importance to regional cooperation. He then 
mentioned many regional trilateral agreements – 
for example Azerbaijan– Iran – Turkey and 
Azerbaijan – Turkmenistan – Turkey energy export, 
or Azerbaijan – Georgia – Turkey. Mr. Veliyev also 
warned about the Russia-Armenia military units’ 
integration, airspace military unity, and Russia 
providing Armenia Iskander missiles. “The West has 
double standard in approaching frozen conflicts in 
the post-Soviet space,” he added. Azerbaijan is 
arresting returning foreign fighters from Syria, Mr. 
Veliyev concluded. 

Expanding his argument about deterrence, Mr. 
KHARSHILADZE said that the Cold War is the best 
example that deterrence works. But Russia does not 
challenge NATO military capability, it challenges its 
commitment to common defence. NATO should do 
what it says it will do. “If we talk the talk, we should 

walk the walk,” he concluded. Mr. ARSLAN added, 
that navy is a very expensive business and Russia 
might be overstretching its economic capabilities.  

The public asked whether Georgia can use the 
Black sea strategy of NATO to ‘hide’ under the 
NATO Security umbrella? Mr. KHARSHILADZE 
pointed out that we need to send a strong signal 
that the Black Sea will not be a ‘Russian lake’. 
Georgia can participate in NATO black sea 
cooperation, but only in form of technical 
infrastructure, since it does not have a navy. Mr. 
DIMITROV has added, that since Ukraine and 
Georgia are not NATO members, they should 
expect only political response from the Alliance in 
case of Russian aggression.

 

 

 
NATO and Russia in the Black Sea: a new 
confrontation? 

Can permanent NATO military deployment in the 
Black Sea totally deter Russian influence in the 
region?  

Don't you think that NATO moves only when it feels 
a danger towards its benefits?  

How can the increased involvement of NATO 
stabilize the situation in the Black Sea region?  

What to expect regarding the Black Sea Security if 
Turkey will no longer be a member of NATO?  

Please talk about the failed deterrence and lessons 
learned. #DeterringRussia 

Turkish and Russia relations: Do they have a 
conflict of interest towards the Black Sea security? 
Does Crimea and the Georgian occupied territories 
matter in their relation? 

 

 

https://twitter.com/hashtag/deterringrussia


 

 

 

Session 3: South Caucasus security – old conflicts, new dynamics 

Mr. UTIASHVILI pointed out the new dynamics of 
the regional conflicts. He used the example of 
Russia’s annexation of Abkhazia and South Ossetia. 
But most important is the militarization of the Black 
Sea by Russia. Especially the deployment of S-400 
systems in Crimea, and new investments in the 
Black Sea fleet. Russia is mirroring what it has done 
in the Baltics – using the same capabilities. 
Similarly, the joint Russian-Armenian air defence in 
combination with the Abkhazian air defence are 
covering almost entire Georgian airspace. Russia is 
using the 2A/AD strategy – Anti-Access/Area 
Denial. The main goal here is to deter Georgian 
NATO membership.  

But Russia has different red lines. In Ukraine, its red 
line was mere Association Agreement with the EU. 
“What NATO needs to do here is to look deeper in 
Georgia’s security needs, and to voice loud and 
clear commitment to defend Georgia in case of 
crisis.” 

Mr. SHIRIYEV focused on the Nagorno-Karabakh 
conflict saying, that it is difficult to predict what will 
happen next. Russia has been playing a significant 
role in the talks and some progress has been 
achieved with Russia’s effort. But there is 
decreasing trust in the leadership. In Azerbaijan, 
the most discussed topic is the fate of the Armenian 
president Sarkisian.  

The relationship between Russia and the West is 
influencing the negotiation process. Turkey’s 
position is also very important, especially in the 
context of current events. Two things could 
increase the chances of all-out war: the 
constitutional changes in Nagorno-Karabakh, 
which indicate seeking independence; and opening 
the airport on Nagorno-Karabakh territory, which 
would be considered a casus belli. Lastly, the 
question in Azerbaijan is about who is holding the 
button to fire the Iskander missiles.  

Is Nagorno-Karabakh a centrepiece of South 
Caucasus security? Richard GIRAGOSIAN pointed 
out a significant disappointment – every year we 
are moving further and further away from solving 
the Nagorno Karabakh conflict. The ‘Four-day war’ 
last April was a success for Azerbaijan, it has seized 
tactical territory after years of frustration. It is 
important to point out what did not happen. There 

İ



 

 

 

was a limited response by Armenia, no full 
mobilisation, which shows prudent restraint of 
Armenian leadership. There is also absence of 
deterrence.  

