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Foreword

In its Interim Report the Panel of Eminent Persons set out
some practical lessons for the OSCE from the crisis in and
around Ukraine. This Final Report takes the same starting
point but addresses the crisis of European security in a
more comprehensive way.

The Panel’s discussions were frank and intense. They
dealt with serious national security issues, touching the
very core of state sovereignty. It is not easy to convey in
the report itself both the frankness, the professionality,
and the good humour of these exchanges, nor the mo-
ments of tension and of fundamental disagreement.

Our disagreements were numerous, and challenging to
overcome. For many, if not for most members of the Panel,
the final version represents a compromise which does not
adequately reflect the many ambitious proposals submit-
ted. One member of the Panel, Sergey Karaganov, who con-
tributed to the ideas in the report as well as making vig-
orous interventions in our discussions, has felt obliged to
write aletter of disagreement. This is attached to the report.
Another member of the Panel, Kassym-Jomart Tokayev,
was able to participate only in the first Panel meeting.
This is why he felt it was too presumptuous on his part to
share full credit for the Report with the other panelists.
But he sent us a letter supporting the Report and its find-
ings. This letter is attached to this report as well.

Even if our discussions were sometimes heated, they were
framed by a shared sense of the dangers and the lack of
security of Europe today. This is far from the settled, co-
operative order that we imagined twenty-five years ago.

We began with an attempt to understand how the cur-
rent crisis developed, and what errors and missteps may
have been made on the way. We quickly found that there
was no agreed view, no common analysis. This lack of
agreement is reflected in the three different narratives in-
cluded in the Report (with longer versions in the Annex).
No member of the Panel would endorse all three of these
narratives — which are often in opposition to each other;
and, in the case of the long versions, most do not accept
any of them as an accurate or adequate way of describing
their perspective on what happened. The point, however,
is not historical accuracy but to illustrate how much our
appreciation of the recent past diverges. These diametri-
cally opposed narratives are a fact that, for the moment,
we have to live with. While it should not prevent us from
working together, it ought to help us realize how difficult
that is.

For governments and other institutions, as well as for the
OSCE as a whole, it might be worth considering a research
project on these different narratives, on our common his-
tory, bringing together scholars from different countries,
and aiming to set out more systematically our divergent
views of the past, and how and why they developed.

The Report does not propose new principles or new insti-
tutions. We have many agreed principles though we do
not always respect them; and we have common institu-
tions though sometimes we seem determined to prevent
them from working.



Instead we propose a return to diplomacy; a robust diplo-
matic process designed to replace mutual recrimination
with rebuilding trust: not military activity, not propagan-
da, not rhetoric — but a process that explores our common
problems carefully, confidentially and systematically. If
we can understand them as common problems we will
already be making progress. The process will be based on
the Helsinki principles, notably that of equal sovereignty;
those undertaking it must also be prepared to discuss the
situations of particular countries in concrete terms. The
aim should be to resolve the open questions, in particular
relating to those who, for want of a better term, we have
called the countries in-between. This should be accom-
panied by work in the economic and human dimension,
and by confidence-building measures in the military field.

But above all we need confidence re-building in the polit-
ical field - that is to say, diplomacy. The process will need
stamina and patience. If successful, it should conclude
with a summit meeting. The Finnish initiative which led
to the Helsinki Final Act forty years ago was a courageous
step, and we need such courageous steps again — today
more than ever.

It would not make sense to discuss architecture while the
house is burning: such discussions can begin seriously
only when the Minsk agreements have been implement-
ed. This remains the most urgent diplomatic task of all.

The Panel’s Interim Report should also be followed up.
Security in Europe needs co-operation and that is possi-
ble only if we have effective common instruments. The
modest proposals of the Interim Report are designed to
give the OSCE the means for stronger co-operation and so
for stronger security.

[ thank the OSCE Troika for proposing this Panel, and
those participating States who have supported its work
through written contributions, or enabled it through
funding and other forms of co-operation. I am also grate-
ful to the OSCE Network of Think Tanks and Academic
Institutions for their input to our discussion. It has been
an experience of mutual education for all of us — and for
this as well as for the time, work and energy committed I
am grateful to all the members of the Panel.

Finally, the Final Report as well as the Interim Report
could not have been developed and agreed without the
drafting and editing skills of Robert Cooper and the mem-
bers of his team, Walter Kemp, Adrian Oroz and Wolfgang
Zellner. Last not least, the Panel is grateful to Ambassa-
dor Fred Tanner and to Juraj Nosal, who made sure we
remained in close touch with the OSCE in Vienna, and
worked very hard to organize and co-ordinate the Panel’s
work in an effective manner.

/MH\"( /M\ﬁ

Amb. Wolfgang Ischinger
Chairperson of the Panel of Eminent Persons
on European Security as a Common Project



» Introduction

OSCE Chairperson-in-Office, Serbia’s First Deputy Prime
Minister and Minister of Foreign Affairs lvica Daci¢, with
the members of the Panel of Eminent Persons in Belgrade,
2 October 2015.



uropean security is in crisis. The Panel of Eminent

Persons was established to reflect on how Europe
could reconsolidate its security as a common project. It
was asked to prepare for a renewed dialogue, taking ac-
count of the damage done by the crisis in and around
Ukraine, and to examine ways of re-launching the idea of
co-operative security. (The Panel’s mandate is set out in
full at Annex 3.)

The Panel’s Interim Report looked at the lessons to be
learned from the Ukraine crisis for the OSCE as an insti-
tution: this is important since it is the institution that em-
bodies the idea of common and co-operative security in
Europe. This Report looks at the broader issues of security
in Europe.

The Panel was unanimous on the grave dangers of the
present situation. Europe is not divided as it was when
the Helsinki Final Act was signed forty years ago; but the
situation in Europe is more uncertain and precarious. The
annexation of Crimea by force is an action unprecedented
in post-war Europe. Economic relations as well as security
issues have become sources of instability. There is no com-
monly accepted status quo. It is urgent to reduce the risks
of the present situation and to put security and co-opera-
tion on a more stable basis. This would enable participat-
ing States to work together more effectively in many areas,
including to tackle the common threat of terrorism.

This crisis can be resolved only through a robust process
of active diplomacy. A return to negotiation will be diffi-
cult but we must seek agreements that will carry suffi-
cient conviction to make them sustainable. The Report’s
recommendations suggest how such a process might be
organized and what its objectives should be. This should
be complemented by an open intellectual and political dia-
logue, including civil society.

This must be done in a way that reaffirms the Helsinki
Final Act and the Charter of Paris. It is true that important
Helsinki principles have been violated in most damaging
ways. That does not invalidate the principles. Traffic laws
are violated every day but we still need them for an orderly
traffic system. The Helsinki principles remain the only ba-
sis for a Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian space in which people
and nations can live in peace.



» The Paths to the Crisis

The present crisis in European security did
not come out of a blue sky. It grew out of the
actions and perceptions of the different parties
over the last twenty-five years. Their differing
interpretations are both a symptom and a cause
of the crisis in European security. At the very least
they point to a serious failure of communication.

I n the course of frank and open discussions, members
of the Panel set out different interpretations of events
in Europe since 1990 and different views on the causes
of the breakdown of trust. To reflect this and the different
perspectives on the origins of the current crisis, the re-
port presents different narratives of the events. Some Pan-
el members remain in fundamental disagreement about
each others’ narratives; nevertheless, the articulation of
these views has enabled a better understanding of each
others’ perspective.

There is no such thing as a single narrative, in the West,
in Russia or in the states in-between, those that became
independent with the dissolution of the Soviet Union but
have not joined Western institutions. What follows is an
attempt to outline the main themes from three different
standpoints. (At the request of some Panel members, a
longer version of the narratives is at Annex 1.)



