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Bronislaw Geremek 
 
Preface 
 
 
This consecutive edition of the OSCE Yearbook has rolled off the printing 
presses at a time when the attention of Europe is focused on finding a solu-
tion to the Kosovo crisis and preventing it from spilling over to the entire re-
gion, with knock-on effects for the entire European continent. 
This is a momentous challenge for the OSCE, which must not only find a so-
lution to the conflict but also prove irrefutably that Europe can overcome the 
balance-of-power system that has ruled supreme throughout the modern his-
tory of our continent. In other words, an ideally remodelled Europe would 
not rely for its security on a balance of power, but would rest on the firm 
footing provided by a system of reciprocated, self-imposed restraints, checks 
and balances, co-operation and international organizations performing com-
plementary functions. This is not an easy goal but we must pool our efforts 
and embark upon the task of bringing it about.  
The Kosovo conflict has now hotted up and become the focal point of inter-
national attention, which is only natural. In the vast area covered by the 
OSCE participating States, extending from Vancouver to Vladivostok, all 
kinds of challenges and dangerous situations keep cropping up that call for 
an early-warning and conflict-prevention system. For nobody can claim to be 
free of the threat of danger today. During my recent visit to Central Asia, I 
could see for myself that terrorism, ideological and religious fundamentalism, 
drug smuggling and threats to the natural environment are our common 
cause. We must jointly face these challenges, while heeding the English 
proverb that "prevention is better than cure".  
Democracy these days no longer needs military guarantees to make it feel 
secure. However, we must all redouble our efforts to protect it and have con-
fidence that the values and standards we have embraced and cherish are still 
securely in place. We must also be on the alert for dangers fuelled by the low 
living standards prevailing in many countries and the need to usher in what 
are often painful economic reforms to remedy the situation there. This calls 
for a heightened responsiveness on the part of all the OSCE participating 
States to the plight of their partners, translated into broad co-operation and 
mutual assistance. 
Last spring in Vienna saw the inauguration of work on a European Security 
Charter, which should be adopted by the OSCE Summit in the autumn of 
1999. This work, incidentally, is no mere exercise in intellectual sophistica-
tion, as the game now unfolding is for a set of principles that would govern 
an efficient system of mutually supportive European security institutions,  
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consistent in their efforts to provide solutions to conflicts. The Charter will 
define the OSCE’s role in this system and will possibly at long last banish 
from our lives the balance-of-power concept, putting in its place a new set of 
principles of co-operative security. 
The year 1998 is a time of coming to grips with challenges, of laying the cor-
ner-stones of co-operative security, and of staking out the avenues towards 
the democratic coexistence of states in our continent. These were the tasks 
for the Polish chairmanship of the OSCE in 1998. 
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Kurt P. Tudyka 
 