What are some implications for the region? In 
Armenia, the problem of corruption was elevated to 
a threat to national security. Georgia is caught in a 
loose-loose position between strategic energy 
alliance with Azerbaijan, and friendly relations with 
Armenia. Turkey fears it will be drawn into 
confrontation with Russia by its ‘little brother’. And 
the West displays strategic neglect towards the 
conflict. In the future, there is substantial risk of a 
war by accident. The element of surprise is now 
largely absent. Lastly, next confrontation will likely 
be more serious and involving heavier weapons, Mr. 
Giragosian concluded.  

Is the Nagorno Karabakh a multi-faced conflict? 
Mitat CELIKPALA spoke about Turkish perspective. 
Domestic issues and foreign policy influence each 
other in Turkey. “Turkey backs Azerbaijan to the 
end,” according to Turkish politicians. It has stood 
behind Azerbaijan 
criticising the 
International Minsk 
Group. There has also 
been a turbulent 
change in the Turkish-
Russian relationship 
after a decade of good 
relations. This 
relationship strongly 
influences the South 
Caucasus. There is a 
grave concern about 
the build-up in Black 
Sea and Syria. “For the 
first time, Turkish 
decision-makers might 
start to understand 
Georgia and Ukraine,” 
he said. There is a big 
competition between 

Russia and the West in energy-related projects in 
the region, and it may impact the security situation 
in surrounding regions. Professor CELIKPALA has 
expressed hope to see Turkey turn from the 
domestic to international issues and find some 
constructive solutions after the referendum.  

Mr. KUCERA said that South Caucasus conflicts 
require a sophisticated approach, but the new 
Trump administration might be an issue. Not much 
has changed in US policy towards the region so far. 
But it might partly be just momentum. “US foreign 
policy is like a large battleship, it is hard to quickly 
turn around.” President Trump is not much 
interested in foreign policy, and the South 
Caucasus is not a very important part of the world 
for Washington. Therefore, US policy in the region 
might remain unchanged. What will happen in case 
of crisis? – this remains an unpredictable, but very 
important question.  

Mr. Kucera has continued, that with the Trump 
administration, we must leave the world of 
international relations, security and strategy; and 
move to the world of television, psychology and 
personality. Donald Trump has a consistent 
worldview – he views that countries are constantly 
taking advantage of the US because its leaders are 



 

 

 

weak. Americans also have an urge to react in case 
something happens, to be the ‘good guys’. This has 
been the case with recent attacks in Syria. 
Therefore, if a crisis breaks up, Trump will try to 
look strong. In case of Nagorno Karabakh, the US 
has the least reputation at stake, and Russian-
Georgian flare up is not very likely now. But the 
Black Sea is the real danger-spot. The US is 
building-up its presence and there are no restraints 
in response to crisis, he concluded. 

The audience asked whether Russia could 
establish more complete control over the South 
Caucasus exploiting the Nagorno Karabakh 
conflict? Mr. GIRAGOSIAN reacted that the hawks 
in Moscow push for a possible deployment of 
Russian peacekeepers in Nagorno Karabakh. But 
this issue is unique – all parties involved are united 
and do not want Russian “peacekeepers”. He said 
that “We are all losers, Russia is the only winner in 
Nagorno Karabakh.”  

What will be the impact of the new Iskander 
missiles in Armenia? Mr. SHIRIYEV said that there 
will not be much of a change. Azerbaijan has its own 
SCUD missiles. The Iskander system is more 
powerful, but the logic of use is the same.  

Mr. CELIKPALA has developed his thought saying, 
that Turkey is not a patron state. It is not using the 
Nagorno Karabakh conflict to create advantageous 
position in the South Caucasus. There is a new 
Turkish policy – increasing number of friends, and 
decreasing number of enemies.  

Mr. UTASHVILI has added, that 
Georgia should do everything 
in its power to decrease the 
chance of potentially 
destructive conflict.  

Mr. KUCERA has concluded, 
that neither Turkey nor Russia 
are interested in involvement 
in Nagorno Karabakh. 
Moreover, Russia has a lot to 
lose by escalation. If it does not 
defend Armenia, who will it 
defend? 

 

What can be the impact of the Iskander missiles in 
the hands of Armenia on the dynamic of the 
Nagorno Karabakh conflict?  

What will be the impact of US resolutely using 
force in Syria on South Caucasus? More 
emboldened Russia?   

What kind of development, including military one, 
should we expect in case of new battle over the 
Nagorno-Karabakh?  

What can be the outcome of the South Ossetian 
referendum on joining Russia? Does Russia want 
another annexation?  

Could current domestic developments in Turkey 
lead to new territorial conflicts with neighbouring 
countries (Bulgaria, Armenia, Georgia)? 