The View from the West

he end of the Cold War brought the liberation of Cen-

tral and Eastern European countries from Soviet do-
minion. The dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1991, which
came about through the determination of its constituent
republics to become independent states, extended this lib-
eration to the countries that had been incorporated in the
Soviet and Russian empires. This was not a victory of the
West but a victory for freedom and democracy, and was
recorded as such in the Charter of Paris.

This was an opportunity for the creation of a Europe that
was whole and free, democratic and at peace. For new-
ly-liberated countries, that meant joining the Western in-
stitutions — both the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) and the European Union (EU) - and transforming
their economic and political systems. A strategic partner-
ship with Russia that would include co-operation with, if
not necessarily integration in, these Western institutions
was intended to bring stability and co-operation to Europe.
This process resulted in the successful enlargements of
NATO and the EU in the 1990s and 2000s - enlargements
that Russia accepted. Enlargement became increasingly
controversial when membership questions arose for the
former Soviet republics, with Russia increasingly opposed,
the West divided and beset with enlargement fatigue, and
some of the countries seeking membership often poorly
governed.

The process of creating a Europe whole, free, and at peace
was challenged by the disintegration of Yugoslavia and
the conflicts that emerged in the wake of the Soviet break-
up. The West was unprepared for the crisis in the Balkans
and failed to prevent or resolve the conflict initially. Ad-
dressing this crisis brought the West into conflict with
Russia. The first crisis between Russia and the West over
Bosnia was overcome through inclusion in the diplomatic
process; but this did not succeed in the case of Kosovo nor
with conflicts in former Soviet republics.

When democratic revolutions took place in some coun-
tries that had been part of the Soviet Union, conflict
between the West and Russia (which feared the “colour
revolutions” would spread, including to Moscow) grew.
Profound disagreements arose over Georgia in 2008 and
open confrontation in the case of Ukraine from 2013.
Whatever concerns Russia may have had about Ukraine,
including Crimea, it made no attempt to resolve them
peacefully. The strengthening authoritarian rule in Russia,
which distanced itself from the values of the Charter of
Paris, contributed to these developments.

The crisis of today has come about because Russia decid-
ed to give up any pretence of wanting to co-operate with,
let alone integrate in, the West. Instead, it decided to re-
sort to force by annexing Crimea and intervening in other
parts of Ukraine. With this it seems to have abandoned
the basic principles of international order: sovereignty,
territorial integrity and non-use of force.



The View from Moscow

he main dynamic after the Cold War was the expan-

sion of Western institutions at the expense of Russia.
The West never tried to address security with Russia,
only without it, or against it. NATO’s expansion was an
increasing threat to Russia’s national security. The EU’s
expansion took over Russia’s markets; and as new mem-
ber states joined Schengen, the area of visa-free travel
available to Russian citizens was reduced. In each case,
as compensation, Russia was offered a junior partnership:
the NATO-Russia Council was sugar coating for the bitter
pill of enlargement; the EU’s idea of partnership was that
Russia should adopt the EU’s rules.

The idea of NATO as a benign, defensive alliance ended
with its bombing of Serbia — a traditional partner of Rus-
sia. This was a breach both of international law and of
the Helsinki principles. The West involved Russia in the
negotiations that preceded this, but when no agreement
was reached, acted unilaterally. This was followed by an-
other open breach of international law in the US-led inva-
sion of Iraq. This used military power for regime change.
Having created turmoil in the Middle East, the West has
continued to pursue regime change there, supporting the
popular movements of the “Arab Spring”, and using force,
as in Libya.

The West gave active support to the colour revolutions
in Europe. Abrogating the Anti Ballistic Missile Treaty
destroyed one of the pillars of co-operative security in
Europe. Russia made its views known on all these sub-
jects but no one listened. Instead a negative propaganda
campaign was launched against Russia in 2013 and West-
ern leaders boycotted the Sochi Olympics.

All these elements came together first in Georgia and then
in Ukraine, the promise of NATO membership at the Sum-
mit in Bucharest — a serious threat to Russian security -
without even a pretence of consultation; then the attempt
by the EU to increase its economic space at the expense
of Russia; and finally, Western support for the Maidan
regime change movement. Russia responded in the only
language that gets Western attention.



The View from States in-between

hese states do not share either of the above narratives

fully. Some of these states (Georgia, Moldova, and
Ukraine) saw their independence as an opportunity for
integration into Western institutions, as the Baltic States
and Central and Eastern European States had. These three
states are going through a transition, with more or less
democratic elections and functioning civil societies. But
they continue to see Russia as a threat to their security,
willing to use all means, including force, to prevent them
establishing themselves as successful and independent
states with autonomy in foreign policy.

Other states in the same region have accepted Russia’s
political and security pre-eminence, or have decided not
to align with either the West or Russia, as an alternative
route to maintaining security and independence.

I n summary, at the end of twenty-five years, there are
three broad perspectives:

The West:

The central problem is not the rules but that Russia
breaks them; it continues to behave as if its security can
be assured only by dominating its neighbours.

Russia:

Instead of creating a common security system there was
a Western takeover. Russia was given the Versailles treat-
ment and has responded accordingly.

States in-between:

Many of these states wish to integrate with the West; these
and others see themselves at risk as Russia develops
a more aggressive policy in the region.



» The Crisis and its Dangers
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The Panel’s views on the past diverge but it is un-
animous in seeing today’s situation as the most
dangerous for several decades. The scene has
been set by acts of military force; diplomacy has
been ineffective so far, or is used as cover for
military action. Changing borders by force brea-
ches the most fundamental principles of the UN
Charter and the Helsinki Final Act.



I n the past many countries have misjudged the impli-
cations of their actions and have miscalculated the
reactions of others. If they were to do so in the new
circumstances this could lead to an even more dangerous
confrontation.

Europe today is far from the co-operative order imagined
in the early 1990s when, in the Charter of Paris, its lead-
ers declared an end to “the era of confrontation and divi-
sion” and the arrival of “a new era of democracy peace
and unity in Europe”. As the narratives above show, his-
torical memories and habits are not overcome without
a positive and sustained effort. The new era was a hope
rather than a reality and it is naive to think of returning
to something that was never realized. Europe’s situation
now is one of mutual distrust.

Today we are faced with dangerous and threatening be-
haviour, disinformation, the threat and use of force, lead-
ing to a poisoned atmosphere. Instead of confidence-build-
ing measures we have forward deployment of troops and
equipment, military exercises designed to intimidate, if
not to prepare for aggression, deliberate close encoun-
ters between naval vessels and pointless risk-taking by
military aircraft. These actions risk adding to the civilian
deaths in Ukraine, including those killed in the shooting
down of flight MH17.

The success of the Helsinki process in the 1970s was
to contain confrontation in a structure of dialogue and
rules. These were reinforced by transparency- and con-
fidence-building measures, opening the perspective of
security through co-operation.

Underpinning the Helsinki Final Act and the struc-
tured confrontation of the 1970s was a willingness to
accept the territorial status quo in Europe. The Finnish
diplomatic note offering to host preparatory talks for a
European Conference came less than a year after the
Soviet tanks arrived in Prague. Meanwhile negotiations for
German-Polish and German-Soviet treaties were under-
way, and talks were beginning for an agreement on Berlin
- all central to a territorial settlement.

These agreements and the Helsinki Accords did not solve
all the problems of the Cold War - particularly for peoples
living under foreign domination — but they reduced the
risks of conflict and enabled increased exchanges across
East-West dividing lines. Within the limits set by the Cold
War the territorial principles of Helsinki, inviolability of
frontiers and territorial integrity, were generally well-ob-
served.

