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Giancarlo Aragona

Preface

The third edition of the OSCE Yearbook lies firmly in the tradition of research
and analytical insight that was established by the first two volumes published in
1995 and 1996 by the Institute for Peace Research and Security Policy at the
University of Hamburg (IFSH). Contributions to this Yearbook come from
authors who know the Organization from the inside as well as from those on the
outside. They provide the reader with a useful overview and analysis of OSCE
activities.

The Yearbook is not an official publication of the OSCE but it promotes good
relations with the OSCE. It draws on informed sources for its information but
retains an objective viewpoint. This leads to a balanced approach which makes it
a useful source of information and gives it scholarly value.

The bigger the OSCE's role and operations become, the greater is the need for
publications such as this Yearbook which throw light on all aspects of the
Organization's work. Since the last edition appeared, for example, the OSCE has
been present in Yugoslavia, played an important role in Chechnya, been active in
Bosnia and Herzegovina and, just recently, established a presence in Albania.
The Lisbon Summit of 1996 was also a significant event, especially with regard
to the further development of a Common and Comprehensive Security Model
for Europe for the 21st Century. All of these publicly effective operations have
been carried out in addition to the many other activities which the OSCE pursues
in accordance with its comprehensive view of security. Among the latter are the
work of the Chairman-in-Office, the High Commissioner on National Minorities,
the Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights, the Parliamentary
Assembly and the Missions. The reader can inform himself about many of these
things in this book.

Europe finds itself in the midst of important changes, particularly with regard to
the development of NATO and the European Union. Many analyses of the
European security environment fail to take appropriate account of the OSCE's
role. This book puts the OSCE at the centre of events.

In this preface - my first for a yearbook of this kind - | wish to offer praise for
the efforts of IFSH and of all others who have contributed to the volume. | am
convinced that after reading the book the reader will know more about a unique
and important organization which, by creating security through co-operation,
plays a leading role at this critical point in world history.
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Kurt P. Tudyka

Foreword

During the period dealt with in this OSCE Yearbook the security situation in the
OSCE region was characterized both by conflicts that continued to smoulder and
by new ones that broke out unexpectedly. They required the OSCE to exercise
exhausting vigilance while at the same time continuing its persistent mediation
efforts, e.g. in Georgia, the Baltic states, Slovakia or Moldova. Continuing unrest
called for an extension of the mandates of all long-term missions and extensive
involvement of the High Commissioner on National Minorities as well as for
Sisyphus-like efforts in training and verification on the part of the Office for
Democratic Institutions and Human Rights. In addition, the OSCE was called
upon to act quickly and decisively, as in the confrontation between opposition
and the government in Belgrade in December 1996 and in the anarchic situation
in Albania at the beginning of March 1997. Amongst all the activities of the
OSCE, the ODIHR, the High Commissioner on National Minorities and the
long-term missions, however, the greatest significance was assigned to the
deployment of the OSCE's Bosnhia Mission which, in accordance with the
Dayton Agreement, was entrusted with the preparation and carrying out of
elections. The meeting of Heads of State or Government, along with the review
and preparatory meetings that preceded it, called for the special attention of the
OSCE during the reporting period as the Organization's own development and
its position amongst other organizations working in the field of European
security were at stake.

Despite many warnings and fears the elections of September 1996 in Bosnia and
Herzegovina were for the most part carried out in a satisfactory manner. This
operational achievement constituted a prestigious success for the OSCE despite
some criticism, part of which turned out to be unjustified. It is true that the
municipal elections had to be abandoned and postponed. The main problem,
however, was the lack of any consistent policy for the reconstruction of the
country although the elections have by now provided legitimation for such pol-
icy. Should the experiment of national reconstruction yet fail, all of the effort and
expense would have been in vain and, beyond that, the reputation and self-
confidence of the "international community" - and, hence, of the OSCE - would
have suffered grievous damage. There was a reference to this - still latent - risk
in the last Yearbook.

The OSCE was given a healthy boost by the course and the results of the two
short-term missions to Serbia and Albania already mentioned which took place
each under the direction of a Personal Representative of the Chairman-in-Office,
the former Heads of Government Felipe Gonzalez and Franz Vranitzky.

13



Common to both of these South-eastern European centres of conflict, apart from
the region they are located in, is their domestic character and the involvement of
the OSCE, which was aimed at getting elections carried out and ensuring that
their results would be accepted. The deployment of those three different OSCE
missions - at least for the moment and under the prevailing circumstances - has
helped to avoid a violent resolution of the conflicts and to calm tensions by
providing democratic legitimisation of political activity.

In this way the OSCE demonstrated both the importance of its own existence
and the uniqueness of its methods. As a result of the spectacular circumstances, it
suddenly came into the limelight. At no time since its institutionalization in
Helsinki in 1992 has the CSCE/OSCE received as much public attention as in
those months.

Finally, the Lisbon Summit of Heads of State or Government of December 1996
appeared to put the OSCE into a prominent position by virtue of the declaration
on the Security Model for the 21st Century and the related decision to consider
developing a Charter of European Security. The OSCE could be the appropriate
forum for consultations on a European security constitution if this should finally
emerge from the announcement stage.

To be sure, other events in the field of European security pointed towards tend-
encies that could obstruct and limit the OSCE's constructive potential. On 30
May 1997 the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC) was established in
Sintra, Portugal, to replace the existing North Atlantic Co-operation Council.
Membership is open to all OSCE States." TThis Council is to develop itself
"through practice” and to offer its members "the overarching framework for
consultations (...) on a broad range of political and security-related issues". The
Council is intended to provide its members with the opportunity for varied and
intensive consultations; the foreign and defence ministers alone are to meet twice
a year. The basic document which was passed suggests, among others, the
following concrete topics for consultations: crisis management, regional matters,
arms control, nuclear, biological and chemical (NBC) proliferation and defence
issues, international terrorism, defence planning and budgets, defence policy and
strategy and security impacts of economic developments. In addition, the
following are listed as fields for possible co-operation and consultation: civil
emergency and disaster preparedness, armaments co-operation, nuclear safety,
defence related environmental issues, and questions related to peace support
operations.” Through a number of organs the EAPC is tied not only to the
Partnership for Peace program, in which 27 countries already participate, but
directly to NATO with all of its operational capacities.

1 Basic Document of the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council, in: NATO Press and Media
Service, Press Communiqué M-NACC-EAPC-1(97)66, 30th May 1997, p. 1.
2 Ibid., p. 3.
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There is no doubt that this new Council will arouse the interest of many OSCE
States and probably have a great attraction for them. There are three points that
have to be elaborated in this connection. Twelve OSCE States have applied for
NATO membership, of which three (Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic)
were initially invited, on 8/9 July 1997, to join. On 27 May 1997 in Paris, NATO
concluded a voluminous Founding Act with the Russian Federation which
provides, inter alia, for the establishment of a Permanent Joint Council "at
various levels and in different forms according to the subject matter" for
consultation and co-operation and likewise for an extensive catalogue of sub-
jects.® Finally, on 9 July 1997 in Madrid NATO reached agreement with
Ukraine on another extensive document called "Charter on a Distinctive Part-
nership" which contains a detailed description of objectives and consultation
mechanisms.*

For the time being it remains an open question whether these councils and
structures will amount to more than an echo chamber designed to legitimize de-
cisions that in reality are made by the NATO Council. The open list of the new
councils' areas of responsibility and the way in which they overlap with or at
least touch upon the established or presumptive goals, responsibilities and fields
of work of the OSCE, at any rate provide food for thought. Of the 55 OSCE
participating States, the twelve NATO candidates and the two countries which
have been given a privileged status by NATO - Russia and Ukraine - will thus
enter into the "field of attraction" of the existing 16 NATO countries. The re-
sulting numerical relationships make clear how the centre of gravity within the
group of all OSCE participating States is likely to shift in the future, not least in a
qualitative sense. It should be noted that this orientation of security and eco-
nomic policy towards "Brussels" as the centre and the willingness of countries to
integrate themselves into Euro-Atlantic structures have already impelled several
states to undertake peace-making measures, as seems to be demonstrated by the
ratification of the Hungarian-Romanian basic treaty and the signing of the
Bulgarian-Greek border agreement.

One can only speculate on further consequences of these events for the OSCE -
e.g. whether pan-European debates and decisions on security matters will
henceforth take place in the new NATO organs, causing the NATO Councils in
Brussels to develop into the hub of pan-European policy. It will depend to a
large degree on the behaviour of Russia which, given its favoured position, can
play a role in both Brussels and Vienna.

In all documents on the new NATO policy - most frequently in the Founding
Act between NATO and Russia - the states involved stress the undiminished

3 Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security between the NATO and the
Russian Federation, issued in Paris, France, on 27 May 1997, in: NATO review 4/1997,
Documentation, pp. 7-10, p. 8.

4 Charter on a Distinctive Partnership between the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and
Ukraine, Madrid, 9 July 1997, in: http://www.nato.int/docu/basictxt/ukrchrt.htm, p.1-7.

15



importance of the OSCE for them and for European security policy. For ex-
ample, the Madrid Declaration of the NATO Summit of 8-9 July 1997 contains,
inter alia, the following statement on the OSCE: "We reaffirm our commitment
to further strengthening the OSCE as a regional organisation according to
Chapter VIII of the Charter of the United Nations and as a primary instrument
for preventing conflict, enhancing cooperative security and advancing democ-
racy and human rights. The OSCE, as the most inclusive European-wide security
organisation, plays an essential role in securing peace, stability and security in
Europe. The principles and commitments adopted by the OSCE provide a
foundation for the development of a comprehensive and cooperative European
security architecture. Our goal is to create in Europe, through the widest possible
cooperation among OSCE states, a common space of security and stability,
without dividing lines or spheres of influence limiting the sovereignty of
particular states.

We continue to support the OSCE's work on a Common and Comprehensive
Security Model for Europe in the Twenty-First Century, in accordance with the
decisions of the 1996 Lisbon Summit, including consideration of developing a
Charter on European Security".®

It remains inconceivable that all of the responsibilities delegated by the partic-
ipating States to the OSCE could one day be carried out by NATO - unless a
time came when all 55 countries between Vancouver and Vladivostok belonged
not only to the OSCE but to NATO and the latter, analogous to the EAPC, were
called EATO. For the time being the OSCE's strength in dealing with the pan-
European area lies in its unmatched multi-laterality and hence in the opportu-
nities it provides for co-operative security policy. The extent to which this
strength can be brought to bear will of course always depend on the insight and
will of the 55 governments, especially those which as members of the European
Union are striving for a Common Foreign and Security Policy, a policy which
they should try to work out within the OSCE framework, not in competition with
it.

During the reporting period the position of Chairman-in-Office was transferred
from Switzerland to Denmark, which will be succeeded by Poland in 1998. A
new Secretary General has assumed office and the direction of the Office for
Democratic Institutions and Human Rights has also changed hands. The Par-
liamentary Assembly of the OSCE, which in July 1997 met in Warsaw, is facing
an interesting change - from an organ which calls for more and more new
principles and norms to one which must examine whether commitments and
agreements are actually being observed by the executive authorities of the par-
ticipating States. The Lisbon Document of 1996, especially in its decisions on

5 Madrid Declaration on Euro-Atlantic Security and Cooperation. Issued by the Heads of
State and Government, Madrid, 8th July 1997, in: http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/1997/p97-
081e.htm, here Point 21.
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the "Framework for Arms Control" and the "Development of the Agenda of the
Forum for Security Co-operation”, clearly established new emphases and per-
spectives for arms control policy.® The appointment of an Economic Co-ordi-
nator and of a Representative on Freedom of the Media at the Copenhagen
Ministerial in December 1997 can be expected to provide desirable new insti-
tutional arrangements as a means for verification of norms and a strengthening of
the Secretariat. As the great European changes of 1989 fade into the past the
responsibilities of the OSCE are not diminishing but are undergoing a change.
The OSCE must come to terms with this and adapt itself. The participating States
must be appropriately prepared.

Like its predecessor, the present Yearbook offers a multi-faceted portrayal of the
struggle for security and co-operation in Europe under changing circumstances.
As the responsible editor, | thank all who have contributed to this effort for their
willing co-operation.

6 1996 Lisbon Document, reprinted in this volume, pp. 419-446.
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Dieter S. Lutz

Introduction

OSCE Activities and the International Community

The Situation

On 27 May 1997 at the summit meeting in Paris the "Founding Act on Mutual
Relations, Cooperation and Security between NATO and the Russian Federa-
tion" was signed in Paris. Unexpectedly for outsiders, the text of the Founding
Act refers several times to the OSCE, ascribes to it - but not to NATO - a key
role in Europe and suggests that it should be strengthened:

"NATO and Russia will help to strengthen the Organisation for Security
and Cooperation in Europe, including developing further its role as a pri-
mary instrument in preventive diplomacy, conflict prevention, crisis man-
agement, post-conflict rehabilitation and regional security cooperation, as
well as in enhancing its operational capabilities to carry out these tasks.
The OSCE, as the only pan-European security organisation, has a key role
in European peace and stability. In strengthening the OSCE, NATO and
Russia will cooperate to prevent any possibility of returning to a Europe of
divisi(l)n and confrontation, or the isolation of any state." (Emphasis by
DSL)

Hollow words? A diplomatic exercise? Or will the announcement this time be
followed by deeds? Will the OSCE - strengthened by the international commu-
nity - in the future play a role, maybe even the decisive role, on behalf of undi-
vided and comprehensive security in and for Europe?

Scepticism is called for in light of the experience of past years. For example,
Curt Gasteyger of The Graduate Institute of International Studies in Geneva
writes in the present volume: "Every country and every sensible government will
of course (...) claim that they have a right to ‘security’ and that 'security' is thus a
good shared equally by all. What that means in daily practice is, however, an
entirely different matter."? And the former Mayor of Amsterdam, Ed van Thijn,
drawing on his experience as Co-ordinator for International Monitoring of the
elections in Bosnia and Herzegovina, adds: "The international community

1 Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security between the NATO and the
Russian Federation, issued in Paris, France, on 27 May 1997, in: NATO review 4/1997,
Documentation, p. 7-10, p. 7.

2 Curt Gasteyger, The OSCE in a New Environment, in the present volume, p. 37.
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does not exist (...) It is a summation of countries, all of which have their own
agendas - short-term agendas (...) It is a marvellous thing to work for the
international community but at the same time it is small town behaviour. The
little bunch of 'internationals' who are sitting together here would be hard to dis-
tinguish from any gentlemen's club in a provincial city."* " "(T)he particular in-
terests of individual states”, according to Walter Jurgen Schmid and Michael
Klepsch of the German Foreign Office, "are increasingly being given priority
over the common interests of the OSCE community of states."

One has the impression that this last point also holds true for the United States
which, although not a European country, still seems to be indispensable for the
security of Europe.® Problems in establishing the institution of arbitration,® in
pursuing arms control,” in the discussion of the OSCE's legal status® and in con-
nection with other matters, among them aspects of dealing with the Bosnian
conflict which frequently recur,? provide evidence for this statement. If one
agrees with the former US Ambassador Jonathan Dean, the relationship of the
United States to the OSCE is still a morganatic one of the second rank. Contrary
to the statements quoted above from the Founding Act in "the case of the US, of
course”, the "priority organization is NATO (...) in their unspoken thoughts,
American officials see the ideal OSCE of the twenty-first century as
precisely the same as they see the OSCE of today: a low profile, low-cost,

workaday way of organizing intergovernmental co-operation in Europe".*

3 Ed van Thijn, The Moods of Sarajevo. Excerpts from the Diary of an Observer, in the
present volume, p. 187; see also pp. 175f., 189; but cf. ibid. also Rudiger Hartmann, Re-
gional Arms Control in Europe: The Arms Control Agreements under the Dayton
Agreement (Mid-1996 until Mid-1997), p. 273, who with respect to arms control speaks of
a "heavy involvement of the international community".

4 Walter Jurgen Schmid/Michael Klepsch, On the Path to a European Security Architecture
- The Contribution of the Forum for Security Co-operation, in the present volume, p. 303;
cf. ibid. also Herbert Honsowitz, The Vienna Review Conference and the Lisbon Summit
of 2 and 3 December 1996, p. 336f.

5 On the other hand, see also in the present volume: Tim Guldimann, Supporting the Doves
against the Hawks. Experiences of the OSCE Assistance Group in Chechnya, p. 143, who
emphasizes the "unified position of the United States, the European Union and of other
individual European countries towards the conflict" in Chechnya.