Will Turkey and the EU cooperate to try to resolve 
the Nagorno Karabakh conflict or do they have 
contradictory interests?  

What are Turkish capabilities to project power 
towards the Black Sea region after the recent 
"purges" in military? 

U.S. recent bombing: What should be the impact of 
US-Russia relations in Syria for the South 
Caucasus? 

 



 

 

 

Session 4: Dynamics within the Eastern Partnership: test to transformative power of EU 

Mr. GAPRINDASHVILI inaugurated the panel by 
pointing out the success of some countries in the 
Eastern Partnership. He also reminded the 
complicated EU relationship with Belarus.  

Mr. GOGOLASHVILI looked back to the history of 
Eastern Partnership. Ten years passed since the 
commencement of EaP. It is something very special 
for EU engagement policy to go on for ten years. 
The previous group of states managed to finalise 
the association and closed membership treaties in 
this time. Croatia has been particularly successful 
in this regard.  

Mr. Gogolashvili stated, that the enlargement in the 
region could be achieved other than individually. 
There are three levels of EU engagement on 
regional basis: (1) membership consideration; (2) 
rapprochement without membership possibility; 
and (3) something in between. Countries within EaP 
were elevated from the neighbourhood policy. But 
the EaP countries have vastly different priorities 
now. What should be done is selecting the most 
engaged countries around the Black Sea and 
forming a more focused group. It could be a 3 + 1 
format – Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine + the EU. 
These countries could, for example, crate a similar 
integrated market like Switzerland, Iceland and 
Lichtenstein.  

The moderator reminded, that the current Eastern 
Partnership policy is not the end and outcomes of 
the Brussels EaP summit in November will be 
important. Kalman MIZSEI said that the three 
selected countries – Ukraine, Georgia and Moldova 
– faced many challenges after independence. 

Challenges like creating their own national identity, 
state building, market building and creating a 
democracy. But the EU is fundamentally a rule of 
law community emphasising good governance. If 
there are problems with these issues, there is a 
problem with the EU itself. “The EU has not used its 
muscles yet to establish rule of law and avoid 
corruption” in the selected EaP countries. There is 
still a long way to go for the candidate states before 
becoming full EU members. 

Hennadiy MAKSAK focused on Ukraine to analyse 
the issue. Especially under current circumstances, 
the partnership between the EU and Ukraine is very 
important in security issues, but also in financial 
aid. “The EU sanctions against Russia over Crimea 
are crucial for Ukrainian independence.”  



 

 

 

He mentioned, that the multilateral element of EaP 
must be strengthened, as we now see only a sum of 
bilateral tracks. Overall, the political importance of 
the region must be elevated for the West. He also 
mentioned the differences between regions of 
Ukraine in some areas, which need to be taken into 
consideration. Frankly, there are still some serious 
problems troubling Ukraine nowadays – like 
corruption. But Ukraine needs the support, and 
integration with the EU is the only effective way to 
confront Russian aggression.  

Mr. MANOLE offered a different vision. The EU 
promotes its values through the EaP, but the 
candidate countries need to carry out reforms 
themselves. The six EaP countries are each on a 
different step in the process. “They have more 
differences than similarities,” he stated.  

The security community should insist on the EU not 
to give up the EaP process. The countries should 
take all sectors of social development, such as 
justice, economy and demography, into 
consideration. There are some resistance groups in 
Moldova which will do everything to block the 
reforms. Moreover, we failed to solve the 
Transnistrian problem and now it seems that 

Moldova will be Transnistrianized. “The EU has 
expertise to promote reforms, let’s help it to do 
this,” he concluded. 

 

Are the EaP countries also ready to deal with the 
conflicts and divides within the EU, not only to 
receive benefits?  

What is the future of the EaP countries in terms 
of Brexit and increasing populism / far right 
political agenda in the EU?  

In plain language: what benefits would Georgian 
membership bring to EU citizens?  

Aren't territorial issues of Transnistria / Ossetia 
/ Abkhazia / Crimea a final and definite "no go" 
for completing association processes?  

How can the EU appeal to the sizeable Russian 
speaking part of the Moldovan society?



 

 

 

Day 2 
Opening Keynote – Georgian Minister of Foreign Affairs Mikheil Janelidze 
Georgian Minister of Foreign Affairs Mikheil 
Janelidze opened the second day of the conference. 
The minister has emphasised the tradition of the 
SCSF, and the unique opportunity it provides to 
discuss crucial international issues and 
developments between Georgian 
and international experts.  