The end of the Cold War and the dissolution of the
Soviet Union ended the territorial settlement of the 1970s.
This had consisted of two blocs whose members were
either in NATO or the Warsaw Pact, plus non-alliance
countries with a well-defined neutral status. After 1990
Europe found itself instead with a large number of coun-
tries whose security status was undefined. Many of these
states have joined NATO and the EU since then, leaving
a small number whose external military and economic
relations are contested. Not by accident some of them are
trapped in so-called frozen conflicts.

This uncertainty means that there is no recognized status

quo, and that those who want to end the uncertainty can
be perceived as challenging the status quo.

1



» Recommendations
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It is urgent to set in motion a robust political
and diplomatic process to overcome the present
crisis. The vision of a “common European home”
may be more remote today than it appeared
two decades ago, but we still occupy a common
space and need to find ways of living together in it.



Avoiding Accidents

As a first and most urgent step the Panel stresses
the need for more effective measures to reduce the
risk of military accidents or incidents. Existing bilateral
agreements, including the recent US-Russia Air Safety
Protocol on Syria or the US-China agreement provide pos-
sible models. The steps proposed should not be seen as a
return to normality. They represent rather a better means
of communication in abnormal times.

> The Panel recommends the reactivation of the NATO-
Russia Council, inter alia to agree on rules to improve
operational safety and emergency communications in
the air and at sea.

> A resumption of military-to-military contacts to dis-
cuss such matters is also desirable, including in the
OSCE framework.

A New Start for Ukraine

t is essential to complete the implementation of the

Minsk agreements, including the restoration of full
control of its border to the Government of Ukraine. This
will provide not a solution to the crisis, but a breathing
space: this should be used to work on a wider framework
in which the achievements of the Minsk agreements can
be embedded and consolidated.

Meanwhile the illegal annexation of Crimea has substan-
tially eroded the idea of co-operative security in Europe.
Until this is addressed it is difficult to imagine a return to
European security as a common project.

The fulfilment of the Minsk agreements will not be the
end of a process but the starting point for the develop-
ment of a sustainable political, military and economic
settlement of the crisis in and around Ukraine.

» The Panel recommends reinforcing the operations and
capabilities of the OSCE Special Monitoring Mission to
Ukraine (SMM) so that, as well as monitoring, it can
contribute to building peace.

> The Panel also recommends the creation of a Ukraine
Contact Group that would bring together the Normandy
Group and the signatories of the Budapest Memoran-
dum to help deal with political and security issues aris-
ing in the implementation of the Minsk agreements.

13



Towards a Summit Meeting

As soon as the Minsk commitments are in place on
the ground, the Panel recommends that the OSCE
Chairmanship, supported by the OSCE Troika, and in
communication with the Ukraine Contact Group, launch
a diplomatic process to rebuild the foundation of Euro-
pean security. Its ultimate aim should be to re-establish
security on a co-operative basis, within the framework of
the OSCE principles. The questions at issue are of a na-
ture and urgency that requires the involvement of Heads
of State or Government; this is why the process should
conclude with a Summit meeting.

That cannot be prejudged; the diplomatic work undertak-
en in the meantime should be organized in that spirit, and
should have the active political support of Heads of State
or Government. It will be for successive Chairmanships,
starting with Germany in 2016, to organize the work -
through consultations bilaterally or in small groups, or
through structured working groups, regularly informing
the OSCE Permanent Council of developments. This pro-
cess should be reinforced by open intellectual debate and
honest political dialogue.

14

Key Agenda Items for this Process

I. Security status

The core need is to deal with the problem of those coun-
tries whose security status is contested. This problem is
all the more pressing as Russia’s declarations and actions
suggest it believes that it is entitled to limit the independ-
ence of certain states. This contradicts the fundamental
right of sovereign states to choose their own security ar-
rangements. Any country has the sovereign right to apply
for membership of NATO. At the same time the applicant
country and NATO collectively as well as their neighbour-
ing states have a collective responsibility to work together
to strengthen the security of Europe as a whole where
legitimate security interests of everyone are protected.

The task of diplomacy is to find a solution that strength-
ens the security of all European countries and of Europe
as a whole and which, for the countries most concerned,
provides reassurance about their future.

A proper examination of ways to resolve these problems
might include elements such as: a Treaty on European
security; alliance membership; military co-operation out-
side the alliance framework; permanent or time-limited
neutrality; neutrality but with military links to NATO;
security guarantees; understandings on what neutrality
means in the present context. Decisions on specific secu-
rity arrangements however remain solely for the country
concerned and, in the case of alliance membership, with
the members of the alliance.



Agreements in this area should be reinforced by:

» Updating the OSCE 2011 Vienna Document to adjust
the thresholds for notification and inspection of mil-
itary exercises, to raise quotas for inspections, to re-
view categories for information exchange and revise
the definition of ‘unusual military activities’.

» Consideration should also be given to updating the
Open Skies Treaty.

> A new set of confidence- and security-building meas-
ures (CSBMs) addressing snap exercises and exercises
close to borders.

» Limitations on deployment of forces and equipment
close to borders.

> Increased military-to-military contacts, e.g. on shared
challenges and new doctrines like cyber security, new
technology (like unmanned aerial vehicles and auto-
mated weapons systems), and transnational threats
like terrorism and organized crime.

» Reinforcement of the NATO-Russia Council, for exam-
ple by more meetings at Defence and/or Foreign Min-
ister level, resumed military co-operation.

» Eventually, the elaboration of a new and comprehen-
sive conventional arms control regime based on, but
not limited to, the concepts of the Adapted Treaty on
Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE).

Il. Unresolved conflicts

The second bundle of issues to be disentangled are those
around the question of the protracted conflicts. The ob-
jective here is to settle the status of disputed territories,
i.e. those subject to so-called frozen conflicts or military
occupation, on the basis of the Helsinki principles. If a
diplomatic process can succeed in following-up Minsk
implementation by creating a more solid framework for
co-operative security, it must be possible also to find solu-
tions to problems which have poisoned relations between
states and blighted the lives of ordinary people.

The Panel recommends that, in the context of the wider
effort for a territorial/security settlement, an intensive
attempt should be made to agree a set of procedures to
resolve these situations. This might include:

> Interim measures aimed at normalizing the lives of
people in or near the territories concerned. This could
include stepping up economic measures and promot-
ing cross-boundary/border trade and contacts.

> A process for the return of internally displaced persons
and refugees in a safe, dignified and voluntary way.

» Exploration of security regimes. These might involve,
inter alia: i) all sides to the conflict, regardless of their
status, pledging the non-use of force and non-resump-
tion of hostilities; ii) withdrawal of all armed forces
from the conflict regions; and iii) internationalization
of the security regimes and/or peace operations in
these regions under OSCE or UN auspices.

» The OSCE should do its best to allow freedom of local
as well as international movement across the divid-
ing lines, whether in and out of occupied or annexed
territories.
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> Greater efforts to identify and reflect the wishes and
needs of the peoples in the affected regions, including
displaced persons. Taking into account national consti-
tutions, ways should be found to establish conditions
for a fair test of opinion. This should include examina-
tion of the method of testing opinion, the formulation
of questions, the monitoring of any ballots, and the is-
sue of participation in these.

» In return for the fulfilment of these conditions, all
OSCE participating States would agree to recognize
the results of the process.
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Ill. The Human Dimension

The problem in the human dimension is primarily one
of implementation. It has been an important factor in the
conflict in and around Ukraine. Giving the human dimen-
sion its proper place is also a part of the solution.