6 Cf. Lucius Caflisch/Laurence Cuny, The OSCE Court of Conciliation and Arbitration:
Current Problems, in the present volume, p. 354.

7 Cf. Schmid/Klepsch, cited above (Note 4), p. 303.

8 Cf. Marcus Wenig, The Status of the OSCE under International Law - Current Status and
Outlook, in the present volume, p. 373, 374.

9 Cf. Marie-Janine Calic, The OSCE's Contribution to the Democratization of Bosnia and
Herzegovina, in the present volume, esp. pp. 149, 157; cf. also van Thijn, cited above
(Note 2), pp. 161f., 164, 170, 172.

10  Jonathan Dean, The USA and the OSCE: Still a Morganatic Union, in the present volume,
pp. 39 and 40.
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Activities and Responsibilities of the OSCE

Taken all together, however, the articles in this book demonstrate that the OSCE,
despite everything, pursues with astonishing success a great variety of
activities,™* accomplishes its tasks and carries out missions. For 1997, along with
the regional emphasis on South-eastern Europe and the Balkans,*? it is the turn
of the OSCE Missions to provide the focal point.

Among the countries and regions where the OSCE has carried out missions in
recent months are Estonia and Latvia, Georgia, Nagorno-Karabakh, Moldova,
Tajikistan and Ukraine, Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia, Albania and
Chechnya.”® Among the other activities of the OSCE are the discussions on
European security architecture,* specifically the “Security Model for the 21st
Century",”® implementation of regional arms control following the Dayton
Agreement™® along with negotiations on the adaptation of the CFE Treaty,*’
working out the mandate for the OSCE Representative on Freedom of the Me-
dia’® as well as of the Co-ordinator of OSCE Economic and Environmental Ac-
tivities (including the work on an OSCE Economic Charter),*® and much more,
including - not to be forgotten - the beneficent work of the High Commissioner

11  The US has also noted this: "To say that the OSCE plays a secondary role in US policy
does not at all mean that the role is an inactive one. Even more than in the past, the US has
joined others in energetically heaping new functions and responsibilities on the OSCE,
this time in Bosnia and most recently in Albania.” Dean, cited above (Note 10), p. 41.

12 Cf. in the present volume: Faruk Sen/Cigdem Akkaya/Hayrettin Aydin, Turkey and the
OSCE, pp. 55ff.; Kostas Ifantis, European Security and the OSCE - A Greek View, pp.
63ff.; Alice Ackermann, The Republic of Macedonia and the OSCE, pp. 69ff.; Predrag
Simic, The OSCE and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, pp. 77ff.; Anda Filip/Martin
Stanescu, Romania and the OSCE, pp. 87ff.; Emil Mintchev, Bulgaria and the OSCE, pp.
97ff.

13 Cf. in the present volume: Falk Lange, The OSCE Missions to the Baltic States, pp.
115ff.; Rolf Welberts, The OSCE Missions to the Successor States of the Former Soviet
Union, pp. 123ff.; Guldimann, cited above (Note 5), pp. 135ff.; Calic, cited above (Note
9), pp. 145ff.; Thijn, cited above (Note 3), pp. 159ff.; Joachim Eicher, The OSCE Mission
to Croatia, pp. 191ff.; Norbert Mappes-Niediek, Albania and the Efforts of the OSCE in
1997, pp. 199ff.

14 Cf. Schmid/Klepsch, cited above (Note 4), p. 299ff.

15  Cf. in the present volume: Heinrich Schneider, The "European Security Model for the 21st
Century" - A Story Without an Ending?, pp. 235ff.; Shannon Kile/Adam Daniel Rotfeld,
A Future Security Agenda for Europe: The Work of the SIPRI Independent Working
Group, pp. 257ff.

16  Cf. Hartmann, cited above (Note 3), pp. 273ff.

17  Cf. Wolfgang Zellner/Pal Dunay, When the Past Meets the Future - Adapting the CFE
Treaty, in the present volume, pp. 281ff.

18  Cf. Freimut Duve, The OSCE Is History and Has a History, in the present volume, pp.
227ff.

19  Cf. Rita Stssmuth, Security Through Co-operation, in the present volume, pp. 309ff.
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on National Minorities®® and that of the Office for Democratic Institutions and
Human Rights.**

Criticism of the OSCE

Even a positive appraisal such as the one which, on the whole, the contributions
to the present Yearbook once again present should not cause us to close our eyes
to legitimate criticisms of the OSCE. On the contrary, the articles that follow,
just as in the last Yearbook, contain a number of critical thoughts; some of them
are new, some repeat points that were listed in the 1995/1996 OSCE
Yearbook.?

Among the criticisms offered by the authors of the present volume are:

lack of or inadequacy of co-operation between the OSCE and large non-
governmental organizations such as the Red Cross Movement® and the trade
unions;?*

the still-existing competition and rivalry within the so-called network of in-
terlocking and allegedly mutually reinforcing security institutions in and for
Europe;®

the continuing one-sidedness of the Organization's exclusive preoccupation
with conflicts in Central and Eastern European countries, but not in Western
Europe;?

the still limited financial support for the OSCE and its activities;?’

the strengthening of the competencies of the Secretary General®
integration of the ODIHR, % neither of which has so far been done;

and better

20
21
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Cf. Max van der Stoel, Democracy and Human Rights. On the Work of the High Com-
missioner on National Minorities of the OSCE, in the present volume, pp. 105ff.

Cf. Audrey F. Glover, The Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights 1994-
1997, in the present volume, pp. 327ff.

Cf. Dieter S. Lutz, Introduction: The OSCE - Foundation of the European Security Struc-
ture, Basis of the European Security Space, in: Institute for Peace Research and Security
Policy at the University of Hamburg/IFSH (Ed.), OSCE Yearbook 1995/1996, Baden-
Baden 1997, pp. 21-43, esp. pp. 37-39.

Cf. Knut Ipsen, The OSCE and the Red Cross Movement, in the present volume, pp.
397ff.

Cf. Tom Etty/Kurt P. Tudyka, No Room for the Trade Unions in the Economic and Hu-
man Dimensions of the OSCE?, in the present volume, pp. 317ff.

Cf. van Thijn, cited above (Note 3), p. 189; Kile/Rotfeld, cited above (Note 15), p. 271f.
Cf. in the present volume: Andrei V. Zagorski, Russia's OSCE Policy in the Context of
Pan-European Developments, p. 49.

Cf. van Thijn, cited above (Note 3), pp. 160, 161, 178; Kile/Rotfeld, cited above (Note
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- the ambivalence of the Organization's status under international law* and
the unattractiveness of the OSCE Court (of Arbitration).**

The chapter contributed by Takako Ueta of Tokyo® shows how much interest
there is in the OSCE, even outside of Europe. But interest alone is not enough -
any more than are declarations like the one in the Founding Act cited at the be-
ginning of this chapter. Rather, what is of decisive importance is the political will
of the international community to support the OSCE - not just with words but
with deeds - in the key role it plays on behalf of peace and security in Europe
and to make use of it as a strong and effective organization. What the Swiss
scholars Lucius Caflisch and Laurence Cuny point out with respect to the OSCE
Court applies a fortiori to the OSCE as a whole: "The best tool in the world will
start to rust if it is not used."

30  Cf. Wenig, cited above (Note 8), p. 367ff.

31  Cf. Caflisch/Cuny, cited above (Note 6), p. 347ff., 354.

32 Cf. Takako Ueta, Japan and the OSCE, in the present volume, pp. 387ff.
33  Caflisch/Cuny, cited above (Note 6), p. 355.
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Curt Gasteyger

The OSCE in a New Environment*

Reflecting on European security and the forms it may take in the future is an
exercise inherited from the Cold War - one which involves a Europe viewed as a
security space with extensions reaching as far as San Francisco and Vladivostok.
What has changed, however, is the political framework for these reflections. To
be sure, "East" and "West" have not yet become mere directional terms as
NATO proclaimed at the end of the strategic ice age. The patterns of thought
established over a period of forty years are too deeply ingrained for that.
However, we have at least made a beginning at thinking in co-operative rather
than confrontational terms; at giving priority to political concerns, including
social policy, rather than to the military; and, finally, at abandoning the conflict
between armament, promoted by those on the right, and disarmament, favoured
by those on the left.

Emphasizing common elements more strongly than divisive factors makes it
easier to give joint consideration to the creation of a European order for tomor-
row. The price we pay for this is, to be sure, a blurring of hitherto valid param-
eters that have been in general use, sometimes hardened into stereotypes. They
gave momentum and shape to common defence efforts, strategic doctrines and a
variety of integration projects. Thus standards were established which could be
used in public relations to evaluate friend and foe, shifts in the strategic balance
and changes on the political front line. Almost nothing has remained of this in
today's Europe, which is devoid of enemies and where borders have lost much of
their significance. In short, the widely known and much used "Military Balance"
of the International Institute for Strategic Studies has been "reduced" from the
status of a political document to a mere collection of military data. However
interesting such data may be, they do no longer shape or reflect new strategies
and alliances. For there is no defining structure to give military forces their
weight and political significance.

On the face of it this is a fortunate turn of events. The "soundless disappearance"
of a reality in international affairs which put its stamp on the landscape of
Europe beginning at the latest with the founding of the Soviet Union was and
remains an unprecedented event, one bordering on a miracle.? But it leaves be-
hind a stage peopled by many more actors - both resurrected and new ones -

1 Updated and expanded version of the article "Neue Konturen Européischer Sicherheit"
[New Contours of European Security] which appeared in the 12/1996 issue of the journal
"Internationale Politik" [International Policy].

2 Cf. Volker Gerhardt, Fahnenschwenken vor den Triblinen der Macht [Flag Waving in
Front of the Platforms of Power], in: Neue Zirrcher Zeitung, 21/22 September 1996, p. 69.
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who are still a long way from fitting together into anything like a coherent en-
semble. What today is called "European security" has become hard, if not im-
possible, to define. What concerns the "man on the street” in Belfast, Berlin or
Belgrade when it comes to "security" is no longer (if it ever was) identical with
protection against external aggression, war and destruction. It includes, of
course, that element, too. But nowadays it is the concern over one's social and
personal security that without doubt predominates in the minds of the over-
whelming majority of Europeans. Thus even what is generally understood by
"European security" and has been given institutional form is not a permanently
established condition but a process subject to constant change.

This means, at the same time, that a "security model™ which the Organization for
Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) is desperately seeking to design
for the next century, cannot exist for the Europe of today and tomorrow. More
importantly, such "model" should not be debated at all because it conveys the
illusion that security is a clearly defined concept which can easily be dealt with
in institutional terms. It is the illusion of a static security policy which is no
doubt comforting in bureaucratic terms but politically soporific.

Even the declaration adopted at the OSCE Summit Conference in Lisbon does
not help much to move things along. In it the Heads of State or Government note
with great optimism that the work on this Security Model is making progress and
will be continued “actively".® Indeed, the Conference went a step farther and,
with appropriate caution, announced its determination to "consider developing a
Charter on European Security”. Those are ambitious objectives indeed. They
seem all the more ambitious when one recalls the rapidly changing security
landscape of Europe. Thus it remains highly uncertain whether the Model and
the Charter have even a remote chance of becoming reality. They are - there is
hardly anyone in OSCE circles who has any illusions about this - largely a
function of NATO's decision, taken in mid-1997, to admit Central European
countries into the Alliance.

We did not really need the scarcely fathomable tragedy in former Yugoslavia in
order to be warned against excessive expectations regarding the Security Model
and a Security Charter respected on all sides. The crises, first in Yugoslavia, then
in Albania, and now in Kosovo, make abundantly clear that the Europe which
has so unexpectedly opened itself towards the East lives in very different
historical and political time zones, if not in different periods of civilization.
Many things that we regarded as overcome or settled came once again to the
fore: borders were called into question or newly established; in place of the old
ideological confrontation between East and West we were confronted by eco-
nomic disparities and the need for political reform. The centuries old fear of ex-
ternal aggression is giving way to the fear of internal dangers. The latter appears

3 See the text of the "Lisbon Document 1996", reprinted in this volume, pp. 419-446, here:
p. 429.
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to be the stronger fear because it affects much more directly the security and
survival of the individual and of his familiar surroundings. Hence it is no longer
the strength of the national state but its weakness, its inability to offer its citizens
comprehensive protection that threatens security and stability on the continent.*
The case of Albania, if we look at it closely, turns out not to be a "security
problem™ in the traditional sense. It is, rather, a case in which those weaknesses
came into play which can push states with traditional societies in conjunction
with modern developments - such as the almost unlimited availability of
weapons of all kinds - to the brink of self-destruction.

These are developments which, beyond the hurly-burly of daily events, are tak-
ing place in more and more countries. It means that their security concerns and
challenges are becoming ever more alike. Germany's or France's problems with
immigration or organized crime may be quantitatively more important than those
of Austria or Belgium owing to the size of these countries. But the differences
between them and the problems of smaller countries are at most marginal when
it comes to their essential nature and the ways of dealing with them. Fear of an
attack by a powerful neighbour is being replaced by the concern that the
neighbour, whether larger or smaller, may not be able to deal effectively with
this new kind of security risks. They all face the same questions about their
ability to function and reform themselves under the pressures of expanded global
competition.

Catalogue of Uncertainties

All of this enriches the catalogue of uncertainties on the European scene. With
unavoidable simplification, others can be identified, including some with specific
geographic locations. They differ from one another, of course. Viewed together,
however, they hardly give the optimistic picture of an internally stable and
externally secure continent as whose all-too-natural objective a large majority of
Europeans see economic and political unity.

The first and doubtless biggest uncertainty concerns the status and role of Russia
and the position it should and must assume in the Europe of tomorrow. It is all
too easy to comfort oneself with the soothing thought that Russia, after the
double trauma of its withdrawal from Central Eastern Europe and the collapse of
the Soviet Union, is in a transitional phase. Far more important is the question of
the direction in which this transition will ultimately move the country. No one
can predict the nature and mission of this giant empire which today is vacillating
between crude Manchester liberalism and an unfettered Mafia and wavering
between Europe and Asia. The West's ability to influence the ultimate

4 See, inter alia, Philippe Delmas, Le bel avenir de la guerre [War's Rosy Future], Paris
1995, p. 9.
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definition of its goals is certainly modest. But we ought to take seriously the
possibility that a Russia which, in the aftermath of NATO's eastward enlarge-
ment, feels marginalized and may turn against the West.

The second uncertainty relates to the future of the Commonwealth of Inde-
pendent States (CIS), that is the former Soviet Republics grouped around Russia,
with the exception of the Baltic states. The extent to which these countries can
survive as independent entities will depend not only on the improvement of their
domestic political circumstances and of their economies. Related developments
in Russia will also exercise a strong influence in both areas. It is thus of
immediate interest to the rest of Europe whether such a large and centrally-
located country as Ukraine remains independent or once again becomes, in
whole or in its eastern parts, a part of a Russia expanding towards the West. Of
no less interest to the West is whether countries such as Azerbaijan and Ka-
zakhstan will return to Moscow's control or will be independently able to de-
termine who can have access to their oil and gas reserves, and who may benefit
from them. It remains an open question whether the members of the CIS, espe-
cially Russia, will be willing and able to develop the former into a functioning
institution. As long as there is uncertainty on this point the CIS will be less a
factor of stability and more a source of friction and unfulfilled expectations.

The third uncertainty has to do with the area of South-eastern Europe. It might
be called the "greater Balkans". It extends from Croatia (which does not wish to
consider itself part thereof) to eastern Turkey. This already gives us an idea of its
geographic extent and its political, religious and ethnic variety. That in turn
points to manifold sources of conflict. The most painful of all is the fragile Bos-
nian Federation; the bloodiest are the fights with and amongst the Kurds; and the
most important is the fate of Turkey. The extent to which the latter (and, in a
different way, Serbia) are or shall be a part of the European security community
or will remain outsiders is a question that presents itself for the first time again
since the dissolution of the Ottoman Empire.

The Mediterranean region has also returned to the security policy agenda. Only
definable in terms of its geographic contours, it has recently come to be regarded
as a (possibly overestimated) source of various risks. Leaving the Middle East
aside for the moment, it is especially the course of developments in North Africa
that we must think about.