Unresolved regional conflicts, 
attempts to destabilise regional 
security, wars in Syria and Iraq 
and increase of terrorism and 
WMDs present the greatest 
threat to the regional and 
European stability and security. 
Mr. Janelidze expressed his 
condolences to the family of the 
killed policeman in a terrorist 
attack in Paris. He added that we 
need to tackle and defeat the 
threat of terrorism together.  

Georgian security not only means 
tackling external threats, but also strengthening 
democratic institutions, political freedoms and 
ensuring economically promising environment. 
These aspects require good governance and trickle 
down to Georgian Euro-Atlantic choice. But 
conventional security remains a major issue for 
Georgia. Continued militarisation and attempts to 
annex the occupied territories contribute to the 
instability of the region. Building barb wired fences 
and kidnappings along the occupation line are usual 
occurrence. The minister condemned agreement 
on the joined Russian-Abkhaz military force and 
recent referendum in the Tskhinvali region.  

Mr. Janelidze also expressed gratitude to the 
international community for the support in 
addressing these challenges and supporting 
peaceful conflict resolution. In the same time the 
Georgian government is continuing the process of 
engagement with people living in the occupied 
territories. “We are ready to offer all the benefits of 
Euro-Atlantic integration to all the people living on 
the Georgian territory,” he added. Tbilisi will 
continue policies of reconciliation, engagement 

and confidence building. Georgia is also facing 
threats stemming from soft power and propaganda. 
But the Georgian society is firm in its European 
choice because “that is the only choice to become 
part of free world,” the minister stressed. 

Hybrid attacks in the whole 
Europe resulted in strengthening 
of the media environment in 
Georgia as well, and require 
improving capabilities to respond 
to disinformation. This implies 
increasing interaction with media 
and strengthening of public 
diplomacy. Special emphasis is 
given to possibility of sabotage or 
attack via cyber-space. Georgia 
has bad experience in this regard 
from the Russia-Georgia war in 
2008. It is taking the 
consequences of such attack very 
seriously. 

“Time for individual and isolated approaches must 
be left behind,” the minister highlighted. That is 
why Georgia has extensively contributed to the 
formation of EU’s Global Strategy. It is willing to 
contribute to the CSDP in areas like anti-terrorism, 
fighting organised crime or cyber-security. Georgia 
is small but it can “punch above its weight” and is 
ready to contribute as much as possible. It is 
contributing not only to NATO missions, but also to 
EU missions, like in the Central African Republic. 

Georgia is interested in deepening defence and 
security partnership with the EU. It welcomes the 
increased EU and NATO involvement in the Black 
Sea region, and it is also interested to contribute to 
Black Sea security. “The Black Sea connects Georgia 
to Europe.” Georgian NATO integration process 
continues and this year has started with many good 
events. Georgia is also thoroughly implementing 
the Substantial NATO-Georgia Package. 

“Georgia is ready to continue to be a reliable 
partner for the EU and for the NATO, and it is ready 
to do everything to be a full-fledged member of 
both organisations,” the minister concluded. 



 

 

 

Session 5: EU´s Global Strategy and consequences for Eastern Partnership

Carlo NATALE begun by quoting Frederica 
Mogherini: “The EU Global strategy will guide the 
Union to ensure security and stability in the region 
and in the entire world.” He added, that the EU 
Global Strategy (EUGS) works in conjunction with 
other strategic documents and focuses on three 
priorities: cyber security, energy security and 
strategic communication.  

The strategy stresses Resilience in approaching 
regional conflicts, and it is strengthening the 
comprehensive approach to security with the focus 
on human security. EUGS extends the trans-
European network and energy cooperation. 
Georgia is one of the few countries explicitly 
mentioned in the strategy. It is described as 
“prosperous and stable country in the region,” 
which is a vital corridor for trade and energy and 
key in connecting Europe and Central Asia. Lastly, 
EU pursues active non-recognition policy towards 
the conflicts in Georgia, and provides the EU 
Monitoring Mission and high-profile talks. 

The moderator pointed out the key buzzwords of 
the EU Global Strategy – Resilience and 
Development. Amanda PAUL then pointed out that 
the EUGS is much more pragmatic than previous 
documents. The EU has shifted from 
democratization towards resilience. This shift 
reflects the crisis in Europe – the euro-crisis, 
migration, terrorist attacks and Russia; which are 
exaggerated by the hybrid warfare and are 
connected in the anti-European sentiment.  

Resilience means security from within – it has a 
strong bottom-up approach. With resilience, the 
EU is focusing on the civil society in its 
neighbourhood, because it cannot work with the 
authoritarian partners. “The solution to protracted 
conflicts in the region lies in engaging with 
different actors,” Ms. Paul added. But the EU is 

outsourcing this lead to the OSCE. The EU should 
be more engaged in Ukraine, she stressed.  