The greater openness of our societies, including through
new technology, is a welcome development. It has howev-
er also brought complaints about intervention in domestic
affairs. Accusations include support from foreign govern-
ments and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) for po-
litical parties or movements promoting political change and
the instrumentalization of minority rights by “kin states”
or other outside powers as an excuse for intervention.

The Panel recommends:

» The OSCE Chairmanship with support of the OSCE
Troika should use every means possible to establish a
better human dimension implementation review pro-
cess, for example along the lines of the UN and Council
of Europe practice.

> As a matter of urgency, the OSCE High Commissioner
on National Minorities (HCNM) and the OSCE Office
for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (ODIHR)
should be given access to the Crimean Peninsula. This
would be an important step in rebuilding confidence.

» The OSCE Representative on Freedom of the Media
should carry out an assessment on propaganda, de-
monization and misinformation in the OSCE area and
make recommendations on how to address this without
damaging freedom of media.

» The HCNM should be invited to develop ideas on how
the Lund Recommendations on the Effective Participa-
tion of National Minorities in Public Life might be ap-
plied to the unresolved conflicts.

» The OSCE Chairmanship should consider/commission
studies on whether meaningful confidence-building
measures could be devised to reassure OSCE partic-
ipating States on the principle of non-intervention in
internal affairs.



IV. Economic Connectivity

Trade and investment in the OSCE area have grown dra-
matically in the post-Cold War period; this is positive but
it has also brought increased vulnerability. Some of the
deterioration of relations in the last ten years has been
expressed in disagreements on trade questions. Rules are
well-established but are not always followed.

The Panel recommends that the OSCE Chairmanship/
Troika establish an expert group to:

> Consider what could or should be done about the use
of trade regulations as a political weapon.

> Look at the question of economic connectivity between
the European Union and the Eurasian Economic Un-
ion, giving special attention to the position of the states
in-between, including Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine.

» Consider, in consultation with the World Trade Organi-
zation (WTO), whether it might be possible and useful
to create a quick and light process for resolving trade
disputes within the OSCE area.

> Consider the creation of an international commit-
tee of relevant stakeholders (including from outside
the OSCE area) to promote economic development in
Ukraine.

» Make proposals for a forum to bring together govern-
ments, companies and other relevant organizations
from the entire Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian space, in-
cluding China, to discuss opportunities for and obsta-
cles to the development of better business relations
between Europe, North America and Asia.

V. External Co-operation

The OSCE area is not an island. Crises in the adjacent
regions impact Europe, through the spread of instability,
spill-over of violent extremism and flows of refugees. The
Panel invites the OSCE Chairmanship to:

» Enhance contacts with Partners for Co-operation to
seek concrete solutions for specific instances of these
problems.

» Work with regional organizations, i.e. in Asia and the
Middle East, to exchange views on the OSCE’s experi-
ence in promoting regional co-operation. Use the OSCE
as a platform for dialogue among all organizations with
an interest in Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian security,
like Conference on Interaction and Confidence-Build-
ing Measures in Asia (CICA), the Collective Security
Treaty Organization (CSTO), NATO and the Shanghai
Co-operation Organization (SCO).

» Consider creating within the OSCE framework a work-
ing group to explore ways of more effectively counter-
ing violent extremism in the OSCE area.

If the process proposed by the Panel were to succeed, this
would greatly improve the prospects for the Euro-Atlantic
and Eurasian region. This in turn would open the way to
a wider co-operation and dialogue with other partners in
Asia and other regions in all three OSCE dimensions.




Letter of Disagreement

believe that the effort of the Panel has been honest, ear-

nest and constructive. I appreciate the great effort of
our rapporteurs and our chairman - Wolfgang Ischinger.
And the text is a step forward in understanding what went
wrong in Europe. [ advise everybody to read attentively
the long narratives in the Annex 1.

[ agree with some of the assessments and proposals and
appreciate that a number of my ideas were taken into con-
sideration.

However, to my regret, [ cannot support the text as it is
for both intellectual and political reasons. I do not want
to pepper it with two dozen footnotes, which would make
it unreadable, would be a show of disrespect to the hard
work of our rapporteurs and put myself into a position of
a “useful dissident”.

The paper is basically an old Western one in substance, in
logic and in recommendations (though [ agree with some
of them).

The text is still largely directed towards the past, aimed
at a restoration of the status quo ante plus or minus. But
the situation in and around Europe has changed and will
be changing dramatically. Alas, many statements and rec-
ommendations are unrealistic or even counterproductive.
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The text also is not aimed at prevention of a new structur-
al military-political confrontation, which would be much
more dangerous than in last decades of the Cold War. Its
main emphasis is on making such a confrontation “safer”.

But I reiterate my support for the positive elements in the
text. And believe that it should be used as a point of de-
parture for future open and frank intellectual and political
deliberations accompanied by serious diplomacy, which
could lead Europe out of its present failure in order to pave
the way for a future-oriented common, effective, fair and
thus stable European/Eurasian system of co-operation,
co-development and security. We should not be bound to
repeat mistakes of the past.

I call for continuation of a systemic and open dialogue,
like we had in our panel. And I thank my fellow “wizards”
for their efforts and for the friendly atmosphere during
our debates.

Sergey A. Karaganov



Letter to the Panel

Dear Ambassador Ischinger,
Dear Members of the Panel,

would like to sincerely thank Ambassador Ischinger, the

distinguished members of our Panel and all those experts
who were involved in its work for the extraordinary efforts
that were unprecedented in its scale and complexity. [ pay
tribute to Ambassador Ischinger for having reconciled
different views from the West, Moscow and the States
in-between expressed during the Panel deliberations.

As for Kazakhstan’s perspective, we seek to build with
all our partners an indivisible Eurasian and Euro-Atlantic
security community rooted in agreed principles, shared
commitments and common goals as the Astana Com-
memorative Declaration affirmed in 2010. That is why
this work is extremely essential and could be continued
in this format or another one.

As I have not been directly involved in the meetings of
the Panel where you spent a lot of time hammering out
the Report and as the sitting Chairman of the Senate of
the Parliament of the Republic of Kazakhstan I felt to be
too presumptuous to share co-authorship of the final draft
of the Report as one of those who were part of the team
par excellence.

Meanwhile, I strongly believe that this Report is a major
step forward in international efforts to bring about a com-
mon solution to one of the most acute and difficult issues
on the international agenda.

Please, accept the assurances of my highest consideration.
Yours sincerely,

Kassym-Jomart Tokayev

19






The View from the West

he Cold War ended with the collapse of communism

in the Soviet Union and Central and Eastern Europe.
Numerous European states as well as countries that had
been incorporated into the Soviet empire were liberated
from Soviet dominion. These states and their tens of mil-
lions of citizens now had the freedom to determine their
own future, including their alliance memberships. This
was not a victory of the West but a victory for freedom
and democracy, and was recorded as such in the Charter
of Paris in 1990.

In Paris, the Soviet Union and other states from the
Euro-Atlantic space came together to welcome a “new
era of Democracy, Peace and Unity” in Europe. “Europe
whole and free”, the Charter said, “is calling for a new
beginning”.

The West had prevailed in a clash of systems and ideas,
but it did not try to exploit Russian weakness; instead it
made an effort to support and stabilize the complicated
transition as the Soviet Union disintegrated. It hoped that
Russia too would become a successful democracy and a
prosperous economy and would play a part in stabilizing
Europe.

The end of the Cold War made possible the creation of a
Europe that was whole and free, democratic and at peace.
Key to this was the willingness of the countries them-
selves to take the hard decisions to enable their trans-
formation. Their wish to reaffirm their Western and Eu-
ropean identity meant that they wanted to join Western
institutions, including NATO and the EU. This gave the
West an opportunity to help both in their transition and
in supporting stability in Europe.