Between Egypt and Morocco there stretches an arch of Arabic countries which
have in common a long history and the Islamic faith but are separated by many
differences of a political, economic and demographic kind. Who would dare
predict whether Egypt, with its relentless population growth, its water shortage
and its disturbing inability to enact reforms, will be able to enter the next century
intact; or, if it cannot, what this will mean not only for the Middle East but for
the Arab world as a whole? Concern over the fate of Algeria, particularly in
France, finds its logical extension in the European Union whose eastward
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enlargement has recently been complemented and compensated for by increased
engagement in the south. Even more than in Central Eastern Europe, the
agreements of association with North Africa have been stimulated by justifiable
security concerns. One more and highly emotional problem is the thorny
question of still divided Cyprus and its future relationship with the EU. Linked to
it is the even more complex issue of Turkey's relationship with, and role in, the
Europe of tomorrow, referred to already.

The circumstances surrounding the fifth and sixth uncertainties are very differ-
ent. One concerns the future of Germany, the other the future extent and dura-
bility of the American presence in Europe.

Since its unification, Germany has incontestably become what a German histo-
rian bluntly but accurately characterized as the "Central Power of Europe".® This
throws up questions of all kinds. They relate to Germany's influence on decisive
questions of European policy. These could have to do with the nature and the
role of the European Currency Union or the staging and extent of the European
Union's eastward enlargement, including Germany's weight and responsibility
therein. Germany's ceasing to be the motor of European unification would be
just as consequential as if it should fail to put through the reform of its
overextended social security net without turbulence. The question whether a
geographically expanded mission for the Bundeswehr will create tensions at
home as well as unease abroad is as uncertain as are the consequences of
German support for the eastward enlargement of the North Atlantic Alliance
(NATO) for the continuing effectiveness of the agreements on conventional and
nuclear disarmament in Europe.

Finally, since the end of the Cold War the trans-Atlantic relationship is no longer
what it was. Europe is trying, awkwardly enough, to pull itself out of the
American shadow. The United States is trying, hardly less awkwardly, to find a
justification for its role on the world stage which can be sold and defended at
home. This makes it harder to maintain a relationship that has been built up over
a half century. It calls for new common interests which are, however, harder to
define. Thus the Damocles sword of a "cultural breach” between America and
Europe® continues to hang over the Atlantic. This points at one and the same
time to the risk of a further drifting apart and to the opportunity for a more
broadly based community of interests. In any event, it means both uncertainty
and challenge, especially for the security of Europe.

5 Hans Peter Schwarz, Die Zentralmacht Europas [The Central Power of Europe], Berlin
1994.

6 See Werner Weidenfeld, Kulturbruch mit Amerika [Cultural Breach with America],
Glitersloh 1996.
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New Dimensions

This overview, though vastly simplified and tailored to certain geographic areas,
can nevertheless help us to reach a number of conclusions that will throw light
on the new dimensions of European security. The first conclusion, which is
neither surprising nor entirely new, is that Europe’s security is being increasingly
influenced by developments outside the area. At issue here are not only the
changes in America's (now more differentiated) interests vis-a-vis Europe and
not only Europe's dependence on Middle Eastern oil, obvious and perceptible
since the 1973 crisis at the latest. Rather, the range of potential crises that could
affect Europe's security has grown larger, both geographically and in terms of
content.

No model relating to the future of European security, however refined, can
ignore this aspect, difficult as it may be to grasp. The reciprocal relationships
between European immigration policy and population growth in the Mediter-
ranean area, between economic assistance and political stabilization, are indeed
far too obvious to ignore.

This leads, at least in part, to the second conclusion. For the first time since the
collapse of the Ottoman Empire, European politics are acquiring again what we
may call "an Islamic dimension™ - both in the traditional field of relations be-
tween states and in the social and religious fields, which are more difficult to
grasp. The dissolution of the Soviet Union has led to a revival of Islamic states in
the Caucasus and Central Asia; the Bosnian Federation deliberately stresses its
Islamic component; Turkey is threatened by a crucial test of strength between
secular Kemalism and Islamic conservatism;” millions of Moslems live in
European countries and terrorist groups operate there as the long arm of the
Kurds in eastern Turkey or of fanatics in Algeria. Even those who take a more
detached view of "Islamic fundamentalism", which is all too often cast in crude
terms, cannot overlook the political potential, whether for good or evil, of this
protean "Islamic dimension”. The call for an "Islamic OSCE", which can be
heard from Central Asia, provides an as yet uncertain indication of this.

This situation places demands on Europe's governments and societies which are
no doubt entirely new. The governments have long since lost their rightful mo-
nopoly on the use of force. As far as protection of territory is concerned it is
hardly relevant any more. With regard to protection of citizens and society and
of the structures that support them - economy, infrastructure, health - it has been
greatly weakened by the almost unlimited availability of weapons to sub-state
actors. Today, dissatisfied minorities, separatists and Mafia gangs pursue their
objectives with their own weapons. For those affected by their actions the
distinctions have long since become blurred between the legal or illegal use of

7 Cf. Udo Steinbach, Die Turkei im 20. Jahrhundert [Turkey in the 20th Century], Bergisch-
Gladbach 1996.
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power and the question of who offers protection to whom and what objectives
are being pursued. No doubt the war in Bosnia was also fought over territory.
But on closer examination it involved a collision between elements of ethnic,
religious and cultural opposition which do not lend themselves to rational ex-
planation. No wonder that the international community, with its traditional re-
sources of diplomacy and armed force, turned out to be for a long time helpless
in the face of such a phenomenon.

This leads to the third conclusion. It has to do with the role which should be
played by those international organizations that are responsible for security and
stability. All of them - from NATO to the European Union to the Council of
Europe and the OSCE - are in one way or another creatures of the Cold War
period. All of them are caught up in a process of enlargement, practically
concluded in the case of the OSCE, still incomplete for the others. This is
represented as a contribution to a pan-European order and to security based
thereon. As indicated earlier, it is doubtful whether anything will come of this.
Enlargement, initially at least, means separation from those remaining on the
outside as well as creating a hierarchy and favouritism. That is one aspect. The
other, probably more consequential, is that enlargement undertaken without clear
criteria threatens to weaken the basis on which the existence and unique
character of the organizations in question have hitherto been convincingly
legitimated. Not all of the institutions mentioned have available to them an
acquis communautaire which institutionally and legally is as well established as
that of the European Union. But all of them have been, and remain, handles on
European stability, harbours for building solidarity and thus - whether con-
sciously or unconsciously - elements of the expanded view of security that now
prevails. A Council of Europe that bends over backwards to admit countries with
largely unstabilized democracies or with questionable democratic practices risks
losing the function that has made it a pillar of democratically legitimated
dependability. The Atlantic Alliance will have to entertain similar considerations
if it wants to retain its most valuable acquis, namely its inner integrity and its
"security culture”" (Uwe Nerlich). The dilemma between the external expansion
called for by European policy and the indispensable internal coherence needed
for security and stability is by no means a trivial matter. In our thinking about the
multiplicity of new security risks, however, the second aspect especially should
be given the attention it deserves.

The OSCE as a Source of Hope?
We must expect, therefore, to be dealing with a politically diffuse, geographi-

cally broad and substantively complex environment in which many new actors,
legal and illegal, play a role.
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In this situation we have to ask ourselves about the missions and the capacity for
action of the organizations responsible for the security and stability of Europe.
Security policy is acquiring more and more a constitutive function of building
and maintaining order on the continent. Originally (i.e. during the "Cold War")
the roles were clearly circumscribed and distributed. As a result there were
hardly any overlaps. The European Community, elevated by the Maastricht
Treaty to a Union, had first and foremost the task of reconciling former enemies,
supporting the reconstruction of a Western Europe torn by war and providing for
its economic advancement. NATO, as the democratic counterpart to the Soviet
dominated Warsaw Pact, was entrusted with joint defence and at the same time
viewed as a trans-Atlantic bond between Western Europe and North America.
The CSCE, for its part, was a much younger child of the institutional “founding
period" in the late forties and fifties and set up a framework for dialogue, long
interrupted, between the two camps. It was not until the thaw resulting from
Gorbachev's perestroika that the CSCE assisted in arranging such concrete
measures as conventional disarmament.

The end of the "Cold War" brought with it the end of this relatively clear divi-
sion of labour. In itself, this did not have to be a negative development. Why
shouldn't “free competition", which is in effect propagated and set forth even in
the CSCE's Charter of Paris, be made into a fruitful subject also for co-operation
between states? It quickly became clear, however, that established structures had
created their own ways of thinking and that, in parallel with the dissolution of the
fronts and the collapse of federations, almost all of these organizations proved
incapable of resisting (or did not want to resist) the temptation or the felt
responsibility to enlarge themselves. The OSCE has not grown geographically
since 1989 (apart from the admission of Albania in 1991 and Andorra in 1996)
but the number of participants has grown by leaps and bounds, from 35 to 55. As
a result it has become more heterogeneous without becoming more efficient,
despite (or perhaps because of) its new decision-making bodies, centres and
High Commissioners. Its area of responsibility has expanded from the mediation
of dialogue, which scarcely seemed to need institutional crutches, to include
complex missions. It has come to be widely accepted in this role, without
however receiving any financial compensation for its efforts. Dedicated to
democracy and human rights, it is a kind of security guard without weapons and
with inadequate personnel and material resources. No one dares to call its
existence into question but few are prepared to strengthen it or make it more ca-
pable of decisive action. It remains an open question how the eastward enlarge-
ment of NATO will affect it. There are those who do not rule out the possibility
that it will wither away to a wallflower or remain just a piece of scenery that will
be mobilized only when no one else is able or willing to take over the job.
Things may not go that far. But wherever traditional security requirements are at
stake almost all of the reform countries of Central Eastern Europe are pushing to
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get into NATO. When it is a question of internal stability and security they look
for help in and from the European Union.® Against this background, the Code of
Conduct and the proposed Security Charter almost inevitably remain marginal
developments. This is not necessarily or primarily a result of the OSCE's
inadequacy. Rather, it can be explained by the new developments in the security
field described in the first part. It has to do with the complexity of the security
concept and the way in which it is interpreted, weighed and dealt with in
individual cases. Every country and every sensible government will of course
want to defend itself and fight against threats such as organized crime and drug
traffic. Likewise they will all claim that they have a right to "security" and that
"security" is thus a good shared equally by all. What that means in daily practice
is, however, an entirely different matter.

Europe and, a fortiori, other regions have not yet been able to create instruments
for mastering these more comprehensive risks to security. There are a number of
reasons for this. Almost all of them have to do with sensitivities related to
outmoded thinking about sovereignty. It will not be possible to outsmart these
anachronistic reactions from outside. But experience in the field of practical
international co-operation may help. Here the OSCE may find its chance. The
fact that it was able to get involved in Albania and in the domestic policy of that
country is surely due, among other things, to the fact that the OSCE is neither a
military-political alliance nor an international organization handicapped by the
veto. This is far from making it into a panacea for Europe's new security needs.
But it does give it a reserve function which a troubled Europe simply cannot do
without.

8 Cf. Curt Gasteyger, An Ambiguous Power, The European Union in a Changing World,
Glitersloh 1996.
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Jonathan Dean

The USA and the OSCE: Still a Morganatic Union

Over the past two years, the relationship between the United States and the
Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe has remained close,
but not publicly celebrated. Like most other OSCE participating States,
whether large or small, the United States has given priority attention to some
other organization concerned with security and co-operation in Europe.
OSCE has come second. In the case of the US, of course, this priority organi-
zation is NATO. For American officialdom, and for the American Congress,
the current absorption with the enlargement of NATO has placed the OSCE
still further in obscurity.

The speech given by Vice President Albert Gore at the Lisbon OSCE Summit
in December 1996 struck the authentic themes of the United States position
towards OSCE: It is useful, the Vice President said, that OSCE is developing
rapidly and flexibly. But OSCE should not receive primacy as the "sole or-
chestrating element of European security”. Moreover, OSCE should not be
pressed into a treaty framework (as France, Germany, Russia and others still
sometimes urge).

OSCE received prominent mention in the communiqué of the March 1997
meeting in Helsinki between Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin. The two presi-
dents agreed that the evolution of European security structures should be
based on the principles of the OSCE and that "strengthening the OSCE (...)
meets the interests of the United States and Russia". The two presidents
pledged to enhance "the operational capability of the OSCE as the only
framework for European security cooperation providing for full and equal
participation of all states”. Both presidents pledged their co-operation to the
further development of the Comprehensive Security Model for the 21st
Century, the Russian proposal on which OSCE has been working in a desul-
tory way for over two years.

This degree of attention to OSCE in a bilateral communiqué between the
United States and another country is unusual. It evidences an energetic
United States effort to meet - or to appear to meet - Russia's frequently ex-
pressed interest in strengthening the OSCE, an interest pursued by Russia in
an unfortunately episodic way without consistent follow-through. For the
United States, the unusual prominence assigned to OSCE in the Helsinki
communiqué was part of the vigorous effort to bring President Yeltsin to ac-
quiesce in at least the first stage of NATO enlargement. With this in mind, at
Helsinki, the United States paid tribute to OSCE, extended the period of im-
plementation of START II, conceded further nuclear cuts in START I, and
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indicated flexibility in amending the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces
in Europe to hold down NATO forces and also the forces of newly admitted
NATO member states.

But the United States has given no indication at the Helsinki meeting, at the
Lisbon OSCE Summit, or in day to day dealings in the OSCE Permanent
Council in Vienna, of any intention to seriously use OSCE discussion of a
Common Security Model for the 21st Century as an occasion for major
changes in the structure of European security - "European security architec-
ture”, as American officials often called it in the early and mid-nineties - to
make that structure more genuinely pan-European or to build the OSCE itself
into an overarching security organization for Europe, bringing together the
United States and Canada and the EU countries with Eastern Europe, Russia
and the other successor states of the former Soviet Union. Clearly, in the
United States view, that pan-European function is to be taken over by a
steadily expanding NATO, supplemented by the Partnership for Peace and
special charters with Russia, Ukraine, Moldova and others.

The United States is co-operating in the work in the OSCE on a Common
and Comprehensive Security Model for Europe for the Twenty-first Century.
But in their unspoken thoughts, American officials see the ideal OSCE of the
twenty-first century as precisely the same as they see the OSCE of today: a
low profile, low-cost, workaday way of organizing intergovernmental co-op-
eration in Europe, mainly for conflict prevention and management and for
transmitting Western experience and values on human rights and democratic
institutions to countries formerly members of the Warsaw Pact or parts of the
Soviet Union.

Consequently, from the US viewpoint, the Common Security Model for the
21st Century should consist not of major structural or organizational changes
upgrading the OSCE, but instead, of a ceremonial repackaging of already-
existing OSCE agreements (such repackaging is a favourite OSCE practice).
It appears likely that much of the final content of the "Model" and of the
Charter on European Security, a further similar Russian initiative that the US
has agreed to back, has already been laid out in OSCE's Lisbon Declaration
of December 1996.

This includes: improving compliance with OSCE decisions; enhancing in-
struments of co-operative action in the event of non-compliance with OSCE
commitments - here, some expansion of "consensus minus one" may be in-
volved; improved co-operation between OSCE and other European security
organizations; and refining the agreed measures and procedures for advanc-
ing OSCE's work in conflict prevention. One thought in this last context is
travelling "democracy teams", that can group experts in many areas of demo-
cratic practice and bring these teams for sometimes protracted stays into ma-
jor cities of the Eastern participating States.
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Thus the real United States interest is not in organization-building; it is in
putting the existing OSCE to work. To say that OSCE plays a secondary role
in US policy does not at all mean that the role is an inactive one. Even more
than in the past, the US has joined others in energetically heaping new func-
tions and responsibilities on the OSCE, this time in Bosnia and most recently
in Albania.

The United States, which took the initiative in pushing through a political
and military armistice in Bosnia through the General Framework Agreement
for Peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina (Dayton Accords) of December 1995,
also took the initiative in loading new responsibilities on OSCE for imple-
menting this agreement, including confidence-building, arms control, and
free elections, and some responsibility for human rights. These amount to
many of the aspects of a peace settlement aside from the role of IFOR in pre-
venting the recurrence of fighting. The OSCE has been much criticized by
IFOR officers for alleged inefficiency in carrying out these functions. But
IFOR itself has by far the easier role in implementing Dayton. Moreover,
other than forming a completely new organization to carry out Dayton, there
was no real choice of organization other than OSCE, given the fact that the
UN had earned a bad reputation in Bosnia.

The significance of the US investment in implementing the Dayton Accords
was underlined by the appointment of Ambassador Robert Frowick, a former
American foreign service officer, as Head of the OSCE Mission and by the
fact that Americans filled about 20 per cent of the roughly 270 OSCE posi-
tions in Bosnia.