Another challenge is strategic communication. The 
EU does not have sufficient capacity and the 
STRATCOM team needs to be enlarged. Moreover, 
“the response to hybrid threats needs to be hybrid,” 
she underlined. The EU still does not have effective 
approach to deal with Russia. Moscow has created 
a dangerous axis: Black Sea / Caspian Sea / Syria. 
While we talk about countering it, Russia is thinking 
about reinforcing it. For example, by the bases in 
Georgian occupies territories and in Armenia. We 
need to decide what is the goal of creating resilient 
states – membership in the EU or creating a buffer 
zone against threats from Russia and the Middle 
East?  

Mr. Speck has reminded, that under the headline of 
enlargement there are only the Balkans and Turkey. 
Georgia is under the headline of neighbours. 



 

 

 

Moreover, if there will be any concrete foreign 
policy decisions to be made, they will not be made 
on the basis of the strategy but in the member 
states. “Foreign policy is still very much done by the 
capitals like Paris or Berlin,” he stressed. In the 
terms of enlargement, Russia holds a virtual veto 
over the membership of EaP countries in Western 
organisations. But Russia is the real threat in the 
region, and we want to have less tensions with it, 
not more. The EU should be more ambitious, but 
with the view that EaP countries are neighbours, 
not potential members. Resilience is a goal in itself, 
not only a tool to counter the Russian threat. 

The audience has asked whether EU enlargement 
is out of the question not so much because of 
Russia, but because of internal EU problems? Mr. 
TRIANTAPHYLLOU begun by analysis of the EUGS 
– the EaP has 2 references, Ukraine 2 references, 
Georgia 1,5 reference and Moldova zero. On the 
contrary, Russia got 7 references, Turkey 5 and the 
Balkans also 5. But Turkey’s role is about to change 
from the membership track to the neighbour track, 
he reminded. We see hardening of borders and 
minds, “we are at the 1950 moment. The Union 
becomes a more exclusionary club with many 
disagreements,” Mr. Triantaphyllou said.  

We all agree on the need of the EU, but the 
differences between the founding members are 
night and day. If they want to achieve membership, 
the three prominent EaP members – Ukraine, 
Georgia and Moldova – should form a new initiative. 
A new Visegrad Three. But the EU is saying that all 
ENP countries are ‘the surroundings’.  

The audience reminded, that Georgia is better in 
governance indicators than many Balkan countries 
or even EU candidates, but is in the wrong place for 
integration. In another question, the audience 
asked about the problems of transnational 
organised crime and corruption. Mr. NATALE said 
that Georgia managed to minimise corruption and 
organised crime alone and with the help of nobody. 
He continued that it seems sometimes the level of 

ambition in Georgia is almost too high. They are 
sometimes exceeding some EU countries, for 
example in pro-business governance.  

Amanda PAUL continued saying that Georgia is a 
good role model for the societies of the 
surrounding countries. But not so much for the 
leadership. From the other countries, Moldova used 
to be the number one in carrying out reforms for 
the EU. This reputation was, nevertheless, 
shattered by the huge corruption charges against 
the previous government. Ukraine has made 
amazing achievements in the last two years. Ms 
Paul went as far as to say that: “more has been done 
in the last two years, than since the independence” 
in carrying out reforms. But the oligarchy is still 
present.  

Lastly, the question was raised about how can the 
EU sustain the reforms in Eastern Partnership 
countries with the current narrative? Mr. 
TRIANTAPHYLLOU turned the question asking: 
What is our narrative? He has underlined the 
tremendous soft power of the Visegrad Four 
countries in this matter. Especially in bridging the 
gap between Brussels and Tbilisi, Kiev or Chisinau. 
“Initiatives of a single member state can enhance 
the dialogue inside the whole Europe,” he 
concluded.

http://www.stratpol.sk/panorama


 

 

 

Session 6: Russia – where are the boundaries of revisionism? 

David SHAHNAZARYAN inaugurated the panel by 
pointing out that corruption is an instrument of 
Russian soft power. It is its style of governance and 
a tool to spread its influence. The borders of 
Russian revisionism are not defined by Russia, but 
by the West. Putin has announced the current 
‘imperial policy’ already in his 2007 speech at the 
Munich Security Conference. Since then he is 
testing where the West draws the red line. The 
most recent test has been in Ukraine. 
The question is not “why to pursue a 
revisionist policy,” but “why not”. For 
Russia, compromise equals weakness in 
its drive to prevent post-Soviet countries from 
leaving Russia behind. It does this either by creating 
conflicts, or by building vassal regimes.  