The Long Narratives

The enlargement of NATO and the EU did not follow a
Western plan to encircle Russia. It came about because
large majorities in many of the newly-independent states
wanted to return to the democratic family. On the other
side the legacy of history meant that many NATO coun-
tries felt an obligation to help these states fulfill their
legitimate aspirations.

To complement this the West aimed to build a strategic
partnership with Russia that would include close co-oper-
ation with, if not integration in, these Western institutions.
With this in mind, the West proposed the NATO-Russia
Founding Act and later the NATO-Russia Council. NATO’s
first round of enlargement in 1999 was realized after in-
tensive discussions, including with Russia. Russia has
also benefitted from the improved security environment
enlargement created: inclusion in NATO meant that the
states in Central and Eastern Europe did not have to seek
solely national ways of providing for their defense.

EU policy also was to take relations with Russia forward
in parallel with those of its other neighbours. The 1999
Common Strategy on Russia preceded the EU’s decision
on enlargement; the “four common spaces” initiative
was in parallel with the European Neighbourhood Policy
(ENP); and negotiations for the new bilateral agreement
with Russia started before the Eastern Partnership -
which was designed to take co-operation beyond the level
of co-operation with ENP countries.

The claim that the EU took over Russia’s markets is un-
founded. When Russia adopted free market policies the
idea of captive markets became a thing of the past. If
Russia lost market share this was a result of the normal op-
eration of open international markets. Russia’s reluctance
to modernize its economy may also have played a part.
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To further deepen the partnership, Russia was also in-
vited to join the G7. It was questionable whether Russia
was ready for membership of a club of major economies
who were also democracies. But the West wanted Russia
to succeed and believed that in due course it would meet
the normal standards for membership.

The process of rebuilding Europe was challenged by
the disintegration of Yugoslavia, and the conflicts that
emerged in the wake of the dissolution of the Soviet Un-
ion. Addressing the wars in the former Yugoslavia and the
unresolved territorial and ethnic disputes in former Soviet
countries brought the West into conflict with Russia. In
Bosnia, this conflict was overcome through an intensive
diplomatic process that included Russia. In the cases of
Kosovo and in the unresolved conflicts in former Soviet
countries, including in Georgia and Moldova, it was not
possible to overcome deep-seated differences.

In Kosovo, the West tried to address the issue in part-
nership with Russia, seeking a political solution. When
this failed and the signs of impending violence against
Kosovars and refugee flows grew, the Western countries
decided they could not again risk to wait for mass atroc-
ities, as they had done in Bosnia, before they acted. On
the question of Kosovo’s status, many diplomatic avenues
were pursued. Only after eight years, when it had proved
impossible to find a solution acceptable to all parties, did
Kosovo declare itself independent (accepting initial limita-
tions on its sovereignty). Most countries of the West decid-
ed to recognize it as an independent state, and the major-
ity of the international community has since joined them.

In the cases of the unresolved conflicts in post-Soviet
states, the international community had recognized the
territorial integrity of Azerbaijan, Georgia and Moldova.
But for more than two decades Russia has now worked to
support separatists in these countries, significantly weak-
ening the states concerned.
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When popular protests occurred in Georgia (2003),
Ukraine (2004) and Kyrgyzstan (2005) conflict between
Russia and the West grew. These so-called colour revolu-
tions were the result of legitimately popular movements,
protesting against fraudulent elections and corrupt elites;
they led to peaceful transitions of power. But Moscow
was increasingly afraid that such changes could spread
to Russia, as well as jeopardize its supposed interests in
its “near abroad”.

The question of further enlargement of NATO was hotly
debated by the Alliance’s member states; they considered
the concerns expressed by Russia about its security, yet
in 2004 NATO was enlarged again on the demand and
insistence of the candidate countries. The new members
included former republics of the USSR as well as other
Central and Eastern European states. This was consistent
with their sovereign right to choose their own alliances.

At the NATO Bucharest Summit in April 2008, the re-
quests of Georgia and Ukraine for Membership Action
Plans were rejected. NATO instead decided that Georgia
and Ukraine would become members of NATO but did not
say how or when.

In August 2008, following a series of provocations and es-
calating exchanges of fire Georgia fell into what, in retro-
spect, looks like a Russian trap and moved against a town
in South Ossetia (this region of Georgia, like neighbour-
ing Abkhazia, had been under control of Russian-backed
separatists since the early 1990s). The Georgian army
was overwhelmed by a larger Russian force.



After the end of the fighting, in violation of a cease-fire
agreement and international law, Russia recognized the
independence of Abkhazia and South Ossetia and kept its
troops in these regions. Many interpreted these actions
as a pre-emptive Russian move against Georgian mem-
bership of NATO.

Even so, in early 2009, as one of its first acts the Obama
administration pressed the “reset” button with Russia. A
period of increased co-operation culminated in the NATO
Lisbon summit in 2010, which renewed NATO-Russia re-
lations including an envisaged joint missile defence sys-
tem, and the New START Treaty (which entered into force
in early 2012).

However, from 2012, mostly due to domestic reasons after
Putin’s re-election as president, the Russian government
chose a more antagonistic course. Russia was growing
more authoritarian internally and more assertive in its
foreign policy. The West grew increasingly concerned
about a Russian leadership that restricted personal free-
doms and human rights at home. The countries close to
Russia’s border, in particular, warned that this authoritar-
ian turn would shape Moscow’s foreign policy as well. It
certainly did in Ukraine.

After months of negotiations and preparations, Ukrainian
President Yanukovych had agreed to sign a limited EU
Association Agreement at the EU Summit in Vilnius in
November of 2013. After being called to Moscow the night
before, he reneged on the agreement, which led to mass
protests on the Maidan, which the President attempted to
contain by violent means.

In February of 2014, several European foreign ministers
agreed to witness a compromise agreement, which they
hoped would end the crisis. Instead of seeing this pact
through, Yanukovych left the country. The ensuing consti-
tutional crisis was resolved by the parliament’s election of
an acting president and by well-organized and monitored
elections first for a new president, then for parliament.

The Russian description of these events as a coup d’état is
entirely inaccurate; equally wrong, as the election results
proved, were Russian allegations of a takeover by the ex-
treme right. The rhetoric employed by Russia, depicting
Ukraine’s youth and reformers as Nazis and murderers,
is crude and hate-mongering language, an unacceptable
return to the worst practices of a bygone era.

Nothing in the events in Ukraine can justify Russia’s sei-
zure by force of Crimea, in breach of international law,
the UN Charter, the Helsinki Final Act and many other
agreements. The claim that this was an act of self-deter-
mination would be more convincing if Russian forces had
not been involved, if the procedures had complied with
the Ukrainian constitution and if the referendum had tak-
en place following an open debate and with proper inter-
national monitoring. Unlike Kosovo, which Russia cites
as a precedent, this declaration of independence did not
follow a decade of diplomatic negotiation and deliberation
within the international community.

Nor is there any justification at all for Russia’s armed in-
tervention in eastern Ukraine, a further breach of basic
principles of international law. This conflict has been sus-
tained by Russian arms and by Russian forces.

Russia made no attempt at all to resolve the issues it
may have had about Ukraine, including Crimea, peaceful-
ly or legally. It also dealt a blow to the non-proliferation
of weapons of mass destructions, violating the security
guarantees Ukraine received in the Budapest Memoran-
dum for giving up its nuclear weapons. As a result of Rus-
sia’s intervention, other countries may think twice before
trusting a similar guarantee in the future.
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Russia’s policies in Ukraine follow the pattern of its re-
lations with other former Soviet republics, where it has
fostered (and then frozen) ethnic conflicts. Putin’s stated
conviction that Russia has the right to act to protect Rus-
sian-speakers — no matter where they are — potentially
sows the seeds of future interventions to protect Russian
“kin”. It also violates numerous agreements Russia has
signed, as well as the UN Charter.