After certification by the OSCE that minimum conditions for free elections
had been achieved, nation-wide elections were held in Bosnia and Herze-
govina in September 1996. The United States "Commission on Security and
Cooperation in Europe™ (composed of nine members of the Senate, nine
members of the US House of Representatives, and three senior
administration officials) declared that “the elections cannot be considered
free and fair" because of insufficient freedom of movement, association and
expression - especially for refugees and expellees - and "were held
prematurely because of limited international support for existing
peacekeeping burdens"!, i.e., because of the feared imminent departure of
IFOR before it was replaced by the smaller follow-on SFOR.

Mainly because of the slowness in repatriating refugees and expellees, mu-
nicipal elections in Bosnia have already been postponed three times - to No-
vember 1996, then to spring 1997, and most recently to autumn 1997.

1 Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe, 234 Ford Office Building, Washington,
DC 20515, “The September 1996 Elections in Bosnia-Herzegovina,” Washington,
September 26, 1996.
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After a slow start, OSCE has also encountered difficulties in implementing
the arms control provisions of the Dayton Accords. Data exchange on arms
holdings has been delayed and incomplete. Individual Boshiacs now receiv-
ing arms and military training from the USA as well as some Bosnian Serbs
have said they were looking forward to renewed and decisive military con-
flict. The war crimes issue in Bosnia remains largely unresolved, and eco-
nomic reconstruction aid has been slowed by the very slow progress of repa-
triation and also by political obstruction, mainly from the Bosnian Serbs.
Things are not going well in Bosnia. In a visit to Washington and other capi-
tals in March 1997, President Izetbegovic warned of the consequences of
slow progress.

In early March, a few members of Congress introduced a resolution calling
for withdrawal of American forces from Bosnia during 1997, which caused
Secretary of Defense William Cohen to insist that all US forces would in fact
be withdrawn by mid-1998 though not earlier. British Foreign Minister Mal-
colm Rifkind repeated what he had been saying from the outset of NATO
involvement in Bosnia - if US forces were withdrawn, European NATO
forces would leave Bosnia the same day.

It is obvious that there remain very serious difficulties in the way of the Bos-
nia peace process. There is some risk here that the US administration will
gradually disengage from its leading responsibility for the peace process and,
seeking a scapegoat, turn on the OSCE, as the United States turned on the
UN as a scapegoat for its own errors in Somalia and again during the period
of US abstention from military involvement in Bosnia.

But for the moment, the US remains engaged in Bosnia and, with other par-
ticipating States, is finding new and difficult tasks for the OSCE - in Decem-
ber 1996 and January 1997, OSCE missions were sent to Belgrade to con-
vince President Milosevic of Serbia to retract his efforts to falsify municipal
election results. Following on weeks of courageous public demonstrations by
citizens of Belgrade, the missions had some success. In March 1997, the US
backed a new OSCE mission to Albania parallel to a UN peacekeeping mis-
sion. Its main job was to install a temporary government and to arrange for
new nation-wide elections.

The OSCE operation in Bosnia and probably that in Albania are far bigger
than the small conflict prevention teams on which the OSCE has focused
since its original failure in 1991 to make real progress in ending the fighting
between Croats and Serbs in Croatia. The OSCE is not likely to undertake
bigger tasks than these. Clearly, its success in these missions will be very im-
portant for its own future and for its future reputation.

On a day to day organizational basis, the OSCE is, with US support, making
some progress. The annual budget in early 1997 was up to about 140 million
US-Dollars from half that the previous year, and permanent personnel rose to
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124 from a handful in 1994. Decision-making in the Permanent Council has
become more effective without alienating any participating State's govern-
ment. Open-ended working groups on a very wide variety of subjects have
made it possible for the newer democracies of the East to get a hearing and
worthwhile advice in areas of interest to them.

On the negative side, US support for OSCE criticism of inadequate human
rights performance by some of these states was somewhat more muted than it
has been in the past, more frequently subordinated to considerations of bilat-
eral political relationships. The leading example is how the OSCE - with US
backing - did constructive work in Chechnya by deliberately holding back on
public criticism of egregious Russian conduct. It will be for history to draw
the balance here. On the personnel front, the sequence of insightful, institu-
tion-building senior American officials that have contributed so much to
OSCE was coming to an end with the pending departure of Assistant Secre-
tary John Kornblum from the State Department. Difficulties in OSCE rela-
tionships with NATO have improved in the course of the Bosnian experi-
ence, but difficulties remain here, and also in OSCE relations with the EU,
Western European Union and Council of Europe.

Although American public and political opinion remains largely oblivious to
the existence of OSCE and its activities, among United States officials there
has been increasing awareness of the increasing value and capability of
OSCE. Full OSCE success in Bosnia would probably be beyond the capacity
of a much stronger organization, but even modest success will enhance
OSCE's reputation and support. From the practical viewpoint, the question is
whether the United States, while piling new tasks on the OSCE, will in com-
ing years be prepared to support giving the OSCE the additional human and
financial resources it needs in order to carry out these new functions.
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Andrei V. Zagorski

Russia's OSCE Policy in the Context of Pan-European
Developments

Russia's OSCE policy met with only little public interest in 1997. This is partly
owing to widespread "OSCE surfeit" - which also exists in Russia itself - but
also to the fact that it was mainly other developments that attracted the most at-
tention. This applies in particular to the NATO Summit Meeting in Madrid in
July 1997 where the decision was made to start negotiations with the first
candidates for admission from Eastern Central Europe, and also to the signing in
Paris on 27 May 1997 of the Founding Act" on the reorganization of relations
between Russia and the North Atlantic Alliance. The conclusion of the
conference of EU governments, too, dealt not only with the strengthening of the
European Union, in particular the introduction of the European Currency Union
according to plan, but also with the criteria and schedule for the EU's eastern
enlargement, which increasingly is occupying centre stage in European policy.
In view of the imminent entry into force of the Partnership and Co-operation
Agreement, future relations between Russia and the EU are attracting more and
more interest, both in Moscow and in Brussels. Thus it is not just the apparent
widespread loss of interest in the daily work of the OSCE that keeps that or-
ganization from returning to the limelight of European security policy but also
the growing pluralism of European institutions, the ever more complicated net-
work of institutions with a pan-European reach, which is keeping the OSCE in
the shadows of European policy.

At first glance it looks as though the OSCE were playing only a subordinate role
in Russian policy on Europe as well. It is true that during the first half of 1997
the Russian side expended its greatest energy on settling relations with NATO,
culminating in the signing of the Founding Act; but in all phases of the
negotiations Moscow viewed this settlement consistently in relationship to the
OSCE and to the pan-European perspective that the OSCE provides. This held
true at the Russian-American summit in Helsinki in March 1997 and it applies
likewise to the text of the Founding Act itself. It was also evident in the Russian
proposals for a Charter on European Security? which were introduced on 17 July
1997 on the basis of the mandate of the Lisbon OSCE Summit of Decem-

1 Cf. Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security between the NATO and
the Russian Federation, issued in Paris, France, on 27 May 1997, in: NATO review
4/1997, Documentation, pp. 7-10.

2 Cf. An Outline of the Charter on European Security, presented at the meeting of the Se-
curity Model Committee under the OSCE Permanent Council on July 17, 1997 in Vienna.
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ber 1996.% The text of the "Concept for a Charter on European Security" makes
Russia's interests and efforts in the OSCE framework perfectly clear and deals
with three important points:

- the position of the OSCE within the overall network of European institutions;

- the activities of the organization in the field of conflict prevention and/or
settlement;

- other fields of OSCE activity (inter alia military, economic and humanitarian
aspects).

The three sections of the following article are intended to give an overview of
Russian OSCE policy in relation to these fields.

The OSCE in the General Context of European Policy

Since 1994 discussion of the future European security system has often created
the impression that one goal of Russian OSCE policy was to place that organ-
ization's pan-European perspective in opposition to the eastward enlargement of
Western organizations, especially NATO.* Russia's Concept for a Charter on
European Security, too, was presented in such a way as to be in almost diametric
opposition to the Atlantic Alliance's decision on eastward enlargement. Thus the
Head of the Russian OSCE Mission, Ambassador Yuri Ushakov, pointed out in
the meeting of the Security Model Committee that the draft represented Russia’s
commitment to the pan-European idea and its rejection of efforts to divide
Europe yet again and to create artificial barriers.’

Russia's proposals on the European Security Model for the 21st Century, which
were discussed in the OSCE in 1995 and 1996, are still clearly remembered.®
Apart from a few general principles, Russia was not able to develop its approach
in any substantial way but the general tendency was clear. The OSCE was to

3 Lisbon Document 1996, reprinted in this volume, pp. 419-446, p. 429.

4 Cf. Andrej Zagorski, RuBRland und die OSZE - Erwartungen und Enttduschungen [Russia
and the OSCE - Expectations and Disappointments], in: Institut fir Friedensforschung und
Sicherheitspolitik an der Universitat Hamburg [Institute for Peace Research and Security
Policy at the University of Hamburg]/IFSH (Ed.), OSZE-Jahrbuch [OSCE Yearbook]
1995, Baden-Baden 1995, pp. 109-119.

5 Cf. Vystuplenie postoyannogo predstavitelya Rossiiskoi Federatsii posla Yu. V. Ushakova
na sasedanii Komiteta po modeli besopasnosti [Statement of the Permanent Representative
of the Russian Federation, Ambassador Yuri V. Ushakov, at the meeting of the Security
Model Committee], 17 July 1997, p. 1.

6 Cf. Dieter S. Lutz/Andrej Zagorski, A Security Model for the 21st Century, in: "Arbitra-
tion Court" and "Security Model™: Two Aspects of the OSCE Discussion, Hamburger
Beitradge zur Friedensforschung und Sicherheitspolitik [Hamburg Papers on Peace Re-
search and Security Policy], Vol. 99, Hamburg 1996, pp. 7-27.
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assume a central and co-ordinating role amongst the various European security
institutions.

Somewhat different undertones can be heard in the most recent proposals. The
"Concept" for the Charter on European Security does not aim to set up a hier-
archical system of European security with the OSCE at its head. It sees its main
task in promoting better co-operation between the various European institutions,
inter alia through confidence-building, through the exchange of information and
greater transparency in their activities, through improved co-operation, co-
ordination and division of labour, and through concerted action. For example,
annual meetings of the various organizations concerned with European security,
co-ordinated by the OSCE, should be held to discuss concrete aspects of co-
operation and co-ordination and reach appropriate understandings.” This
proposal takes over a number of ideas contained in the EU countries' Platform
for Co-operative Security. At the heart of the Russian proposal is the thought that
the European security system should rest on a network of complementary and
mutueglly reinforcing institutions without a leading role being assigned to any of
them.

Despite these external developments it should be pointed out that the core idea of
the Russian proposals - obtaining better co-operation between the various
European security organizations - continues to imply an outstanding position for
the OSCE, although without expressly subordinating the other institutions to it.
The press statements accompanying the Russian proposal signified clearly that
the OSCE was viewed as the core element of a future European system and was
to play a central role in ensuring security and stability. Commentaries in Russian
scholarly journals state explicitly that the OSCE should be fitted out to guide
European transformation processes. They also assign to it a prominent position
as partner organization of the United Nations.®

It remains to note that the strengthening of the OSCE continues to occupy a
central position in Russia's European policy, particularly in view of the growing
tendency of western organizations to expand towards the east and despite the
gradual institutionalization of Russia's relations with NATO and the European
Union and despite the temporary focus on the problems that have arisen in con-
nection with NATO's eastward enlargement. Still, it is no less important to point
out that Russia, for all its continuing commitment to the OSCE, recognizes that
organization's limits. These can be seen most clearly in an area which is currently
one of the most important for the OSCE - conflict settlement. On the one hand,
Russia stresses the primacy of the UN Security Council as a source of

7 Cf. An Outline of the Charter on European Security, cited above (Note 2), p. 3.

8 Cf. Statement of the Permanent Representative of the Russian Federation, cited above
(Note 5), p. 3.

9 Cf. Yuri Rakhmaninov, OBSE v XXI veke: na puti k novoi modeli besopasnosti [The
OSCE in the 21st Century: Under Way towards a New Security Model], in: SShA [USA]
1/1997, pp. 47-48.
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legitimacy for all activities involving the maintenance and restoration of peace.™
On the other hand, Moscow wishes to protect the post-Soviet area as far as
possible from direct interventions by the OSCE and, in accord with the
subsidiarity principle, to give the most prominent role to the Commonwealth of
Independent States (CIS). This is one important reason for Russia's efforts to
have the CIS recognized by the OSCE, a concern which was presented - un-
successfully although repeatedly and in explicit terms - during the preparations
for the Lisbon Summit.

Conflict Settlement in the OSCE Framework

There is general agreement in Russia that conflict settlement is one of the most
important responsibilities of the OSCE. Even so, this problem is often viewed
with mixed feelings. On the one hand, most of the OSCE's activities in regions
of conflict inter alia in the former Soviet Union find acceptance. But Russia is
also interested in having the OSCE's role in settling conflicts expanded beyond
the borders of the former Soviet Union (and former Yugoslavia) to cover the rest
of Europe. As a general matter, Russia, in connection with its proposals for the
Charter on European Security, supports a codification of the procedures for the
despatch and conduct of OSCE missions in various OSCE States.

The initial fears of contact and interference stemming from OSCE missions to
regions of conflict within the former Soviet Union have, at least for the time be-
ing, lost much of their significance. Co-operation with the missions in the field
has, with few exceptions, been positive. It has been particularly good with the
OSCE Mission to Georgia, which concerns itself primarily with the settlement of
the conflict in South Ossetia but to some extent also with the one in Abkhazia.
The role of the OSCE Mission to the Trans-Dniester region (Moldova) too is
generally viewed positively. The interference with the Mission's work, which has
occurred with some regularity, has mainly been owing to inadequate co-op-
eration on the part of the authorities in the Trans-Dniester region. Especially
since Russia, France and the United States were appointed as co-chairmen of the
Minsk Group in 1997, co-ordination of efforts to settle the conflict over Na-
gorno-Karabakh (Azerbaijan) has improved. Even the occasionally controversial
activities of the OSCE Assistance Group to Chechnya ultimately found
widespread acceptance in Moscow. The deployment of the OSCE in Estonia and
Latvia - through its Missions and through the activities of the High Com-
missioner on National Minorities - has also been approved by official circles in
Moscow. Such concerns as exist stem mainly from the fear that the two Baltic
countries might be successful in their desire to have the OSCE activities on be-
half of national minorities there declared superfluous.

10  Cf. An Outline of the Charter on European Security, cited above (Note 2), p. 4.

48



Most of the criticism is aimed at the activities of the OSCE Mission to Ukraine
which, as Russian politicians and diplomats see it, has focused exclusively on
developments in Crimea and paid too little attention to problems related to the
rights of minorities in Ukraine as a whole. This involves, among other things, the
decline of teaching in the Russian language and access to foreign mass media.
Owing to the sensitivity of these matters in Russian-Ukrainian relations,
however, Russia has hesitated to put pressure on the Mission to fulfil these tasks.
Russia views the OSCE's current efforts at conflict settlement as problematic
mainly because of the application of a double standard. The Organization's ac-
tivities are concentrated exclusively on the former Soviet Union and Yugoslavia
and exclude a comparable involvement in Western Europe - in Northern Ireland,
for example, or in connection with the border-crossing minority problems in
Turkish Kurdistan.

In order to strengthen the OSCE's role in conflict settlement in the whole OSCE
area, Russia's proposals call for a codification of rules and procedures for the
despatch of OSCE missions. Using past experience as a basis, the objective is
inter alia to

— put together a list of responsibilities to be assigned to OSCE missions;

- agree on rules of procedure for establishing the mandate and for carrying out
and ending missions;

- formulate basic principles for peacekeeping activities of the missions;

- provide the OSCE with the necessary means for carrying out its own peace-
keeping operations by, among other things, putting military, police and civil-
ian stand-by personnel at its disposal and setting up a small staff which
would report to the Permanent Council and the Secretariat in Vienna;

— establish operational rules for planning and carrying out OSCE peacekeeping
operations;

— agree on terms for producing appropriate memoranda concerning co-oper-
ation between the OSCE and the concerned countries.

Other Areas

Russia's most recent proposals also deal with co-operation in the fields of arms
control*! as well as of human and minority rights. Special emphasis is given to
the economic dimension of the OSCE, which Russia views as underdeveloped.

11  On the adaptation of the CFE Treaty see the article by Zellner/Dunay in the present vol-
ume.
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Russia has also worked out ideas of its own on problems, currently under dis-
cussion, related to non-compliance with OSCE commitments.