The Armenian U-turn from EU association towards 
EEU membership in 2013 needs to be understood in 
this context. The Nagorno Karabakh conflict is now 
not favourable to Russia. Nevertheless, Moscow 
might use the indecisiveness of the West to insert 
Russian “peacekeepers” into Nagorno Karabakh. It 
is trying to achieve this by heavy arming of both 

sides of the conflict. Armenia seeks to keep the 
OSCE Minsk Group, while Russia and Azerbaijan are 
trying to introduce Armenia-Russia-Azerbaijan 
trilateral talks. It is a lesson Ronald Reagan and 
Margaret Thatcher learned in the 1986 talks in 
Reykjavik: “Russians do not want to fight, they want 
to win”.  In conclusion, the West should pursue a 
policy of strategic constraint of Russia. 

Amb. GEGESHIDZE said that there were revisionist 
powers before, and they are not dangerous per se. 
Nevertheless, Russia’s sense of humiliation, 
willingness to take risks and to use violence needs 
to be considered. First factor determining the 
current revisionism is the sense of humiliation for 
Russia in the 1990s. They, therefore, are now 
seeking revenge against the winners of the Cold 
War and their post-Soviet allies. Russia also sees 
the weakening of the West and collapsing liberal 
order. Putin is channelling the anger at the former 
Soviet republics for their perceived ‘ungratefulness’ 
for Russia’s help during the Soviet times. Russia was 
benefiting from the unexpectedly high oil prices in 
recent years.  

There is also an ideological driver, which is 
represented by Russian irredentism and seeking 
compatriots abroad. Lastly, Russia still holds a 
powerful nuclear status which provides her with 
safety and limited threat of punishment. 

These factors can change, but not in the coming 
years. “Russian revisionism will continue for at least 
the near future,” Mr. Gegeshidze predicts. And this 
revisionism is no longer limited to the near abroad. 
Russia now projects its power in the Middle East. 
Moreover, cyber means see no borders and have a 
global dimension. Russia’s goal is to replace the 



 

 

 

current liberal order and break-up of NATO. But for 
these goals an ideology is needed. Be it Russkiy mir 
or Novorossiya, these ideologies are not applicable 
to many places. Furthermore, Moscow’s efforts so 
far have not led to multi-polarity but provoked 
reinforced US position in Europe instead. In the 
long term, loss of credibility can be a big blow for 
Russia. 

Andrey MAKARYCHEV reminded, that so far there 
have been only geopolitical explanations to the 
Russian revisionism. But there is also the question 
of Russian discourse and narratives. In this sense, 
he used the example of President Putin jokingly 
saying that “The Russian border doesn’t end 
anywhere”. Russian messages are well adjusted and 
are appealing to certain audiences. Therefore, 
Russia feels quite well in the post-truth debate, 
which is inherently a Western debate.  

Moscow’s cultural diplomacy is also a significant 
aspect. One example are the concerts of classical 
music. One was organised by Russia in Palmyra 
after its liberation from the so called Islamic State, 
other took place in the occupied Tskhinvali region 
of Georgia. It is supposed to highlight Russia as the 
force of ‘good’, fighting 
against the ‘bad’.  

Second tier of this strategy is 
the people-centric approach. 
Russian message is more 
about the people than the 
territory. It is appealing to its 
‘compatriots’ abroad and 
weaponizes the conservatives 
in its neighbourhood in fight 
against the Western liberal 
order.  

Mr. MENKISZAK continued 
describing the Russkiy mir as 
a spiritual community not 
bound by ethnicity or 
territory. It is connected to 
‘Greater Russia’, which was a 
natural space of Russian 

involvement since the late 18th century. Russian 
leaders do not want to resurrect the USSR but 
rather the ‘golden era’ of Russia. This was in the 
1970s, when the West was in crisis and the USSR 
was rising. The post-Cold War order is unjust and 
unacceptable according to Moscow. The West used 
Russia’s weakness to impose this order on her. 
Moscow now pursues several strategic goals: to 
regain control over the post-Soviet states (with 
possible exception of the Baltics); to create a 
temporary buffer zone in Central Europe; to 
minimise US influence in Europe and to maximise 
Russian presence in the continent.  

However, none of these goals has been reached, nor 
has any of them been abandoned. Russian leaders 
are driven by a sense of vulnerability and fear of 
losing power internally. Most of all, the ruling 
circles fear the advance of the West through Colour 
Revolutions. They often accuse the CIA of being 
behind the protests in Russia, but that is probably 
the result of the mental state of the leadership. 
“They are offensive because they feel like they are 
defending what they think should belong to Russia,” 
he said about the Russian leadership.  