Foreword 
 
 
"Strengthen the OSCE": this sentence has served as a motto for the present 
Yearbook. By putting an exclamation mark after it the authors could make it 
into a call for augmenting their articles with suggestions or proposals for im-
proving the structures and policies of the OSCE. But the same sentence, if 
followed by a question mark, could also be taken as a critical standard which, 
when applied to the most recent developments, asks to what extent they are 
helpful or damaging to efforts to strengthen the OSCE. The state of European 
security policy and of its institutions permits both options. 
The strength of an international organization such as the OSCE can be seen 
in the quality of the three relationships on which it rests: namely, the rela-
tionships to its members, to its field of activity and to other international or-
ganizations. These three strands, in turn, are reciprocally related to one an-
other, since the importance that the member states attach to an organization 
through setting goals, providing personnel and financing, and continuous en-
gagement affects the way it carries out its responsibilities and its relationship 
to other organizations. And the accomplishments of an organization, for their 
part, strengthen its reputation with its members and its position with respect 
to other organizations. Finally, the relationship between the organizations has 
an impact on their work in the field and on the attitude of the respective gov-
ernments towards them. Relationships of this kind, which vary a great deal in 
their character, are neither equally important nor necessarily symmetrical, 
especially when one views them not as statistical magnitudes but as variables 
which change over time. 
If this model is applied to the recent development of the OSCE, it yields a 
picture which in the foreground highlights the extraordinary development of 
the Organization, particularly in connection with its complex operational ac-
tivities - the missions, the Office for Democratic Institutions and Human 
Rights, the High Commissioner on National Minorities, the Chairman-in-Of-
fice and the Troika - while in the background the equivocal attitudes of gov-
ernments, along with the OSCE's wavering relationships to the other large 
European organizations - NATO, the EU and the Council of Europe - can be 
seen. 
No review of the strengths and weaknesses of European institutions and, 
hence, of the possibilities for making them stronger, can overlook the fact 
that all efforts of the OSCE and others were in vain and that what had long 
been threatening in fact occurred: the conflict in Kosovo has turned into a 
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war. The means for preventing it which the "international community" (in 
whatever form - United Nations, OSCE, European Union or NATO) used or 
decreed all proved inadequate. None of these institutions and none of the 
states that used them or attempted to act on their own were able to prevent 
the disaster. This is not the place for a discussion of what legally, politically 
or materially available means ought to have been used, whether they ought to 
have been used additionally or earlier and, if so, by whom. Rather, we are 
forced, in passing, to face the unpleasant question of what limits apply to the 
availability of means for preventing and controlling conflicts. This question, 
however, cannot be permitted to lead to resignation or international fatalism. 
On the contrary, the catastrophe in Kosovo should serve as an exhortation to 
the European countries to strengthen their common institutions - particularly 
the OSCE. In view of the smouldering conflicts elsewhere on the continent 
this remains an urgent task. 
Still, the attitude of the participating States appears to be one of 
equivocation, made up partly of constructive and co-operative engagement 
and partly of unpredictable and indecisive behaviour. It can be seen that, in 
addition to the fifteen members of the European Union with their Common 
Foreign and Security Policy, new coalitions of states have taken shape, either 
ad hoc or for a longer term, such as the so-called GUAM group (Georgia, 
Ukraine, Azerbaijan and Moldova), for example, or the Baltic states. As an 
expression of the frequently encouraged sub-regionalism, this could lead to a 
grouping of interests that would promote the formulation of objectives 
among the 55 participating States and limit the influence of the great powers. 
Most recently, however, certain states have begun to assert themselves indi-
vidually, and that, in an organization of countries based on consensus and co-
operation, is tantamount to intransigence. For example, the establishment of a 
Representative on Freedom of the Media, the transfer of police functions to 
the Mission to Croatia, and progress in discussions of a Platform for Co-op-
erative Security have all proved difficult and the decision on a time and place 
for the overdue meeting of Heads of State or Government has been put off 
again and again - in each case because one participating State was opposed. 
A meeting of the Heads of State or Government ought to have been held in 
1998 in accordance with the 1992 Decisions of Helsinki. There was no final 
decision because the Turkish government had invited the participating States 
to meet in Istanbul and Armenia was opposed to it as a meeting place. This 
resistance was supported by the position of many participating States that 
made the holding of a Summit contingent on the availability of important 
documents that would be ripe for decision and have the most favourable pos-
sible public effect, pointing in this connection to the slow progress in nego-
tiations on the Platform for Co-operative Security. A pragmatic argument 
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along these lines seems plausible but is insufficient because it underestimates 
the value of an institution in enforcing co-operation and overlooks the im-
portance of symbolism in the development of policy, as manifested in a 
meeting of Heads of State or Government. Moreover, apart from the adoption 
of a new "big" document, there is enough material in the form of individual 
issues that burden relations between countries in the area between Vancouver 
and Vladivostok; the meeting would only have to be appropriately organized 
to make it useful for clarifying such issues. In this way, the participating 
States have grievously violated their own agreement on the periodicity of 
these conferences and missed an opportunity to strengthen the OSCE. 
In contrast to this obvious lack of understanding for the dignity of institutions 
and for symbolism in policy-making, there has been a series of operational 
decisions which certainly do strengthen the OSCE. The transfer of police re-
sponsibilities to the Mission to Croatia and the establishment of the office of 
OSCE Representative on Freedom of the Media deserve particular mention. 
Both of these decisions entail a significant enrichment of OSCE responsibili-
ties. The creation of the position of Co-ordinator within the Secretariat of 
OSCE Economic and Environmental Activities, as well, demonstrates the 
willingness of the OSCE participating States to become more deeply in-
volved in a delicate area - i.e. the relationship between security, economic 
activity and the environment. Another development worthy of attention is the 
establishment of offices in a number of Central Asian countries which see 
their ties to the countries of Western Europe strengthened through the OSCE. 
Fears expressed in the last Yearbook to the effect that new institutions related 
to NATO such as the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council and the Permanent 
Joint Council between NATO and Russia would undermine the OSCE have 
so far not turned out to be justified. 
The OSCE and the Council of Europe have gradually begun to develop a co-
operative relationship in various fields, although the Netherlands govern-
ment's initiative for an Alliance for Human Rights and Democracy between 
the two organizations went beyond the practical possibilities of the moment. 
To strengthen the OSCE: the vast majority of the representatives in the Par-
liamentary Assembly have committed themselves to this objective. The par-
liamentarians' personal commitment has been evident from their frequent ap-
pearances as election observers. What their decisions over the last few years 
and, most recently, at their week-long meeting in Copenhagen have done to 
strengthen the OSCE, is deserving of greater attention. They consist of rec-
ommendations and calls to the governments, which retain the responsibility 
for action, for improving the structures and the operations of the OSCE. 
In sum, one can say with regard to the recent development of the relation-
ships mentioned at the beginning of this article, on which the strength of the 
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OSCE depends, that their quality has increased. The problems in the field of 
security policy have not, to be sure, become any smaller. 
The editorial staff thank all of the authors who in the pages that follow have 
contributed to an insight into this dilemma. 
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Dieter S. Lutz 
 
Introduction  
 
The OSCE Is a Moral Force. It's Role Is Vital and It Is Practically 
Indispensable. But It Must Be Strengthened! 
 