There is little that is new in the Russian position on politico-military matters.
Emphasis is given to the complex "Framework for Arms Control" that was
adopted in Lisbon and to developing the agenda of the Forum for Security Co-
operation.*? In addition to adapting existing arms control agreements new ones
should be worked out to deal with those areas and weapons categories that have
hitherto been left out of the agreements. New confidence-building measures
should be drawn up as well. In this connection, reference is made to the classic
Russian proposals for including the activities of the naval forces in the confi-
dence-building measures.

The proposals in the field of the human dimension of the OSCE contain a num-
ber of specific points prompted by Russia's special concerns in its relations with
neighbouring countries. Thus, in addition to the need for improved implemen-
tation of OSCE commitments in the areas of human rights and fundamental
freedoms, the proposals call for focusing on certain problem areas. Among them
those identified are:

- continued human rights violations;

- manifestations of intolerance, aggressive nationalism, racism, chauvinism,
xenophobia and anti-Semitism;

— the forced resettlement of portions of populations and illegal migration;

- the impermissibility of a policy that promotes statelessness; and

— threats against the independent mass media.

Moreover, the right of national minorities to retain their ethnic, cultural, lin-
guistic and religious identities should be better protected. The OSCE institutions
responsible for these fields, among them the missions and the High Com-
missioner on National Minorities, should be used more energetically.

With regard to the economic dimension, which is one of the priorities of Russian
OSCE policy, a number of objectives are being pursued. First, efforts aimed at
the activation of the OSCE Economic Forum are not being abandoned. Its most
recent meeting in Prague aroused hopes in Moscow that, over time, a pan-
European forum based on private initiative which meets regularly, is made up of
business people from the OSCE States and is provided with a small technical
secretariat might come into being. Second, earlier proposals are being revived to
give the OSCE a role in co-ordinating the support for economic transformation
in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe which is presently being provided
by a whole series of international organizations. The OSCE ought to be given a
special responsibility for developing new ideas and co-ordinating

12 Cf. Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe, OSCE Decisions 1996, Ref-
erence Manual, Vienna 1996, pp. 25-34.
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economic rehabilitation measures for regions affected by conflict. The Russian
position does not, to be sure, set up a direct and necessary relationship between
the economic dimension and other areas of the OSCE's work but it does assume
that progress in co-operation should be achieved in a comparable way in all
areas.

Last but not least, Russian diplomats are presently examining the proposals of a
number of Western countries for developing OSCE mechanisms to enforce
compliance with commitments once undertaken (non-compliance debate).
Moscow tends to be sceptical about these proposals, for two reasons: first, the
OSCE already has a wealth of politically binding mechanisms, which also apply
to individual areas, for promoting compliance with existing commitments;
second, the OSCE ought not to let itself be forced into the role of a prosecutor
but should continue to pursue on a broad scale its characteristic co-operative
approach, if anything helping delinquent countries to observe their commit-
ments.

Conclusions

This overview of the main points of current Russian OSCE policy clearly shows
some of its weaknesses which, however, under appropriate circumstances could
be transformed into advantages. The focus on the Charter on European Security,
particularly against the background of the continuing debate over the role of
various institutions in a future European security system, implicitly fuels the
"either OSCE or NATO" controversy - which in turn offers little hope for a
constructive solution. Most of the other Russian initiatives have to do with issues
that concern OSCE operations or which have only marginal importance for the
current agenda of European policy. Some of these initiatives (especially the one
concerning a co-ordinative role for the OSCE in support of transformation in the
reform countries) have little prospect of success. All of these issues are important
but they arouse little public enthusiasm in Europe - either in Russia or elsewhere.
A thoroughgoing routinization of the OSCE's activity could turn out to be an ill
service to the Organization.

Still, the most recent developments give us modest reasons for hope that after the
hectic controversies of the past even "hot" questions of European policy like
NATO's eastward enlargement and the settlement of relations between Russia
and NATO can be treated more or less as a matter of routine. This would give
the OSCE more latitude for a less controversial and more objective discussion of
current problems. For the OSCE, it would be an opportunity once again to make
the best possible use of its specific co-operative approach.
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The Interests and the Commitment
of the OSCE States






Faruk Sen/Cigdem Akkaya/Hayrettin Aydin

Turkey and the OSCE

Turkey has been an active participant in the CSCE process from the very be-
ginning and was one of the signers of the Helsinki Final Act. Of the Heads of
State or Government who signed that document in 1975, the current President of
Turkey, Stileyman Demirel, is the only one still in office. The Helsinki Final Act,
which declared its main objective to be détente and rapprochement between the
blocs, developed during the period 1975 to 1990 into a kind of conference
diplomacy. Three groups came into being amongst the signatory States: those
belonging to the North Atlantic Alliance, the members of the Warsaw Pact and
the group of non-aligned states. The discussions that took place as part of the
CSCE process and, hence, the criticism that was directed at existing conditions,
focused during these years on the confrontation between East and West. Thus
Turkey's participation, too, stood in the shadow of the confrontation between the
blacs, in which Turkey functioned as an integral part of the Western Alliance.
When it came to an examination of the way in which the Final Act's criteria on
human rights were being observed it was the countries of the Eastern bloc which
were at the centre of criticism from the western states. As a firm partner in the
Western Alliance, Turkey was spared criticism on the issue of human rights.
Turkey, for its part, used the CSCE process mainly as a forum for criticism of the
treatment accorded to the Turkish minority in Bulgaria, and of the Greek
leadership in Cyprus.

The collapse of the Soviet Union and of the Warsaw Pact, which brought the
Cold War to an end, altered and enlarged the responsibilities and functions of the
CSCE. The Charter of Paris, signed in 1990, and the institutionalization of the
OSCE, along with the creation of a number of new bodies, took account of the
new situation. Turkey played an active role in this process as well. It was among
the first signatories of the Charter and is represented in the various OSCE
organs. The formulation of new responsibilities and the creation of an
institutionalized set of organs to work towards the Organization's objectives,
along with the signing of additional agreements accompanying this restructuring,
affected Turkey, and continues to affect it, in a variety of ways. For one thing,
Turkey seeks to use the OSCE as a vehicle to serve its own foreign policy
interests, especially those related to security. In addition, active participation in
the building of the OSCE is one of Turkey's foreign policy priorities. As a result
of its enlarged area of responsibilities the OSCE has in a number of respects
developed into an instrument which, on the initiative of a variety of participating
States, attempts to exercise influence on certain developments in Turkey, e.g. in
connection with human rights and minority issues.
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Until the end of the Cold War in the late eighties, Turkey fulfilled an important
function, within the framework of bloc politics, as a member of the North At-
lantic defence alliance. Following the Second World War NATO needed Turkey
for the military protection of its south-eastern flank and as a defensive barrier
between the Black Sea and the Mediterranean. Owing to its geo-strategic
situation, Turkey was an important and indispensable alliance partner within
NATO. The collapse of the Soviet Union and of the Warsaw Pact deprived this
geo-strategic role, which had depended on bloc polarization, of meaning.

Turkey's Foreign Policy Interests and Priorities

For Turkey itself the collapse of the Eastern bloc had farther reaching foreign
policy effects and implications. For one thing, Turkey suddenly found itself
confronted with a number of new countries, some of them direct neighbours,
with which relations had to be established. In some cases this entailed difficulties
because the process of building a new state was accompanied by violent conflict.
One example is Armenia, a country which for historical reasons has a tense
relationship with Turkey. The violent and still unresolved conflict over the
enclave of Nagorno-Karabakh, in the course of which Azerbaijani territory was
occupied, remains today an impediment to the assumption of normal and more
intensive relations with Armenia; as a result of the deployment of Russian troops
in Armenia and Georgia it has also turned into a security problem for Turkey.
Additionally, the conflicts in or between the newly independent republics began
to mobilize portions of the Turkish population because many people living in
Turkey are descendants of refugees, particularly ones who originally came from
the Caucasus. Some of these people have retained over the generations a sense of
their identity - e.g. the Cherkess and the Abkhazians - and even today regard
themselves as a diaspora community. In view of the violent conflicts in the
Caucasus republics of Georgia and Azerbaijan and of the war in Chechnya, these
people, acting as a pressure group, attempted to mobilize the Turkish public and
to force the Turkish government to adopt a more active foreign policy.*

Quite apart from these efforts, Turkey was forced into a generally more active
foreign policy because the opening of the Eastern bloc and the rise of new states
made it necessary to establish independent relations with these countries.
Turkey's foreign policy with respect to the Soviet Union always stood in the
shadow of NATO membership. Turkey was no more prepared for the collapse

1 Cf. Zentrum fur Turkeistudien [Centre for Turkish Studies], Das ethnische Mosaik der Tur-
kei und interethnische und interreligiose Beziehungen zwischen den Volksgruppen aus der
Turkei in Deutschland [The Ethnic Mosaic in Turkey and Inter-ethnic and Inter-religious
Relations between Turkish Population Groups in Germany], hitherto unpublished study,
Essen 1997.
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of the Soviet Union and of the Eastern bloc than were its alliance partners and it
had to work out ideas and plans for an independent foreign policy in the region.
After recognizing the independence of the new states Turkey initiated an insti-
tutionalized form of co-operation with its new neighbours. Eleven regional
countries joined the Black Sea Economic Cooperation, officially founded in
summer 1992. The Cooperation, originally intended for countries bordering on
the Black Sea, was joined by other countries such as Greece, Albania, Azerbai-
jan and Armenia which do not meet that geographic standard. Although its main
objective was the expansion of economic, technical and scientific co-operation
amongst the participating countries, this initiative was also meant to serve the
cause of peace and stability in the region.? In fact the Black Sea Economic
Cooperation has developed into an institution which attempts indirectly to take
over functions related to the settlement of disputes because among its members
are countries such as Armenia and Azerbaijan which are at odds with one
another. Past meetings of the states belonging to the Black Sea Economic Region
have been used as occasions for talks between representatives of the parties to
such conflicts as well.

The Balkan countries constitute another geographic area which has acquired new
importance in Turkish foreign policy. Turkey's interests in the Balkans are
extensive and varied. On the basis of almost 415 years of Ottoman rule, Turkey
has historic ties to the Balkans. Even today substantial Turkish minorities live in
most of the Balkan countries. Altogether there are close to two million Turks in
the Balkans, the largest number - about one million - in Bulgaria, 150,000 in
Greece, and 150,000 in Romania and in Macedonia. Conversely, there are large
numbers of Muslims of Balkan origin living in Turkey - people who either fled
or moved to Turkey during the Ottoman period and after the founding of the
Turkish Republic. They are not only Turks; other nationalities such as Bosnians
and Albanians are also represented. The Balkans are also important to Turkey
because of the multi-cultural and multi-ethnic structure of Turkey itself. Living
in Turkey at the present time are more than 2.2 million Albanians, about 1.5
million Bosnians and more than 315,000 Turks who emigrated from Bulgaria to
Turkey. The number of Kosovo-Albanians living in Turkey is estimated at about
400,000. All of these ethnic groups in Turkey stimulate the Turkish government
to bear in mind its historic role as protective and supportive power for Muslims
living in the Balkans. Turkey is deeply interested in stability in this region not
least because instability there directly affects Turkish interests. Following the
recognition of Macedonia, Turkish influence there has increased too.
Macedonia's past is closely bound up with that of the Ottoman Empire and for

2 Cf. Zentrum fiur Turkeistudien [Centre for Turkish Studies] (Ed.), Schwarzmeerwirt-
schaftsregion SMWR - Darstellung, Entwicklung, Perspektiven sowie Mdglichkeiten der
Zusammenarbeit mit der EU [Black Sea Economic Region BSER - its Description,
Development and Prospects, Including Opportunities for Co-operation with the EU], Op-
laden 1996.
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that reason there are close ties to Turkey. Macedonia, which has problematic
relations with Greece, depends heavily for political support on Bulgaria and
Turk3ey, which were also the first countries to recognize it under international
law.

Turkey also has historic ties to Bosnia and Herzegovina. Since 1463, Bosnia and
Herzegovina had been a part of the Ottoman Empire. At first it was attached to
the Province of Rumelia but in 1580 became a province in its own right, closely
tied to the Ottoman Empire. Thus until its annexation by Austria-Hungary in
1908 - for more than 400 years - Bosnia and Herzegovina belonged to the
Ottoman Empire.* During the war in Bosnia, Turkey undertook a number of
initiatives to persuade the world community to adopt a common approach
against the Serbian efforts at conquest and attacks against the civilian population.
Turkey's efforts were in particular directed towards mobilizing world public
opinion. Despite strong internal political pressure - including pressure from
Bosnia and Herzegovina - Turkish efforts remained limited to persuading in-
ternational institutions to intervene in the conflict so as to put an end to the
fighting and to the attacks against the civilian population.

Special attention is paid to Turkish policy in the Caucasus. Here, Turkish policy,
cautious and aimed at compromise, can be seen most clearly in connection with
the Armenian-Azerbaijani conflict. Considerable pressure has been put on the
Turkish government, both by its own population and opposition parties as well
as by Azerbaijan, to pursue a policy friendly to Azerbaijan. But Turkey wants to
play the role of mediator in this conflict and is thus limiting its actions to the
international arena, calling upon organizations such as the OSCE and the UN. It
is trying to pursue this mediational role actively through its participation in the
negotiations being carried on by the Minsk Group.

Turkey has common borders with Georgia, Armenia and the Autonomous Re-
public of Nakhichevan, which is a part of Azerbaijan. Georgia, too, has not been
spared ethnic conflict. Apart from the dispute with South Ossetia, which seeks to
join North Ossetia (part of the Russian Federation) and form an independent
republic, a conflict has also broken out with the Abkhazians, who declared their
independence in July 1992. Large numbers of descendants of Abkhazian
immigrants are living in Turkey and the fight for Abkhazia's independence has
mobilized them. They are trying to organize support for Abkhazia and to
persuade the Turkish government to put pressure on Georgia.

3 Cf. Zentrum fur Tlrkeistudien [Centre for Turkish Studies], Die Tirkei im Spiegel der
jungsten Entwicklungen in Zentralasien und auf dem Balkan [Turkey as Reflected in the
Most Recent Developments in Central Asia and the Balkans], Working Paper 9, Es-
sen/Bonn 1992.

4 On this see Aydin Baybuna, Die nationale Entwicklung der bosnischen Muslime. Mit be-
sonderer Beriicksichtigung der 6sterreichisch-ungarischen Periode [The National Devel-
opment of the Bosnian Muslims, with Special Consideration Given to the Austro-Hun-
garian Period], Frankfurt/Main 1996.
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Developments in the Caucasus and Central Asia are of the utmost importance for
Turkey. Instability in these regions has serious consequences for Turkish
domestic and foreign policy. Close co-operation with these countries, both bi-
lateral and multilateral, and their admission into the OSCE do indeed give Tur-
key certain instruments for contributing to a settlement of the conflicts.

Turkey's Security Problems

One of Turkey's central concerns in participating in the OSCE has to do with the
relationship with its northern neighbour, Russia. One cause of friction between
Russia and Turkey is the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE
Treaty) which was signed in 1990 and entered into force in 1992. The terms of
the CFE Treaty specify, among other things, the numbers of conventional forces
in the Caucasus. But Russia, instead of making the reductions called for, has in
recent years increased its forces by stationing new troops. As early as October
1993 Russia declared that it would not observe the ceilings laid down in the CFE
Treaty.” The pretext put forward by the Russian side was that conditions had
changed, as exemplified by the conflict in Chechnya. In the Russian view, the
terms of the Treaty apply only to "normal™ conditions, and these did not pertain.
For that reason Russia has for a number of years been calling for revision of the
Treaty or of its relevant provisions. Turkey, for its part, has rejected for security
reasons the deployment of Russian units in the Caucasus republics of Armenia
and Georgia, which is based on treaties signed in the CIS framework (in the case
of Georgia, not until after that country's adherence to CIS). As for Armenia, an
agreement was reached and implemented to build a military base in Gumri and
Ararat, i.e. in the immediate vicinity of the Turkish-Armenian border. At the
present time there are almost 20,000 Russian soldiers stationed in the three-
country triangle of Turkey-Armenia-Iran.® After the signing of Georgia's
instrument of accession to the CIS, agreement was also reached on the
deployment of Russian troops there. According to the agreement there were to
be five garrisons and, in addition, Russian units were to be stationed in three
Georgian harbours. Altogether 5,000 Russian soldiers were to be stationed in
Georgia.” In this disagreement over the CFE Treaty Turkey's efforts to ensure
observance of the treaty provisions were without effect. The West's initial
reaction to the Russian demand for revision was to argue that the Treaty as it
existed offered the possibility of flexible interpretation, i.e. of altering the size of
conventional forces. Thus the West contributed to Russia's non-observance and
de facto violation of the CFE Treaty and accepted its de-

5 Cf. Bilge Nur Criss, Between Discord and Cooperation: Turkish-Russian Relations after
the Cold War, Ebenhausen/Isartal 1996, p. 13.