Russia has decided to give up on any pretense of co-oper-
ating with, let alone integrating in, the West. It also has
abandoned any pretense of playing by the rules, including
respect for the political independence of sovereign states
and the principle of not using force to change borders. As
a result, Russia’s definition of its security today means
insecurity for its neighbours.

Due to its own choices, Russia today is a very different
country from the 1990s and the early 2000s. Instead of
focusing on domestic modernization, Russia is pursuing
a revisionist and unpredictable foreign policy, manufac-
turing and actively seeking conflicts abroad to control the
fate of its neighbours.
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The View from Moscow

S tarting with the negotiations on German unification,
the West systematically took advantage of Russia’s
weakness. The West never acted in the spirit of the Char-
ter of Paris, in which the indivisibility of security was
a key concept. The West never tried to address securi-
ty with Russia, only without it, or against it. The United
States instead seized the opportunity to dominate interna-
tional affairs especially in Europe.

The “common European home” failed because the West
was unwilling to build new, open security architecture —
and to fulfil its promises. The West talked of co-operation
and expected co-operation from Moscow, but believed in
Russia’s perennial aggressiveness or/and weakness.

From the Russian side a crucial contribution was made
to eliminate the material legacy of the era of confronta-
tion. Russia had withdrawn its troops and armaments
from Germany, Central and Eastern Europe and later from
the Baltic countries, fully implemented the CFE Treaty by
cutting thousands of conventional armaments and equip-
ment pieces, signed and ratified the Agreement on the
Adaptation of the CFE Treaty.

Under the slogan of promoting democratic values east-
wards the West continued to expand its institutions at
the expense of Russian security interests. It was the
main dynamic after the Cold War. Consecutive waves of
NATO’s expansion reduced Russia’s security. The EU’s
expansion took over Russia’s markets, and as new mem-
ber states joined Schengen the area of visa free travel for
Russian citizens was reduced. In each case, as compensa-
tion, Russia was offered a formal junior partnership: the
NATO-Russia Founding Act and the NATO-Russia Council
were sugar coating for the bitter pill of enlargement; the
EU’s idea of partnership is that Russia should adopt its
rules.



NATO enlargement was pursued in spite of dozens of as-
surances to the contrary. For example, NATO Secretary
General Manfred Wérner said in May 1990, “the very fact
that we are ready not to deploy NATO troops beyond the
territory of the Federal Republic gives the Soviet Union
firm security guarantees.” But they did and do deploy
troops all over this area.

NATO’s 78-day bombing campaign against, what was left
from Yugoslavia — Serbia, a small defenceless country,
for something that it had not yet done, was an atrocity.
The West involved Russia in the negotiations, but when
there was no agreement it acted unilaterally. The inter-
vention was an open and blatant breach of international
and humanitarian law and the first breach of the Helsinki
principles in post-war Europe — unfortunately not the last.
Kosovo’s unilateral declaration of independence was an-
other illustration of the hollowness of the “partnership”
between the West and Russia. It was a subversion of in-
ternational law and the OSCE principles. Russia sat at the
table, but, in the end, the West made the decisions, and
made them against Russian interests and Helsinki princi-
ples. Kosovo’s separation from Serbia took place without
a referendum.

In the first years of the 2000s, the international legal or-
der and global stability were further undermined by the
United States with few protests from Europe. Russia was
also frequently lectured on democracy and the rule of law,
while the U.S. was running secret prisons and torturing
prisoners. The U.S.-led intervention in Iraq in 2003 was
not only another blatant violation of international law but
has been one of the causes of the continuing turmoil in
the Middle East.

The West has meanwhile continued to pursue regime
change there, supporting the popular movements of the
“Arab Spring”, with catastrophic results especially in
Syria, and occasionally using force, as in Libya.

The unresolved conflicts in the former Soviet Union -
the so-called “frozen conflicts” - did not emerge after
1992 because of Russian involvement, but because large
parts of the population in those areas wanted to stay with
Russia, against the interest of the elites. When the con-
flicts started, Russia had to intervene to stop the blood-
shed. Since then Russia has played a stabilizing role in
the region, preventing the outbreak of major wars. Rus-
sian actions in Moldova/Transdniestria, and Tajikistan
are among the rare examples of effective peacekeeping.

Before the 2008 NATO Bucharest Summit, the West did
not even pretend to consult Russia, although the prom-
ise of NATO membership for Georgia and Ukraine was,
as President Putin later said, “a direct threat” to Russian
security. The war provoked by Georgia later in the year
demonstrated the foolishness of the Bucharest decision.

Writing in 2008, former President Mikhail Gorbachev
summed up Russia’s view: “Russia has long been told
to simply accept the facts. Here’s the independence of
Kosovo for you. Here’s the abrogation of the Antiballistic
Missile Treaty, and the American decision to place mis-
sile defences in neighbouring countries. Here’s the un-
ending expansion of NATO. All of these moves have been
set against the backdrop of sweet talk about partnership.
Why would anyone put up with such a charade?”

In spite of this on-going charade, Russia played its part in
the “reset”, taking the initiative to prepare a new Europe-
an Security Treaty, the objective of which was to make the
principle of the indivisibility of security legally binding.
Russia also proposed creation of a common economic and
humanitarian space from Vladivostok to Lisbon. All initi-
atives came to nothing. Russia’s willingness to co-operate
on Libya was exploited by the West, again for its agenda of
regime change, ending in profound destabilization, civil
war and refugee flow.

Annex |25



The West continued to pursue a “Versailles policy in velvet
gloves”, constantly enlarging its sphere of interest and
control.

Russia made its views known on all these subjects but
no one listened. Instead a negative propaganda campaign
was launched against Russia especially in 2012-2013 and
Western leaders boycotted the Sochi Olympics. Moscow
came to the conclusion that the West was starting a new
containment policy. Russia had to pre-empt this and had
to teach its partners to respect its vital interests.

All the elements came together in Ukraine: first the
promise of NATO membership at the NATO Summit in
Bucharest - a threat to Russia, then the attempt by the
EU to increase its own economic space at the expense
of Russia, and finally the open Western support for the
Maidan regime change movement.

The EU’s neighbourhood policies and its Eastern Partner-
ship had created a situation in which several of Russia’s
closest neighbours were faced with an artificial choice:
either they were with the West, or against it. Only in such
an atmosphere of polarization and forced choices could
the events that led to the coup d’état against President
Yanukovych unfold.

Russia repeatedly expressed understanding for those
protestors in Kyiv who demonstrated against corruption,
bad government, and poverty. But those who forced the
elected president of Ukraine to flee had a different agen-
da: they wanted to seize power and resorted to terror
and murder. Nationalists, neo-Nazis, Russophobes and
anti-Semites were behind this coup. And it was openly
supported by Western officials.
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Russia responded in the only language that gets Western
attention.

People all over Ukraine realized what was happening.
The people of Crimea overwhelmingly favoured its reuni-
fication with Russia in a referendum. Russia, unlike the
West in many cases, did not use force in Crimea, only
assured that others would not use it. Eastern Ukrainians
also made it clear they would not accept the power grab
of the new government in Kyiv. Russia is not a party to the
conflict, but it has sympathies for the goals of the self-de-
fence forces. The sanctions against Russia are unjustified
and counterproductive and another blatant violation of in-
ternational law as they were imposed without a decision
of the UN Security Council.