Moscow sees that the West is in mental, political, 
economic and social decline. But they also realise 



 

 

 

the decline of Russia. Therefore, they prefer a ‘Race 
to the bottom’. Mr. Menkiszak arrived at the 
conclusion that Russia will push forward until it 
meets decisive resistance. 

The audience asked how is Russia planning to stop 
the development of transportation corridor 
through Azerbaijan and Georgia? Mr. 
GEGESHIDZE said that in the past Russia tried to 
defeat any project that could liberate the South 
Caucasus in terms of energy transportation. But the 
pipeline connecting Azerbaijan, Georgia and Turkey 
is in place, works, and provides alternative to 
Russian oil and gas. Russian strategy now is to 
attract flow of commodities through its network. 
Concerning the Chinese New Silk Road project 
there are two key questions: (1) When we will see 
more concrete effect on South Caucasus? and (2) 
will it fit into the existing standards of the rule of 
law and accountability?  

The moderator added a question about the 
Tanscaucasus railway development in Abkhazia. 
Mr. SHAHNAZARYAN said that according to a 
comprehensive research about the economic 
benefits of the Abkhaz railway reconstruction for 
Armenia, it will be beneficial, but not revolutionary. 
Economically, mutual railway connection is much 
more in the interest of Turkey and Russia.  

In another question, the audience asked about the 
double standards in the foreign policy of the West. 
Mr. SHAHNAZARYAN responded quite clearly, that: 
“foreign policy cannot exist without double 
standards. Otherwise it would be law.”  

Lastly, Mr. MENKISZAK stressed that there is a 
need for containment towards Russia. But it should 
not be the same, there is a need for smart, 
proactive, but not defensive strategy. The way the 
West deals with its own problems will greatly 
determine the influence of Russia, he concluded. 

 

Gerasimov doctrine is supposed to be an answer 
to colour revolutions in Russian words. Kosovo - 
Crimea is an example of double standards? Please 
debunk it. 

Shouldn't we push Russia on Belarus? Lukashenko 
- Putin axis seems to be weakening. What can be 
done to draw Belarus closer to the EU?  

Multipolarity does not depend on Russia & the 
West alone. Where and how does China come into 
play?  

What are the lessons learned by Estonia in 
countering Russian irredentism and espionage?  

(Russia trying to destroy liberal order would be 
detrimental to itself. An economy the size of 
Italy's cannot survive in a world where "might 
makes right".) 

How Russia is planning to stop development of 
transportation corridor trough Azerbaijan and 
Georgia. How it will impact Chinas Silk road belt 
project?  

Let's speak about NATO revisionism. Enlargement 
caused all this! Stop the aggression!  

Why does one have to think that Russia has a 
great plan, a final goal? Maybe it`s just operating 
on a day-to-day basis, like many others in the 
world?  

Is the Georgian society ready for Western liberal 
values in context of the Russian appeal to 
conservative values? 

Russia's game is all about smoke and mirrors. 
Psychological guerrillas. What should be 
countermove of the West?



 

 

 

Session 7: STRATCOM 2.0- Information Security, Propaganda and Anti-Propaganda 

Mirek TODA begun by demonstrating the 
importance of propaganda and showed some of the 
recent examples of fake news from Central Europe. 
Mr. PAGGIO divided the issue into the technical and 
content/propaganda aspects. These two elements 
are indivisible, he stressed. He has illustrated this 
indivisibility saying that the “success of the Russian 
cyber-attacks on Georgia and Ukraine can be used 
as a powerful token to demonstrate the inability of 
the governments to provide security.”  

What are some of the priorities to counter both 
aspects? In the technical realm, governments need 
to teach the net administrators of important 
networks to defend it against attacks and to secure 
strategic data. They also need to teach regular 
users how to use these networks. This includes 
protection against simple phishing attacks. “They 
need to be thought how to behave online.” Lastly, 
this includes help to admins of critical 
infrastructure in case of a cyber-attack. 

In the content/propaganda realm, Mr. Paggio 
continued, governments need to raise awareness of 
the public. In this sense, we can take an example 
from Finland, where they put emphasis on 
education. “This is the hard way, but it is the only 
long-term solution” he underlined. This element 
includes substantial influence of NGOs in schools. 
We also need to understand how it is done, how 
propaganda is spread. These issues include, for 
example, social network bots. Lastly, we need to 
build awareness among decision makers.  

Taras MYKHALNYUK started by saying that 
increased welfare will likely not help against 
propaganda. “Even in developed countries 
propaganda finds traction,” he added. Approaches 

need to be re-thought. The current information 
war recalls a fight between a noble knight and a 
barbarian. The barbarian can do anything, and the 
noble knight must lose in the end. He then used the 
example of Ukraine – it knows who the enemy is, 
the West does not.  