6 Cf. the news Rusya'ya AKKA tavizi yururlikte, in: Yeni Yzyil of 17 May 1997.

7 Cf. the news AKKA Rus tehdidinde, in: Zaman of 6 November 1995.
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mand. Of course this Western willingness to compromise has to be seen against
the background of NATO's eastward enlargement. The objective of incorpo-
rating former Warsaw Pact countries in the Western defence alliance forces the
West to make concessions to Russian security interests in other areas, in this case
at the expense of the security interests of other countries.® The modified version
of the flank rules, which permits the "temporary stationing" of Russian forces on
the southern flank, came into force in May 1997. Turkey had to agree to this
change even though it is opposed to Turkey's security interests. Azerbaijan and
Ukraine also accepted it, although at the last minute and even though both
countries still oppose it. Given the security interests of both Russia and Turkey,
the diplomatic skirmishing over the CFE Treaty is bound to go on for the time
being because Russia views the concessions as inadequate and is still calling for
a complete revision of the Treaty.’

Turkey's Position within the OSCE

Since the end of the Cold War OSCE activities have emphasized certain matters
which were also evident in the restructuring process leading from CSCE to
OSCE. Along with mechanisms for conflict prevention and settlement, which
were regarded as particularly important owing to numerous violent conflicts,
human rights violations and the curtailment of fundamental rights such as for
instance freedom of opinion received greater attention. These were matters for
which the former Eastern bloc had earlier been criticized but after the beginning
of the nineties other countries began to receive public attention as well. Various
member countries of NATO and, in particular, the Scandinavian countries began
to criticize the human rights situation, limits on freedom of opinion and the
treatment of minorities. For a number of years now Turkey has also been a tar-
get. Thus there have been repeated efforts within the OSCE and its bodies to
have OSCE mechanisms look into the human rights situation in Turkey. In
March 1994 the Scandinavian countries called upon Turkey to set in motion on
its own initiative the OSCE mechanism contained in the document of the Mos-
cow Meeting on the human dimension by inviting an examination of the accu-
sations in regard to human rights. In July of the same year, at the meeting of the
OSCE's Parliamentary Assembly in Vienna, there was a demand that the Mos-
cow Mechanism be set in motion and a "fact-finding mission™ sent to Turkey.
The Turkish side rejected both of these initiatives. In December, Switzerland
entered a motion calling for the despatch of a group of experts to Turkey. This
motion was not acted on, however, owing to insufficient support from other

8 On this cf. the news AKKA tatismasi glindemde, in: Milliyet of 20 October 1996.
9 Cf. the news in Rusya'ya AKKA tavizi yurlrlukte, in: Yeni Yuzyil of 17 May 1997, p. 13.
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OSCE States. Another initiative along the same lines which was undertaken in
April 1995 by several OSCE participating States met with rejection by the
Turkish government. In May 1995 a delegation of the Parliamentary Assembly
under the leadership of Willy Wimmer visited Turkey in response to an invi-
tation from the then President of the Turkish National Assembly, Hiisamettin
Cindoruk. The delegation wrote a moderate report, emphasizing that Turkey had
granted it facilities which exceeded those required by the Human Dimension
Mechanism. This report was adopted at the fourth session of the Parliamentary
Assembly in Ottawa in July 1995. But continuing accusations about human
rights violations and curtailment of freedom of opinion led to a decision at the
next session in July 1996 in Stockholm which called upon Turkey to ask for the
despatch of a commission and invite the OSCE Chairman-in-Office to visit
Turkey so that the accusations about human rights and the observance of OSCE
rules could be investigated on the scene. Turkey rejected this initiative, arguing,
among other things, that the Parliamentary Assembly is not recognized as an
official organ of the OSCE. The question of human rights violations and the
situation of the Kurds were once again discussed at the OSCE Conference in
Vienna. At this conference, which took place in November 1996 and focused on
human rights, a report by Amnesty International was presented which took
Turkey to task for still lacking adequate mechanisms for protecting human rights
against excesses by the state security forces.’® To forestall further initiatives of
this kind Turkey took the lead in December 1996 by inviting a delegation of the
Parliamentary Assembly under its Chairman, Javier Ruperez, to visit.**

The OSCE's Functional Significance for Turkey

For its part, Turkey strives in a number of fields to collaborate within the OSCE
and make active use of the Organization. A variety of initiatives have been in-
volved, especially co-operation in the fight against terrorism, organized crime,
drug trafficking and weapons smuggling. As a result of Turkey's efforts a num-
ber of new provisions on co-operation in these areas have been included in
OSCE documents. For example, at Turkey's instance the concluding declaration
of the OSCE Summit in Lisbon in December 1996 contained such a passage.*?
As an OSCE participating State Turkey endeavours to collaborate actively in the
fields of conflict settlement and mediation. Examples are the OSCE Missions to
Bosnia and Herzegovina, or Georgia, as well as involvement in the Assistance
Group to Chechnya, where Turkey was represented by delegates and also took

10  Cf. Yalgin Dogan, Insan haklar Friigin ayaklanma, in: Milliyet of 16 November 1996.
11  Information of the Turkish Foreign Ministry.
12 Cf. Ergun Balci, AGIT Zirvesi'nin ardindan, in: Hirriyet of 7 December 1996.
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part in the joint negotiations. Turkey is also participating in the negotiations on
the Karabakh issue, which are conducted by the Minsk Group. Turkish activities
in OSCE mechanisms have included sending observers to elections in
participating States and taking part in a delegation to Albania in connection with
the unrest there in March 1997.

Most recently Turkey has been concerning itself more intensively with the
problems of migrant workers in the various European receiving countries. The
number of Turkish migrants in the various EU states is approximately three
million. Most of them - more than two million - live in the Federal Republic of
Germany.** Turkish migrants and those from other non-EU countries must con-
tend with numerous problems in Europe, among them their legal status, racist
tendencies, xenophobia and discrimination. With regard to the legal situation,
Turkey is trying to have European citizenship granted to citizens of non-EU
countries. At OSCE meetings Turkey has, for example, presented examples of
non-observance of decisions of the European Court of Justice on migrants'
rights. This initiative resulted in the inclusion of appropriate provisions in OSCE
documents. The situation of migrant workers in European receiving countries
was one of the main subjects dealt with at the OSCE Conference held in
November 1996 in Vienna. Turkey's efforts played a role there. It was an active
participant and continues to work to improve the situation of migrant workers in
Europe. The reforms which Turkey aims at and urges on others are steps to
improve the legal situation of citizens of non-EU countries. Along with the
granting of European citizenship to migrants from countries outside the EU,
Turkey calls for their right to participate in local elections and the conferral of
active and passive voting rights in elections to the European Parliament.

Turkey was involved in the CSCE process from the beginning and has remained
an active participant since the restructuring. Although there are problems and
frustrations in some areas such as the human rights situation in Turkey or the
inadequate attention to its security interests, Turkey, for its part, makes active
and successful use of its OSCE membership, as is made clear by the example of
the situation of migrant workers in the EU.

13 The two-million figure was passed back in 1995. Cf. Zentrum fur Turkeistudien [Centre
for Turkish Studies] (Ed.), Der Studienauswahlprozel? bei tlrkischen Bildungsinlandern
an Hochschulen des Landes NRW [Course Selection Among Turkish Students from Local
Homes at Universities in the state of North Rhine-Westphalia], Opladen 1996, p. 11.
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Kostas Ifantis

European Security and the OSCE - A Greek View

Since the end of the Cold War, many people have come to believe that we
stand on the threshold of a new era. Over the past few years we have seen
revolutionary changes burst upon the world stage with a suddenness that both
shocks and bewilders. Whether these changes portend a more peaceful future
remains unclear. Rapid, unanticipated changes often create apprehension
about the future of world affairs.

As policymakers and scholars have attempted to understand the profound
transformations occurring since the end of the Cold War, they have found it
difficult to free themselves from old habits of mind; yet it is imperative that
they do. With the disintegration of the Soviet Union, the reunification of Ger-
many, and the eruption of ethno-nationalist conflicts in South-eastern Europe
and elsewhere, policymakers face a future whose geopolitical shape will be
unlike the world of their memories. Because the Cold War is barely over, we
face great uncertainty about where we are and the direction in which inter-
national relations are headed. Judging what to do and how to do it presents a
formidable challenge, which explains why policymakers across the globe
have yet to sort out the complexities of a world suddenly wrenched from the
rigid discipline of two power centres.

This opening statement, though cliché-ridden and highly unoriginal, is none-
theless valid as the necessary and possibly most appropriate introduction to
any perceptive consideration of the new security order in post-Wall Europe.
The dense institutionalization of the European security arena should be
viewed as the most suitable and credible answer to the challenges of an envi-
ronment greatly affected by transitional crises and multidimensional threats
to a world free of superpower struggle. In this context, international institu-
tions can be even more effective in stabilizing actors’ expectations and can
be instrumental in shaping conditions that can promote co-operative or at
least non-conflictual state intervention.

The OSCE: Continuity and Change

NATO enlargement and its role in peace support operations have tended to
dominate the European security debate for the better part of the decade. Yet,
NATO defines itself as but an "integral part of the emerging, broadly based,
cooperative security structure”. The Alliance has also identified the Organi-
zation for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) as having "an essen-
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tial role to play in European security and stability (...) in the prevention, man-
agement and resolution of conflicts".*

Comprising 55 participating States and dealing with security, economic, and
human rights issues, the OSCE enjoys a unique and non-exclusionary com-
petence - as demonstrated by its monitoring role in Chechnya, Crimea, Croa-
tia, Estonia, Georgia, Latvia, Moldova, and Nagorno-Karabakh, along with
its large-scale and well-known operational role in Bosnia and Herzegovina
and most recently Albania to set the foundations for elections, monitor hu-
man rights, and oversee arms control negotiations. Unlike the United Na-
tions, the OSCE enjoys direct competence in overseeing not only interstate
but intrastate affairs - that is, precisely those most likely to create security
problems in Europe.

During the Cold War, the function of the then CSCE was ostensibly to bridge
the European divide. In practice the CSCE mirrored the divide and did not
overcome it. The lack of institutionalization did not allow the CSCE process
to contribute to European security as much as it should have done. The Paris
Summit took place in November 1990 against the background of a changing
European order that was in turn to change the CSCE. The adoption of the
Charter of Paris for a New Europe represented a major development and at
the same time marked the beginning of the CSCE’s institutionalization.

The Valletta, Moscow and Prague meetings further accelerated the CSCE’s
development. The Helsinki Summit in 1992 confirmed the Prague decisions
and widened the role of the Committee of Senior Officials (CSO). Within the
CSO an Economic Forum was created to review commitments under Basket
Il and with regard to market matters. The Office for Demaocratic Institutions
and Human Rights (ODIHR) was also enhanced to monitor the human di-
mension and support the newly created High Commissioner on National Mi-
norities (HCNM). The HCNM was seen as an institution to act at the earliest
possible stage to resolve tensions involving national minority issues which
had not developed into conflicts. Another important "product” of the Summit
was the creation of the Forum for Security Co-operation based in Vienna.
The Forum was entrusted with three roles: first, negotiation of conventional
disarmament measures; second, promotion of Confidence- and Security-
Building Measures (CSBMs); and third, reducing the risk of conflict. The fi-
nal innovation of the Summit was its adoption of peacekeeping. The CSCE
defined peacemaking in accord with the classical UN understanding, that is, a
non-enforcement role, strict impartiality and requiring the consent of all par-
ties to the dispute. CSCE peacekeeping operations would not proceed with-
out an effective cease-fire in place and guarantees for the safety of personnel.

1 NATO Press and Media Service, Ministerial Meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Ber-
lin, 3 June 1996, Final Communiqué, Press Communiqué M-NAC-1(96)63, 3 June 1996, p.
landp. 11.
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Resources and expertise were to be drawn from NATO, the EU, WEU or the
CIS. A more direct linkage to NATO was opposed by France and the CSCE
was to turn to NATO on a case-by-case basis.

In Search of Identity and Role

The Helsinki Document marked the transition of the CSCE from a forum for
dialogue to an operational structure. In 1995 the new OSCE further defined
its post-Cold War identity and role in the European security architecture. The
need to respond to new challenges found expression in the development of
new strategies and policies that focus on the prevention of conflicts. Early
warning, conflict prevention and crisis management have become main fea-
tures of the OSCE. They are based on, and directly linked to, the tasks of the
OSCE in the human dimension field and its efforts to contribute to the devel-
opment of co-operative security.

The OSCE involvement in conflict prevention has been closely linked to the
human dimension and protection of minority rights. The HCNM has been in-
volved in a number of cases, including the plight of ethnic Russians in Latvia
and Estonia; the Hungarian minority in Slovakia; the Slovak minority in
Hungary; the Hungarian minority in Romania; the Albanian minority in the
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia; the Greek minority in Albania;
and Ukraine-Crimean relations. Fact-finding missions have been dispatched
and augmented with OSCE "good offices™ on the ground. By these means the
OSCE has sought to facilitate settlements in Moldova and Nagorno-Kara-
bakh.

At the same time, the establishment of the FSC put an end to the situation in
which, since the 1970s, the CSCE "was relegated to the negotiation of Confi-
dence-Building Measures (CBMs), and subsequently Confidence- and Secu-
rity-Building Measures (CSBMs), because the CSCE could not become in-
volved in disarmament negotiations, which, at the time, were the province of
those forums (MBFR and CFE, K.I.) restricted to the members of the two
military alliances".? Conceptually speaking, the decision to establish the FSC
lays the groundwork for a new approach to military aspects of security in
post-Cold War Europe; from a practical standpoint, it created an original in-
strument, given its functions, its Programme for Immediate Action, and the
broad area of application of that programme.

Chapter V of the 1992 Helsinki Document, which is the FSC’s mandate, has
assigned it a triple role. The first of these roles is the negotiation of concrete
and militarily significant measures to reduce the conventional armed forces

2 Victor -Yves Ghebali, The CSCE Forum for Security Cooperation: the opening gambits, in:
NATO Review, June 1993, pp. 23-27, p. 23.
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of the OSCE States or to maintain them at a minimum level commensurate
with legitimate security requirements within Europe and beyond.

The Forum’s Programme for Immediate Action delineates six areas for ne-
gotiation:

- the harmonization of obligations contracted by OSCE States under the -
various agreements on conventional armed forces in Europe;

- the development of CSBMs set out in the Vienna Document 1992;

- the adoption of new stabilizing measures and CBMs, including measures
to address force generation capabilities of active and non-active forces;

- the development of a system for the exchange of military information on
an annual world-wide basis;

- co-operation in the fields of non-proliferation and international arms
transfers;

— the adoption of regional arms reduction and arms limitation measures.

In other words, the profound aim was to continue and to develop the dynamic
process generated by CFE (Conventional Armed Forces in Europe), CFE 1A,
Open Skies and the 1992 Vienna Document on CSBMs.

The second FSC role called for a co-operative dialogue in areas such as mil-
itary force planning, co-operation in defence industry conversion, develop-
ment of military contacts, establishment of a code of conduct covering polit-
ico-military aspects of security, co-operation in respect of non-proliferation
and arms transfers and regional security questions.

As far as the third role is concerned, by setting up the Conflict Prevention
Centre (CPC), the Paris Summit began to sketch out a larger conflict preven-
tion role for the CSCE, going beyond the promotion and management of
CSBMs. The Berlin Ministerial Council (June 1991) established the "emer-
gency mechanism" that was to be repeatedly activated, albeit unsuccessfully,
in former Yugoslavia. The Rome Council (October 1993), however, decided
to degrade the CPC to a mere department of the Vienna Secretariat, trans-
ferring its main political competencies partly to the Permanent Council and
partly to the FSC.