Russia tried many times to prevent Western expansion
but was not listened to. Positive alternatives were ig-
nored and ridiculed. Europe has failed to capitalize on the
chance offered by the end of the Cold War - to build a
sustainable and fair security and co-operation system.

Western interventions in Yugoslavia, Iraq, Libya, the rup-
ture of Kosovo, poor performance in Afghanistan, and
open support for the Arab Spring have damaged the most
important principles of international security and stabil-
ity — namely state sovereignty and non-interference into
internal affairs. It is the West’s actions which are threats
to international peace and security. The West has irre-
sponsibly destabilized the international system: stable po-
litical orders are upended and replaced with nothing but
chaos. Russia has not only lost trust in the West’s words,
but respect for the West’s competence.



The View from the States in-between:

A Perspective from Thilisi

he states between Russia and the West share com-

mon historic features, but do not always have the
same outlook on current affairs, security issues and even
the future. Countries like Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine
have chosen a clear pro-Western policy stance. They are
more democratic, have better governance systems and
are inclined to join the EU and/or NATO. To them, this
is a matter of principle, international law, and people’s
choice and cannot be negotiated, or changed, as long as
the populations and governments of the three countries
have made their decisions.

Other countries, like Armenia and Belarus, have made it
clear that they do not wish to join Western institutions
and that good relations with Russia are their priority.
Azerbaijan has chosen a middle position, balancing the
West and Russia, pursuing a rather independent for-
eign-policy course. These positions too need to be respect-
ed, even if they are not so much a conscious choice, as a
necessity of circumstance.

For these “states in-between”, the end of the Cold War
was not the greatest geopolitical tragedy of the 20th cen-
tury, as Putin later argued, but the best thing that could
happen to the former Soviet states. They regained their
independence after the decades of Soviet domination.
Russia has never adjusted to the idea of the demise of
the Soviet Union and throughout the last two decades has
attempted to reconstruct the lost empire, first through
the creation of the Commonwealth of Independent States
(CIS), then creating the CSTO and finally launching the
idea of the Eurasian Economic Union.

As Russia and Western states engaged in the formation
of the post-USSR European security order, former Soviet
states engaged in debilitating domestic conflicts, civil
wars and ethnic conflicts. As a result the governments
were forcefully changed in Azerbaijan and Georgia; and
in almost every post-Soviet state the politicians from the
Soviet past returned to dominate local politics. The new

generation of politicians only came to politics in the be-
ginning of the 2000s as the colour revolutions swept post-
Soviet space. The Rose Revolution dramatically changed
Georgia as the new pro-Western Government eradicated
corruption, implemented painful but necessary economic
reforms, strengthened the state structures and increased
its independence from Moscow. Its pro-Western foreign
policy eventually antagonized Russia, who became the
biggest opponent of such democratic transitions and
new methods of governance. This clash can be observed
throughout the last decade with Moscow supporting old
type of governance systems, with rampant corruption and
inefficient bureaucracies. Today’s confrontation between
Ukraine and Moscow, according to one narrative, is the
continuation of the Georgia vs. Russia clash, in which
Moscow opposes any type of modernization, growing in-
dependence and Western integration of its neighbours.

All post-Soviet countries which are pursuing Western in-
tegration are ridden with the conflicts. Occupied regions
of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, breakaway Transdniestria,
war-torn Donbas and annexed Crimea hold back Georgia,
Moldova and Ukraine in their goals of modernization
and Western integration. These conflicts are a result of
historical and modern processes, local and international
events, but most importantly, of Moscow’s interference.
Many erupted in the beginning of the 1990s as the Soviet
Union fell apart. Armenia and Azerbaijan fought a bloody
war over Nagorno-Karabakh. Moldova and Georgia be-
came engulfed in domestic conflicts, inspired and sup-
ported by Moscow. As a result Thilisi lost de facto control
of Abkhazia and South Ossetia and Chisinau lost control
of Transdniestria. The Russian military presence in these
conflict regions and its full support of the breakaway au-
thorities essentially decided the outcome of the conflicts.
Russia then used these conflicts to drag Georgia and oth-
er states into the CIS.
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The role of Russia was never positive in conflict resolution.
The West at that time did not consider the resolution of
these conflicts a priority, mainly because it was busy with
other conflicts - in former Yugoslavia and elsewhere.
Therefore, Russia was given the status of a mediator in
these conflicts and all peacekeeping operations and nego-
tiating formats were centered around Moscow. As a result
conflicts became frozen for the next decade, with the po-
tential for explosion, as the states whose territorial integ-
rity was violated were unable to accept the status quo.

The Russia-Georgia war of August 2008 was a logical
embodiment of the destructive role that Russia played in
the Georgian conflicts. Russia invaded Georgia as a result
of a trap it had set up in the first place. Russian troops
invaded Georgia directly as Thilisi engaged in an attack
on Tskhinvali, preceded by days of attacks on Georgian
villages by South Ossetian irregular forces. The interven-
tion by Russia was a response to the active pro-NATO and
pro-EU policy of Georgia. After the April 2008 Bucharest
decision that stated that “Georgia and Ukraine will be-
come members of NATO”, Russia resorted to the use of
force to stop the enlargement process. Moreover, Russia
occupied the two territories of Georgia and declared them
independent states. This was a new paradigm that no one
was ready for. At least, Russia could not be called neutral
any more: it became a clear party to the conflict.

But it is not just NATO that Russia is concerned about. It
is also the EU and its possible enlargement. In short, any
Western “encroachment” is problematic for Moscow, even
though it is in the vital security interests of neighbouring
states to integrate into Western structures. Russian state-
ments denouncing the EU’s Eastern Partnership did not
go unnoticed. Nor did its hostile actions. In 2014, Victor
Yanukovich, the pro-Russian President of Ukraine decided
not to proceed with the Association Agreement with the
EU, taking a decision similar to that of his Armenian col-
league a few months earlier. As a result the Euromaidan
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revolution took place and the government was replaced
through peaceful protests in Ukraine. Russia intervened
openly in the process, discarding the Helsinki principles
and directly violating international law. Moscow support-
ed the ousted government, dubbed the new government
a military junta, annexed Crimea and launched a military
offensive in Donbas. Ukraine resisted and the conflict has
dragged on, as the foundations of European security were
shattered.

As a result of these two major developments in 2008 and
2014 nobody should have any illusion about Russia’s true
motivations in its immediate neighbourhood. The biggest
threat to the security and well-being of its neighbours
is Moscow’s aggressive policy and its inability to accept
independent neighbours. Therefore, as long as Russia is
viewed in the West as a part of the solution, and not the
problem, these problems will persist and the security of
Russia’s neighbours will be further undermined.

Some of Russia’s neighbours accept Russia as a dominant
partner which has a serious stake in their economy and
provides security through the CSTO and the presence
of its military bases. The big question is whether such
Russian presence limits the independence of these coun-
tries in the foreign policy choices. Armenia and Belarus,
Russia’s two main partners in the Eastern Partnership,
accept a strategic partnership with Moscow, but also try
to diversify their economic, trade, and security policies.
The West often does not understand that for these states
foreign policy choices are about survival and power max-
imization, and they are therefore unable to resist strong
Russian pressure. Trade embargoes, the threat of sanc-
tions and politically motivated trade-related decisions
have been felt throughout Russia’s neighbourhood, from
Riga to Thilisi.