Nevertheless, Russia is fighting not only against 
Ukraine, but against the values of the West. “If we 
give up our values, we will lose in the end.” 
However, Western countries should not take a 
defensive position, they should attack, Mr. 
Mykhalnyuk said. Propaganda is dangerous, it 
knows no limitations. “Even your neighbour can 
one day become the weapon, being influenced by 
propaganda,” he concluded.   

Mr. TODA than introduced a special issue of the 
Slovak newspaper Dennik N, which included a 
handbook for high school teachers on how to teach 
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about propaganda, hoaxes and conspiracy. Mr. 
ZDANAVICIUS said that we need to understand the 
channels and tactics of propaganda, because they 
are related to each other. In 2015, Russia issued 
strategic documents on this issue which indicate 
more actions in the future. “They describe 
themselves as victims, but they actively use the 
tactics which they are describing as being attacked 
with,” he added.  

 

In Lithuania, everybody knows about propaganda, 
the people can sometimes feel tired just from 
talking about the same issue over and over. But 
there are new topics: hoaxes related to energy, 
supposed Nazi history of the Baltics, or stories 
about the current NATO build-up. Lithuania is 
actively barring Russian channels, educates its 
population with the help of NGOs, creates 
Facebook groups, or issues articles deconstructing 
fakes. “It is important not to mirror Russia. Their 
propaganda has strengths and weaknesses,” Mr. 

Zdanavicius stressed. “Russians have no success 
story, they are no Singapore,” he continued.  

Amb. Giorgi BADRIDZE begun by using an analogy 
about what happened between the West and 
Russia. “Imagine that you dance with your partner, 
you are getting ready to dance tango but your 
partner does judo instead. Or that you want to do 
figure skating, but your partner plays hockey. How 
long does it take to understand that something is 
wrong?” The public did not listen, and when they 
listened, they listened to the wrong things.  

The question now is why the West is not ready to 
listen? “Western societies value stability and good 
standard of life – that is why they should not want 
to be partner with Russia in the context of current 
events,” he added. Regarding cyber-attacks, Russia 
uses this tool to ‘devalue the values of the West’. 
Frankly, it is really difficult for a democratic country 
to fight against these times of threats, Mr. Badridze 
finalised.  

Mr. TURCSANYI begun by introducing a fact-
checking platform from Central Europe called 
Demagog. After introduction, it had a positive effect 
on politicians and the media environment. “It 
motivated better preparation of politicians for 
public discussions,” he said.  

Turcsanyi continued saying that there is no way 
against fake news without the help of technology. 
Facebook and other social networks are more 
effective in targeting propaganda channels. While 
the state can be charged with restricting freedom 
of speech, companies like Facebook can be very 
effective. But the state should make an effort to 
develop transparent media environment and higher 
quality mass media. Lastly, the role of civil society 
in this sphere should not be ignored. 

   

  
 



 

 

 

 

 

Mr. MYKHALNYUK reacted that there is some truth to this allegation, and that members of groups like 
Azov and Pravyi Sektor should be excluded from the military immediately if there is a suspicion about 
their far-right orientation. 

Mr. PAGGIO said that botnets and the internet of things are a big problem we should be worried about. The 
simple internet connected devices were not designed with security in mind. “Sometimes they are not even 
possible to be changed. The bad software is hard wired.” He then continued saying that there is no reason 
for your fridge, toaster or juice-maker to be online. And there is no reason for your flat to be covered with 
cameras everywhere. People should value their privacy. 

Mr. PAGGIO said that intelligence agencies should disclose specific information only in case of threat to 
national security or the democratic system. Mr. BADRIDZE contributed that this would be a careless 
approach. “Let’s not irritate Russia by being too specific in disclosing their hybrid activities,” he said. But 
Mr. ZDANAVICIUS mentioned that in Lithuania the intelligence reports are very open and read almost like 
detective fiction. But they help the population to face these threats, he stressed.  

 

Do you think EU should pass a directive imposing 
fines on social media sites that publish fake news or 
hate speech, as Germany will do?  

Back to the winning hearts and minds. Is the West 
standing behind its values? Haven't we traded human 
rights agenda etc. for good business deals? 
#saudiarabia 

Any successful examples on combatting the fake 
news? And how to counter #alternativetruths spread 
by the govt officials (e.g. Trump administration)?  

Should we reduce implementation of technology in 
the political process? Are e-governance and online 
election vulnerable in the time of cyber warfare? 

 

https://twitter.com/hashtag/saudiarabia
https://twitter.com/hashtag/alternativetruths
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