As a result of these and other decisions, the OSCE acquired a variety of con-
flict prevention instruments. In one way or another, all main bodies of the
Organization contribute to conflict prevention. The conflict prevention func-
tion of the ODIHR is the establishment of an even closer connection between
security and human rights and it has given to the Organization one of its most
important advantages with respect to other institutions. Moreover, the
HCNM is the body which again creates an organic link between security and
human rights. The HCNM'’s specific task is to provide "early warning" and to
carry out "early action™ in case of tensions involving minority groups that
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could escalate into open conflicts. The HCNM has proved the most
successful of the OSCE’s organs as it has dealt effectively with a major risk
factor in Europe - i.e. the tensions between states and national minorities
whose claims are supported, more or less openly, by the states of origin. It is
important to note that the HCNM is not an instrument for the protection of
minorities or a sort of international ombudsman who acts on their behalf. In
other words s/he is High Commissioner on, and not for national minorities.®
In that respect, the co-operative and non-coercive nature of the HCNM'’s
involvement should be emphasized. Overall, the changing political
environment and the fact that so many OSCE States see the need to
understate new and complementary rules of behaviour show that minority
questions should always be approached from a totally new perspective to
guarantee peace in post-Cold War Europe.

In Search of a Security Order

Without any doubt the OSCE is confronted with the challenge to contribute
to the restructuring of the European state system after the end of the East-
West confrontation in the sense of providing stability and reliability and of
endorsing the evolution of democracy in post-communist Eastern Europe.
Although the idea of the OSCE as a pan-European system of collective secu-
rity is too far-fetched, it certainly has the potential to make a number of con-
tributions to the organisation of a peaceful security order.

At Helsinki and Budapest the palpable need for interaction and co-operation
between the various institutions was felt. It was understood that new oppor-
tunities could not be created and real security guaranteed by one institution
alone. A successful "security architecture” requires truly interlocking co-op-
eration among the existing potential institutional stabilizers.

There is no doubt that the OSCE does not represent the often called for grand
security design, nor is it the central pillar of the European institutional struc-
ture. The OSCE is a vehicle of co-operative security. It is not a defence alli-
ance. It cannot offer "all-for-one, one-for-all" security guarantees. It has nei-
ther its own military capabilities nor the potential to create any. In this sense,
it cannot offer the specific security improvements that the Central Eastern
and South-eastern European countries seek in order to consolidate their new-
ly acquired democratic systems.

The OSCE cannot and should not be portrayed simply as an alternative to
NATO. It is not "the other option" for building European security.* The

3 Max van der Stoel, “Report for the OSCE Implementation Meeting on Human Dimension
Issues, Warsaw, 2 October 1995.

4 Piotr Switalski, An Ally for the Central and Eastern European States, in: Transition 11/1995,
pp. 26-29.
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OSCE and NATO should be approached as elements of the same option, in
which they play different but complementary roles. A strong OSCE is an ally
of a strong NATO. The political legitimacy it can bestow on instruments or
policies either of its own or of institutions such as NATO is of extreme im-
portance. By virtue of its membership and decision-making procedures the
OSCE can confirm the legitimate nature of an intervention in the affairs of a
state or between states. This political and moral authority, which is not
shared by NATO or the WEU, will be enhanced as the Organization becomes
embedded in popular consciousness.

The OSCE, with its vocation as a guardian of security and a bulwark against
new divisions, can be a useful stabilizer of NATO’s enlargement. It is not
only a question of providing Russia with possibilities for constructive in-
volvement in European Security matters; it is also a matter of ensuring that
countries such as Bulgaria, Ukraine or Moldova are not placed too far from
European structures as a consequence of such enlargement.

Also, with its wider understanding of security, which includes human rights,
economics, and the military dimension, it can provide many of the instru-
ments that we now need to manage changes and cope with the complex and
multi-faceted challenges of European security. The recent work of the OSCE
in Albania shows that meta-communist societies have security concerns that
can be well addressed by the OSCE. Although no OSCE peacekeeping mech-
anisms are involved, in the sense that the Alba multinational force is not
under the Organization’s direct control, its presence has been instrumental in
safeguarding the election process and showing to a certain extent that securi-
ty in Europe should not be considered as divisible. That is dangerous not
only for the specific situation, but for the precedent it sets and the message it
sends to the other European countries in transition.

Of course, the OSCE is not the answer to all the countries’ or indeed the re-
gion’s security problems. But it is a very useful instrument and its possibili-
ties should be fully utilised. In an era characterized by unprecedented pros-
pects of co-operation among states but also by a large variety of risks, the
consolidation of the OSCE’s role as one of the pillars of European security
will depend largely on its ability to make full use of its most promising re-
sources: the close link between the protection of human rights and the pro-
motion of security; the authority it enjoys by virtue of its norm-setting func-
tion and the vast number of participating States; the opportunities it provides
for the gradual integration of the new democracies of Eastern and South-east-
ern Europe; the flexibility of its institutional structure and its mechanisms.
Above all, the chances of building a stable and secure Europe will depend, as
Max van der Stoel put, "on our determination to realize what we have neg-
lected for much too long: a comprehensive policy of conflict prevention™.
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Alice Ackermann

The Republic of Macedonia and the OSCE

Preventive Diplomacy in Practice

Since 1990, with the signing of the Charter of Paris, the OSCE has become
increasingly engaged in the prevention and management of conflicts in
Europe. Although conflict prevention and crisis management constitute rela-
tively new activities for the OSCE, they have become prominent ones be-
cause of the many ethnic and local tensions which have surfaced in the re-
gions of Central/Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union since the end
of the Cold War. It comes as no surprise, therefore, that since the early 1990s
there has been a proliferation of OSCE long-term missions to such diverse
countries as for example the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and
Montenegro) and its regions of Kosovo, Vojvodina, and Sandjak, the Repub-
lic of Macedonia, Bosnia, Croatia, Estonia, Latvia, Tajikistan, Georgia, and
Moldova.

So far, the Republic of Macedonia stands out as one of the relatively success-
ful cases of the OSCE's conflict prevention efforts. Moreover, Macedonia has
emerged as a testing ground for collaborative preventive actions on the part
of the OSCE and the United Nations. A tiny country of roughly two million
inhabitants in the heart of the Balkans, the Republic of Macedonia has had its
fair share of ethnic tensions between the Slav Macedonians and ethnic Alba-
nians as well as conflicts with its neighbours, Serbia and Greece. Although
the Greek-Macedonian dispute was settled in October 1995 and a normali-
zation of relations with Serbia is in progress since the signing of the Dayton
Peace Agreement and the 1996 Macedonian-Serbian Accord, Macedonia's
ethnic conflict, albeit not violent, is likely to remain alive for some time in
the future.

Ethnic Albanians, who constitute 22.9 per cent (443,000) of the total popula-
tion in Macedonia, which is also home to four other smaller ethnic groups,
have made four major demands: 1) the constitutional recognition as a nation;
2) the recognition of Albanian as a second, official language of Macedonia;
3) the increase of representation in the armed forces, the police, the legal pro-
fession, and higher administration; and 4) the right to an Albanian-language
university. These demands continue to stir ethnic Albanian protests, in par-
ticular because the Macedonian government has so far opposed the creation
of a separate university, fearing that it would cause an outcry among the
more nationalist elements in Macedonia, lead to the creation of parallel
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structures, and facilitate a growing polarization among ethnic Albanians and
Slav Macedonians.!

Macedonia's relationship with the OSCE is a unique one which in the past,
however, was the source of many frustrations. Although the Republic of
Macedonia was not officially admitted as a full OSCE participating State un-
til October 1995, the OSCE was among the first of the international organi-
zations to arrive in the country on a preventive mission, even though Mace-
donia was barred from OSCE participation over Greek objections. A com-
promise reached in early April 1993, when Macedonia was admitted to the
United Nations under the cumbersome name of Former Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia (FYROM), also paved the way into the OSCE in the same
month, albeit only as an observer.

The OSCE Long-term Mission, established in Skopje in the autumn of 1992,
was initiated by the Bush administration, following the outbreak of war in
Bosnia-Herzegovina. It had the explicit mandate to prevent a possible spillo-
ver of the Yugoslav war by monitoring Macedonia's borders with Serbia and
Albania and the country's internal political and economic conditions. It is not
a coincidence that the first three Heads of Mission were from the United
States, signalling Washington's commitment to conflict prevention and sta-
bility in the region. Macedonia's President Kiro Gligorov, a moderate and
pragmatic leader, who was cautious not to play the nationalist card, can also
be credited with the effort to secure the early preventive engagement of the
international community, including the United Nations which deployed a
1000-men strong preventive force consisting of Scandinavian and American
peacekeepers in early 1993, adding yet another preventive pillar to the one
that the OSCE already provided.?

The OSCE as an Essential Element of Macedonia's "European Option"

The importance of belonging to Europe is a recurring theme in any official
statements on Macedonia's foreign policy. This entails membership in all
major European institutions. The OSCE was one of the first international
organizations an independent Macedonia applied to for membership. But the
process of admission to the OSCE was a frustrating experience. Beginning in
January 1992, Macedonia filed numerous applications - perhaps as many as
twenty -, but each time, membership considerations were blocked over the

1 See Alice Ackermann, The Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia: A Relatively Suc-
cessful Case of Conflict Prevention in Europe, in: Security Dialogue 27/1996, pp. 409-424.

2 Discussed in: Alice Ackermann/Antonio Pala, From Peacekeeping to Preventive Deploy-
ment: A Study of the United Nations in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, in:
European Security 5/1996, pp. 83-97.
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objection of the European Union where Greece used its influence to interfere
with the process.

It was not until Macedonia was admitted to the UN that it also received ob-
server status with the OSCE. However, it was only allocated the status of a
silent observer, meaning that Macedonia's delegation had to abstain from
comments. It was Albania which demanded that Macedonia be admitted as a
silent observer because of the strained relations between the two countries at
the time. The demand constituted an Albanian attempt to link Macedonia's
OSCE participation to improvements in dealing with its ethnic Albanian pop-
ulation. Moreover, Albania itself had initially started out as a silent observer.
Not until June 1994 was Macedonia's silent observer status lifted and up-
graded to regular observer status.?

Although the circumstances under which the Republic of Macedonia joined
the OSCE, first as observer, and then as participating State, had not been fa-
vourable, OSCE participation has been of crucial importance in Macedonia's
foreign policy because of the appeal it holds for its political leadership to be-
come firmly rooted in Europe's political and security structures. Since Mace-
donia's independence in September 1992, the "European Option" has topped
the list of Skopje's foreign policy objectives which has led President
Gligorov and Prime Minister Branko Crvenkovski to seek close political and
economic ties to various European organizations such as NATO's Partnership
for Peace Program, the Council of Europe, the European Union, and the
Central European Initiative, in addition to the OSCE.

Membership in these various organizations holds several advantages for
Macedonia. First, its political leaders believe that democratic transition and
economic reform are facilitated through integration with Europe. Second, a
widely-held sentiment is that participation in the OSCE and NATO's Partner-
ship for Peace provides the necessary institutional framework to assure Mac-
edonia’s security and guarantee long-term regional stability.* And third, Mac-
edonia's leadership hopes that the country's association with Europe may
foster a more European outlook and identity which in due course can create
an effective counterbalance to a nationalist Macedonian identity. Even ethnic
Albanian leaders in Macedonia emphasize the need for identifying with
Europe because of its emphasis on pluralist structures and values and the
importance given to the protection of minority rights.”

OSCE source, telephone interview by author, 4 April 1997.

Author's interview with Macedonian Foreign Ministry official, 15 March 1996, Skopje.
Author's interviews with Mr. Sami lIbrahimi, ethnic Albanian parliamentarian, June 1996,
Skopje, and Mr. Arbén Xhaferi, ethnic Albanian party leader (PPDsh), March 1996, Skopje.
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Two Major Mechanisms of OSCE Preventive Diplomacy

In the Republic of Macedonia, the OSCE has carried out its preventive action
through two mechanisms: the establishment of a spillover mission in the
country's capital, Skopje, and the office of the High Commissioner on Na-
tional Minorities (HCNM). In addition, the Office for Democratic Institutions
and Human Rights (ODIHR) has been crucial for assistance in the census and
elections held in 1994.

The decision to establish an OSCE mission in Macedonia was taken on 18
September 1992, during a meeting of the OSCE's Committee of Senior Offi-
cials (CSO). It followed a CSO decision on 14 August to send an exploratory
mission to Macedonia by mid-September to investigate the conditions in the
country and to probe the willingness on the part of the Macedonian govern-
ment to accept a spillover mission. The delegation met with President
Gligorov and other government officials, but also sought out the representa-
tives of the ethnic Albanians, such as Nevzat Halili, then the leader of the
Party for Democratic Prosperity (PPD). Moreover, the exploratory mission
visited various checkpoints on the border to Serbia, Albania, and Bulgaria to
obtain a better understanding of the potential threats facing Macedonia from
its neighbours, in particular Serbia, and to evaluate the destabilizing impact
of the war waging to the north on the country's economic situation.

The delegation's report, submitted to the Chairman-in-Office underlined that
"leaders of the government were eager to receive the CSCE Monitor Mission
and to co-operate unreservedly in starting up spillover monitoring operations
as expeditiously as possible". The report also reiterated the fear expressed by
the Macedonian political leadership of a wider Balkan war, citing a number
of potential triggers for violence: 1) Macedonia’s cut-off of oil supplies from
Greece which was destabilizing politically and economically; 2) an influx of
refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina; 3) a possible outbreak of violence in
Kosovo; 4) the lack of a viable defence capability, making it impossible to
monitor the 240 kilometres long border with Serbia; and 5) mounting do-
mestic unrest over demands by ethnic Albanians. Concluding, the report
recommended the mission because of "a genuine risk of spillover of the
Yugoslav conflict" and suggested that monitoring tasks be carried out along
Macedonia's border with Serbia, including Kosovo.®

Shortly after the 16th CSO Meeting, it was agreed to establish a long-term
mission with headquarters in Skopje and additional posts in Tetovo, a
largely-Albanian populated city close to the Kosovo border, and Kumanovo,
a town near the Serbian border. U.S. Ambassador Robert Frowick, now in
charge of the OSCE Mission to Bosnia, was appointed Head of Mission.

6 Cf. CSCE, Secretariat, CSCE Spillover Monitor Mission to Skopje, in: CSCE Communi-
cation No. 282, Prague, 16 September 1992.
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He arrived in Skopje in late September 1992, after which he negotiated with
the Macedonian government the so-called Articles of Understanding. Signed
on 5 November 1992, the Articles of Understanding included provisions
defining diplomatic relations between the Republic of Macedonia and the
OSCE. Macedonia's leadership also agreed to co-operate with the OSCE
Mission and to provide any information essential for assisting the Mission in
carrying out its mandate. To avoid the controversial name Macedonia, which
the Greek government was contesting on grounds that it belonged
exclusively to a region in the northern part of Greece, the OSCE came up
with a compromise solution, calling its Mission the Spillover Monitoring
Mission to Skopje.’

With its relatively small staff of six to eight monitors, the OSCE Mission has
operated on two levels: on a formal, official level by maintaining frequent
contacts with Macedonia's political elites, party and religious leaders, and
various political organizations; but Mission members also use non-official
contacts, such as those with journalists, trade union leaders, and the local
population, to monitor economic and social conditions or problems arising in
the border regions of Macedonia which may have the potential to escalate
into violent confrontations. In fact, the OSCE Mission depends not only on
government sources but on these informal channels to engage in effective
early warning and prevention.

As part of its monitoring responsibilities, OSCE Mission members over time
have attended to many different tasks, including the situation in Kosovo, all
incidents involving ethnic relations, the impact of refugees, border security,
and the degree of political and economic stability in the country. Ethnic ten-
sions have absorbed much of the OSCE Mission's attention. In the spring of
1995, for example, it investigated the death of an ethnic Albanian killed by
police forces during the opening ceremonies of the Albanian-language uni-
versity in the city of Tetovo, considered illegal by the Macedonian govern-
ment. Regular site visits in villages and towns along Macedonia's borders
with Albania and Serbia have also been crucial in the monitoring of potential
sources of threats to the struggling country. The OSCE Mission, with the as-
sistance of the ODIHR, was also actively involved in the monitoring of a
highly-controversial census in the summer of 1994 and parliamentary and
presidential elections a few months later. At this point, the Mission continues
to monitor the growing unrest among the ethnic Albanian population over the
refusal of the government to permit the establishment of an Albanian-
language university and other matters concerning inter-ethnic relations.