Many states in this group believe that the EU and NATO
have not always used their instruments vis-a-vis them
prudently. EU and NATO policies have been those of
words and not of deeds. The membership perspective
of Georgia and Ukraine in NATO is blocked by reluctant
partners, who are unwilling to risk Russia’s anger if these
states become members of NATO. For this reason not
even Membership Action Plans are given to Georgia and
Moldova. When in need, neither Georgia, nor Ukraine re-
ceived military assistance. With such ambiguous policies,
the role and credibility of NATO in Armenia, Azerbaijan
or Belarus is very limited and support for membership is
split in Ukraine. Georgia remains the only country with
high support for NATO membership. The biggest prob-
lem seems to be that NATO members are unwilling and
unready to discuss the options: how could Georgia and
Ukraine join, and what could be done to accommodate
Russia’s interests if these countries became members.
Therefore the discussion is postponed from Summit to
Summit, as Russia becomes stronger and more assertive.

A similar lack of credibility applies to the EU. All Eastern
Partnership states have declared their willingness to de-
velop closer relations with the EU. But the EU’s strategy
towards this region has not been that of enlargement,
based on conditionality, but rather a slow socialization,
without the promise of membership benefits. Association
Agreements, Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Agree-
ments and Visa Liberalization Action Plans are the three
serious instruments that contribute significantly to the
reforms of the Eastern Partnership countries. But short
of the promise of membership, the reforms are likely to
be successful only to the certain point. This demotivates
some countries in the neighbourhood from pursuing
active Europeanization, especially since the process is
linked to high standards of human rights protection. The
EU is often criticized by some states in the Eastern Part-
nership for being too vocal on the issue of human rights
and democracy, but not having anything to offer to these
states in return.

Existing security institutions and regimes in Europe are
no longer efficient. The OSCE is ineffective because of
Russia’s veto power; the EU and NATO are inaccessible.
All agreed security regimes, like CFE, are now effectively
defunct. The Adapted CFE Treaty agreed in Istanbul in
1999 was a cornerstone for arms control in the OSCE area.
Because of insistence of the US and NATO, Russia agreed
to withdraw its military installations from the neigh-
bouring states. Georgia and Moldova requested Russia to
withdraw the forces, while Armenia wanted to maintain
the military presence. Nevertheless, Russia never fully
withdrew, particularly from the conflict regions. This led
to the crisis of the OSCE, the unwillingness of Western
states to ratify the Treaty, then Russia’s decision to de-
clare a moratorium on the treaty implementation, and
finally the death of CFE.

The OSCE was an organization that these “states in-be-
tween” hoped to benefit from. Indeed, as a forum for ex-
changing information, the OSCE is valuable, but its role
has become insignificant in the last decade, with the
exception of the SMM in Ukraine. Therefore, the states
between Russia and the West believe that they need to be
better represented in the security discussions between
the West and Russia.

Finally, there is an overwhelming mood of concern among
Russia’s neighbours who also border the EU and NATO.
They are always concerned that if something major hap-
pens in the global arena, like the “reset policy” or con-
flicts in Syria or Afghanistan, an informal deal will be
“struck” between Russia and the West about the “fate” of
Russia’s near abroad. This cannot be tolerated. It should
be a matter of principle for Western Europe and the United
States, not to abandon Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine in
their quest to integrate into the EU and NATO. As the
Baltic states and Central and Eastern European countries
managed to slip away from Russia’s grip, these countries
hope to do so, too.
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Panel of Eminent
Persons on European
Security as a Common
Project

Panel Mandate

Purpose and Role of the Panel

The consensus on European security as a common pro-
ject, as reflected in the Charter of Paris on the basis of
the Helsinki Final Act, has gradually eroded over the past
years. The implementation of commitments has been un-
even and the resulting decrease of trust has weakened
several cornerstones of co-operative security. This crisis
of European security has been aggravated by the crisis in
and around Ukraine. In addition to continuing efforts to
restore peace to Ukraine, it is time to start addressing the
broader crisis of European security too.

The Panel of Eminent Persons on European Security as a
Common Project - hereafter called ‘the Panel’ - is designed
to provide advice on how to (re-)consolidate European
security as a common project.

In particular, the Panel will

» Prepare the basis for an inclusive and constructive se-
curity dialogue across the Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian
regions, taking into consideration the recent crisis in
and around Ukraine in its broader perspective as well
as other situations in the OSCE area where participat-
ing States consider their security to be threatened;

> Reflect on how to re-build trust to enhance peace and
security in Europe on the grounds of the Helsinki Final
Act and the Charter of Paris and on how to ensure ef-
fective adherence to the Helsinki Principles Guiding
Relations between participating States;

» Examine perceived threats in the OSCE area and ex-
plore common responses;

» Explore possibilities to reconfirm, refine, reinvigorate
and complement elements of co-operative security;

> Analyse the particular role of the OSCE in this context,
as well as its role in preventing and resolving crises in
the OSCE area, including in Ukraine.
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Launched in the context of the OSCE Ministerial Council
in Basel in December 2014 after consultations with OSCE
participating States, the Panel is commissioned by the
former Swiss Chairmanship, in close co-operation with
the Serbian Chairmanship 2015 and the German Chair-
manship 2016.

Membership

The Panel is composed of 15 eminent personalities from
all OSCE regions, headed by a Chairperson primus inter
pares.

The Panel will gather personalities with long-standing
practical expertise in European security in all its dimen-
sions and include policymakers as well as representatives
of think tanks.

Members of the Panel serve in their individual capacity.

Outputs

The Panel shall produce two reports:

1. An Interim Report, in particular on lessons learned for
the OSCE from its engagement in Ukraine.

2. A Final Report on the broader issues of security in
Europe and the OSCE area at large, as outlined above.

Both reports should contain recommendations on action
points for policy makers, including for the OSCE Ministe-
rial Council and participating States.

Working Methods
General guidance will be provided by the OSCE Troika
2015.

The Panel will seek input from participating States, the
OSCE Institutions, the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly,
multilateral actors concerned with European security is-
sues, civil society, think tanks, and other relevant actors
through hearings, commissioning of papers, and other
forms of activities.
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The Panel and individual members will be provided op-
portunities to engage with high-level representatives
of participating States (for example in the form of side
events at multilateral conferences and other international
events).

The Panel will be assisted by a support unit which will
provide operational and logistical support in convening
meetings as well as substantive support in drafting the
reports. The OSCE Secretariat will provide additional op-
erational and logistical support, as needed. The OSCE net-
work of think thanks and academic institutions should be
engaged as a contributor for research- and input-papers.

The Panel will address in parallel the different issues out-
lined above, irrespective of the more specific focus of the
Interim Report.

Timeframe

» Presentation of the Panel and constitutive meeting
(January/February 2015)

» Interim Report (June 2015)

» Final Report (November/December 2015):
presentation at the Ministerial Council in Belgrade

> Follow-up (2016)

» Further outreach events at multilateral conferences;

> Presentation of the report at, inter alia, WEF, Munich
Security Conference, in the margins of UNGA;

> Discussion of the report in the appropriate OSCE fora.

Financing
The Panel will be financed through voluntary contribu-
tions.
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The Panel of Eminent Persons on European Security as a Common Project was launched
at the OSCE Ministerial Council in Basel in December 2014. It was commissioned by the Swiss
Chairmanship 2014, in close co-operation with the 2015 OSCE Troika (Serbia, Switzerland and
Germany). The Panel is composed of 15 eminent personalities with long-standing practical
expertise in European security in all its dimensions from all OSCE regions. It has been tasked
to prepare the basis for an inclusive and constructive security dialogue across the Euro-Atlantic
and Eurasian regions, and to reflect on how to re-build trust to enhance peace and security in the
OSCE area on the grounds of the Helsinki Final Act and the Charter of Paris. In accordance with
this mandate, the Panel has produced two reports: an Interim Report on lessons learned for the
OSCE from its engagement in Ukraine, and a Final Report on the broader issues of security in
Europe and the OSCE area at large.