7 Interview with General Giorgio Blais, Deputy Head of Mission, OSCE Spillover Monitoring
Mission to Skopje, 4 May 1995, Skopje. See also Giorgio Blais, Experiences with CSCE
Monitoring in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, in: Jirgen Altmann et al.,
(Eds.), Verification After the Cold War: Broadening the Process, Amsterdam 1994, p. 302.
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The Office of the High Commissioner on National Minorities provides an-
other crucial mechanism by which the OSCE exercises its early warning and
preventive capabilities. Established at the Helsinki Summit in 1992, follow-
ing a Dutch initiative, it was envisioned that the HCNM would be responsi-
ble for early warning and early action. However, the HCNM's mandate left
undefined how preventive diplomacy was to be practised. Thus, it has been
up to the OSCE's first High Commissioner on National Minorities, Max van
der Stoel, to interpret the mandate. He has done so through regular fact-find-
ing missions to the Republic of Macedonia, where he has met with govern-
mental officials and leaders of various ethnic groups and parties, and through
his mediation efforts in ethnically-divisive issues such as citizenship require-
ments, television and radio programmes for ethnic Albanians and other eth-
nic groups, the representation of Albanians in certain professions, and edu-
cational and language issues. Between 1993 and 1995, a most critical period
for Macedonia, Ambassador van der Stoel conducted eleven fact-finding
missions to the country, visiting Skopje and other cities in western Macedo-
nia, where most of the ethnic Albanian population resides. All of these visits
were followed up by recommendations directed towards the government to
facilitate positive changes in inter-ethnic relations.

Specifically, Ambassador van der Stoel, has acted as mediator to resolve
some of the disputes over language and educational rights, such as for exam-
ple, the controversy over Tetovo University, which Albanians argue is im-
portant for the maintenance of their cultural identity. Van der Stoel has re-
peatedly questioned the government's motivation for opposing an Albanian-
language university and has purported several alternative solutions, including
the creation of a trilingual (English, Macedonian, Albanian) Higher Educa-
tion Centre for Public Administration and Business which, he felt, might de-
fuse the tensions.

In March 1997, the OSCE and the High Commissioner also responded to
several domestic and regional crises. These were sparked off by student pro-
tests over the government's decision to allow the use of Albanian as the lan-
guage of instruction at the Pedagogical Institute in Skopje, steps taken by
some ethnic Albanian mayors towards the regionalization of communities in
which ethnic Albanians have a majority which violates the constitution, and
the unrest in Albania. While the student protests have now abided, inter-eth-
nic tensions still remain volatile because some ethnic Albanian leaders, who
represent parties not in coalition with the government, insist that Tetovo Uni-
versity be legalized, and that there be a broader interpretation on the law of
self-rule.
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Conclusions

Macedonia not only takes pride in being a member of the OSCE and other
European institutions, but is also actively involved in the search for a more
comprehensive political, economic, and security arrangement for the South-
ern Balkans. Its delegation to the OSCE in Vienna has brought forth a pro-
posal for transforming the Spillover Mission to Skopje into an OSCE Mis-
sion to the Southern Balkans. The objective behind this initiative is that such
a mission could co-ordinate policies on economic co-operation, on regional
security, and on questions regarding national minorities among several Bal-
kan states. But so far, the Macedonia initiative has not received much support
from other OSCE States in the region.

While public opinion is beginning to question the legitimacy for yet another
renewal of the Spillover Mission's mandate on 30 June 1997, now that the
Bosnian war is over and that there is significant improvement in relations
with Macedonia's neighbours, there is a consensus among the political lead-
ership that the OSCE Mission should remain for the time being. There are
several reasons for this, including the unrest and violence in Albania, the
protracted tensions over unmet demands of ethnic Albanians and their frus-
trations over the slow progress in change,® and concerns over the outcome of
investigations regarding a pyramid scheme similar to one which triggered the
political crisis in Albania.

It is not surprising, however, that since 1996, the Spillover Mission finds it-
self redefining its mandate in light of the changing circumstances in the re-
gion. Last year, the OSCE Mission began to shift its emphasis towards sup-
porting the building of civil society and democratic institutions with specific
projects, but much of this remains limited because of budget constraints.
Although it had to face so many obstacles in becoming an OSCE participat-
ing State because of the irresponsible policy of the Greek government to-
wards the newly independent country, Macedonia has emerged as one of the
most successful cases of preventive diplomacy executed by the OSCE. It is
also in Macedonia, where the OSCE and the UN for the first time worked in
a co-ordinated fashion, largely through the exchange of information and fre-
guent meetings among the respective Heads of Mission. So far, Macedonia
has demonstrated that conflict prevention can work when preventive actions
are taken early enough and with the support of a network of regional and in-
ternational institutions.

8  See here for example a statement by Arbén Xhaferi in: Mike O'Connor, Albanians are Rest-
less in a Neighboring Land, in: New York Times, 20 March 1997, p. A6.
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Predrag Simic

The OSCE and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia

Yugoslavia was one of the founding countries of the CSCE process and until
the beginning of the nineties was one of its most active participating States. As
a member of the group of neutral and non-aligned (N+N) countries, Yugoslavia
was the promoter of many initiatives for overcoming the disputes between
NATO and the WTO. Belgrade hosted the CSCE Follow-up meeting in
1977/78 and, during the eighties, Yugoslavia had actively contributed to the
CSCE's ultimate affirmation. The Yugoslav crisis was, therefore, an enormous
challenge for the CSCE, but at the same time its first chance to test its abilities
in conflict prevention and conflict management. However, the CSCE experi-
enced its greatest failures during the first phase of its involvement in Yugosla-
via, which greatly discouraged all who expected the CSCE/OSCE to actually
assume responsibility over all security issues of Europe following the disinte-
gration of the bipolar system. In July 1992, Yugoslavia became the first country
to be suspended from its activities. However, in the course of its further en-
gagement in the former Yugoslavia, the CSCE also attained some of its most
significant results in the field of conflict management. The CSCE was on two
occasions engaged in the former Yugoslavia: first of all during the first two
years of the Yugoslav crisis (1991/92), when, in a joint effort with the EC, it
unsuccessfully tried to stop the war, and, the second time, when it was included
in the implementation of the Dayton Peace Accords. "In the first instance, the
OSCE had acted as an autonomous international political factor, dealing with
the substance of the crisis in its entirety, whereas in the second, it was acting as
an executor of tasks assigned to it by the broader international community in
whose name the Contact Group (of the five big powers) with the United States
at its head, was assigned to resolve the Yugoslav crisis."*

The OSCE and the Yugoslav Crisis

Following the end of the Cold War, the disintegration of former Yugoslavia
and the armed conflict that broke out on its territory was the most serious crisis
Europe had suffered that was directly connected with the ten principles of the
Helsinki Final Act and, consequently, with the CSCE's post-Cold War develop-

1 Ljubivoje Acimovic, OEBS u posthladnoratovskoj Evropi [OSCE in Post-Cold War Eu-
rope], in: Brana Markovic (Ed.), 50 godina Instituta za medunarodnu politiku i privredu
[The 50 Years of the Institute of International Politics and Economics], Belgrade 1997, p.
336 (own translation).
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ment. In the opinion of some European analysts, the political standpoints the
CSCE held in the Yugoslav crisis reflected an evolution in the positions of its
participating States: "Before the beginning of the war, the appeal for maintain-
ing unity and dialogue between the republics and the refusal of any recognition
of unilateral secessions was the only political message sent by European and
North American governments to Slovenia and Croatia. This message can
probably be explained more by the will to prevent any further disintegration of
the Soviet Union than by a real interest in the preservation of the Yugoslav fed-
eration itself."? At the end of 1991 and the beginning of 1992, the expansion of
the war and of violence in the former Yugoslavia, along with the change that
had taken place in Europe's political situation, caused the participating States of
the CSCE to abandon their initial support of Yugoslavia's integrity and start
siding with the breakaway republics: "The political position of the CSCE had to
adapt itself as quickly as possible to the new situation created by war, especially
when it became clear that the principles of the Helsinki Final Act were not ade-
quate for facing post-cold-war conflicts based on nationalist disputes."* Among
the principles that the Yugoslav crisis put to the test are particularly the inviola-
bility of frontiers, territorial integrity, non-use of force and self-determination,
as well as the principles of respect for human rights and the humanitarian com-
plex as a whole.*

Inviolability of Frontiers

All the parties to the Yugoslav conflict cited this principle of the Helsinki Final
Act. The Yugoslav state authorities took the view - and still do - that the princi-
ple of the inviolability of European frontiers has been violated by Slovenia's
and Croatia’'s unilateral and violent secession, followed by Bosnia-Herzegovina
and Macedonia. Responsibility for this violation as well as for violation of the
principle of territorial integrity, has, however, been ascribed not only to the se-
cessionist republics,® but to those foreign states which had supported acts
which constituted a violation of the constitution of the Socialist Federal Re-
public of Yugoslavia (SFRY) and had prematurely recognized the newly cre-
ated states. The governments of these new states, for their part, consider that the
principle of the inviolability of frontiers was violated by the Yugoslav National
Army's intervention, accusing Serbia, that is, the FR Yugoslavia, of this. A par-
ticularly

2 Eric Remacle, CSCE and Conflict Prevention: The Yugoslav Case, paper presented at the
Second European Peace Research Congress, Budapest, 12-14 November 1993, p. 4.
3 Ibid., p. 5.

4 On this point see Ljubivoje Acimovic, KEBS i jugoslovenska kriza [CSCE and the
Yugoslav Crisis], in: Milan Sahovic (Ed.), Medunarodno pravo i jugoslovenska kriza
[International Law and the Yugoslav Crisis], Belgrade 1996, pp. 128-132.

5 On this point see: Assessments and Positions of the SFRY Presidency Concerning the
Proclamation of the Independence of the Republics of Croatia and Slovenia, in: Review of
International Affairs, No. 995-7/1991, pp. 12-13.
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controversial question was whether the relevant principle of the Final Act con-
cerned the protection of a country's external (international) frontiers, or its in-
ternal (inter-republic) frontiers: whereas all of Yugoslavia's international bor-
ders were regulated by relevant international acts, extending from those of the
Berlin Congress® up to the Ossimo Agreements’, the borders between the Yu-
goslav republics and the autonomous provinces were arbitrarily determined by
decisions of the Yugoslav Communist Party after World War 1I. Although in
many of its documents on the Yugoslav crisis the CSCE/OSCE mentioned this
principle, the positions taken were irresolute and tended to demonstrate the new
political reality of Europe after the dissolution of Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia
and the USSR, rather than reaffirm the principle of the inviolability of Europe-
an frontiers.

Territorial Integrity

It may be concluded from the above that during the Yugoslav crisis reference to
the inviolability of frontiers was closely linked with the principles of territorial
integrity and abstention from the use of force. It is interesting, however, that in
the first phase of the Yugoslav crisis reference was often made to the principle
of the inviolability of frontiers whilst this became less frequent as time passed
and the principles of territorial integrity and the non-use of force ultimately pre-
vailed in their demands. There had doubtlessly been violations of this principle
in the course of the armed conflicts, but there was no agreement among Yugo-
slav analysts as to the question who among local as well as international actors
in the crisis was responsible for this. There is an opinion, in this case also, that
in its earlier documents (at the Berlin Meeting of the CSCE Council of Foreign
Ministers, June 1991), the CSCE had taken a stand in favour of Yugoslavia's
territorial integrity, whereas later (especially during the war in Bosnia-Herze-
govina), this had evolved in favour of the territorial integrity of the former Yu-
goslav republics. Despite the differences on this matter, the opinion prevails in
Yugoslav academic circles that the CSCE took a unilateral stand in the course
of the crisis, failing to censure Croatia's intervention in the war in Bosnia-Her-
zegovina and in the Krajina.

6 Serbia and Montenegro were the first two Yugoslav states to be internationally recognized
in 1878 at the Berlin Congress.

7 The Agreements concluded at Ossimo between Italy and Yugoslavia in the mid-seventies
resolved the Yugoslav-Italian border dispute that had been open since World War 1. In
Yugoslav political circles, these agreements were at the time represented as being the first
product of the new "Helsinki spirit" prevailing in Europe.
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Non-use of Force

It is an indisputable fact that all the warring parties in Yugoslavia resorted to
force, massively, and that the CSCE, from the very beginning of the crisis,
stood by the principle of non-use of force and held to it until the Peace Accords
were signed. However, in this case as well, there was an asymmetry in the
CSCE/OSCE's stand towards Yugoslavia and Croatia and their attitude to the
war in Bosnia, which is pointed out in Yugoslav circles. Moreover, the use of
force is referred to in a number of places in CSCE documents in terms of ag-
gression, although the UN Charter (Chapter VII) very precisely specifies three
situations in which the Security Council's intervention is permissible, namely,
threats to the peace, breach of the peace and aggression. In its resolutions on the
war in Bosnia-Herzegovina, the Security Council has never used the word ag-
gression. That is why some Yugoslav analyses conclude that "the CSCE does
not feel obliged, formally and strictly, to observe the rulings of the UN, consid-
ering it more opportune to use broader political and legal terminology, regard-
less of the way the UN Security Council may have defined these incriminating

acts in its proceedings".®

The Right to Self-determination

In contrast to the principle of the inviolability of frontiers and the closely re-
lated principles of territorial integrity and non-use of force (which both the
CSCE forums and the parties to the conflict in the former Yugoslavia have of-
ten made reference to), the principle of self-determination was used only by the
parties in conflict; no mention of it can be found in CSCE documents on the
Yugoslav crisis. The breakaway Yugoslav republics supported the validity of
their actions by appealing to the right of nations to self-determination - the right
to secession in particular. This principle was likewise declared to lead to the
goal of uniting all members of a nation in a single state, but the unilateral acts
of secession carried out on the same basis contradicted the principle by re-
sorting to massive armed force in defence of this right. According to the evalu-
ations of Yugoslav analysts,® this principle was taken advantage of in a most
arbitrary way, contrary to the spirit of the Helsinki Final Act and to the contem-
porary development of international law which asserts not only the right to ex-
ternal (secession) but to internal self-determination (various federal systems,
forms of autonomy, etc.). One cannot avoid the question at this point as to the
legitimacy of the West's immediate recognition of the former Yugoslav repub-
lics. Notwithstanding the indubitable fact that the recognition or non-recogni-

8 Acimovic, cited above (Note 1), p. 138 (own translation).

9 Cf. ibid., p. 139. Remacle notes that this evolution "was parallel to the attitude of the USA
towards the conflict, especially after the US shift regarding recognition of Slovenia,
Croatia and Bosnia". Remacle, cited above (Note 2), p. 8.
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tion of a state or government is the discretionary right of every sovereign state,
the premature recognition of the former Yugoslav republics definitely did not
lead to appeasing the conflicts in Slovenia and Croatia and was, in fact, one of
the factors that contributed to the outbreak of war in Bosnia-Herzegovina in the
spring of 1992.

Human Rights and the Humanitarian Complex

In the course of the Yugoslav crisis, the CSCE involved itself in a wide variety
of human rights questions, particularly matters concerning international hu-
manitarian law and the protection of national minorities. Indeed, the CSCE was
the first to broach the question of responsibility in instances of violation of the
norms of international humanitarian law in connection with the Yugoslav crisis.
The CSCE viewed the problem as a violation of international law - first in rela-
tion to internal armed conflicts and then, specifically, in relation to international
humanitarian law - and insisted that the norms be honoured and that perpetra-
tion be held individually responsible. When the protection of national minori-
ties is in question, Yugoslav authors often point out that Yugoslavia was almost
isolated at the Helsinki Conference (1975) when it tried to put this matter on the
CSCE's agenda, but was the first country on whose territory the CSCE had di-
rected a long-term mission - to Kosovo, Sandjak and Vojvodina in 1992 - the
work of which was cut short when the Yugoslav government terminated its
mandate in 1993 on account of FR Yugoslavia's suspension from CSCE par-
ticipation.

Considered as a whole, CSCE/OSCE activities in the Yugoslav crisis have
passed through phases embracing political mediation, the implementation of
UN embargoes, preventive diplomacy, recognition of the former Yugoslav re-
publics and implementation of the Dayton Peace Agreement.

- In the first phase, the CSCE tried to mediate between Slovenia and Croa-
tia, on the one hand, and the Yugoslav federal authorities, on the other,
exercising the just-adopted mechanism for consultation and co-operation
with regard to emergency situations. The CSCE was obliged, however, to
abandon this effort very soon and yield its mediatory role to the EC
which, in the light of the up-coming Maastricht Conference, was anxious
to show some visible achievement in the conduct of its Common Foreign
and Security Policy (CFSP).

- At the beginning of September 1991, just two weeks before the com-
mencement of the UN General Assembly, the CSCE decided to impose an
embargo on arms deliveries to the former Yugoslavia and directed its
Conflict Prevention Centre in Vienna to begin collecting data and making
them available to its participating States. Somewhat later, in August 1992,
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