 
The OSCE "is perceived as a moral force by the nationals of our countries".1 
"The role of the OSCE in European security arrangements is vital (...)"2 
These statements in the present Yearbook were made by Janne Haaland 
Matlary, State Secretary of the Royal Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
in Oslo, and by Kari Möttölä, Special Adviser to the Ministry of Foreign Af-
fairs in Helsinki. However, they could just as well have been made, in this or 
in similar form, by representatives of the other participating States. Their 
evaluation is based, inter alia, on reports and articles such as those in the 
pres??ent Yearbook - for example, the one by Franz Vranitzky, the former 
Austrian Chancellor and, in 1997, Personal Representative of the OSCE 
Chairman-in-Office in Albania, on the activity of the OSCE "as an honest 
broker",3 or by Elena Drozdik of the OSCE Mission to Croatia on successes 
and failures in connection with confidence-building measures,4 or by Heinz 
Timmermann of the Federal Institute for Russian, East European and Inter-
national Studies in Cologne on the attempts of the OSCE Group in Belarus to 
promote democracy there,5 or by Farimah Daftary, Research Associate at the 
European Centre for Minority Issues in Flensburg, on the necessity of main-
taining regular and confidential fora for dialogue,6 or, finally, by Paulina 
Merino of Warsaw on the Office for Democratic Institutions and Human 
Rights, the OSCE's "fire brigade".7

If one agrees with the Chairman-in-Office of the OSCE in 1998 - Bronislaw 
Geremek, the Foreign Minister of the Republic of Poland - then the OSCE is 
not only of moral and vital importance but even "practically indispensable".8 

                                                           
1 Janne Haaland Matlary, The OSCE's Role in European Security - A Norwegian View, in 

the present volume, pp. 131-138, here: p. 132. 
2 Kari Möttölä, Finland and the OSCE, in the present volume, 145-164, here: p. 164. 
3 Franz Vranitzky, The OSCE Presence in Albania, in the present volume, pp. 177-182, 

here: p. 178. 
4 See Elena Drozdik, The Difficult Business of Perception - OSCE Observers in Croatia, in 

the present volume, pp. 195-201, esp. p. 201. 
5 See Heinz Timmermann, The OSCE Representation in Belarus, in the present volume, pp. 

203-215. 
6 See Farimah Daftary, The Third OSCE Implementation Meeting on Human Dimension 

Issues in Warsaw, 1997, in the present volume, pp. 251-270, esp. p. 269. 
7 Paulina Merino, The Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights, in the present 

volume, pp. 383-391, here: p. 384. 
8 Bronislaw Geremek, The Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe - Its 

Development and Prospects, in the present volume, pp. 27-36, here: p. 27. 
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Even so - or, depending on one's point of view, precisely for that reason - ex-
perts from academia and political life are now for the most part in agreement 
that the OSCE must be strengthened. It is less clear what the call for a 
strengthening really means. Thus it is no coincidence that this Yearbook 
tries, within the framework of its pre-set structure, to contribute to the clarifi-
cation of this question or, at a minimum, to make clear the range of views 
and the differences between them. 
Niels Helveg Petersen, Danish Minister for Foreign Affairs and Chairman-in-
Office of the OSCE in 1997, believes that, among other things, conflict pre-
vention and the OSCE's crisis reaction capability must be improved: "The 
Albanian experience has taught us several lessons. It has underlined that im-
mediate action in itself has an important effect (...) We do need to improve 
our ability to act quickly in crisis situations and to improve efficiency with 
regard to early warning, conflict prevention, crisis management and post-
conflict rehabilitation."9 Confirmation of this appeal is provided in the 
pres??ent volume by, among others, Jens Reuter, Senior Researcher at the 
Südost-Institut (Institute for Scientific Research on South-Eastern Europe) in 
Munich: "The international community - the European Union and the United 
States - failed to put the Kosovo problem on the agenda when the time was 
ripe for that action. At the Yugoslavia conferences, starting in The Hague in 
1991 and ending in 1995 in Dayton, the Kosovo problem was swept under 
the carpet (...) Just as in the Yugoslavia war at an earlier time, it has become 
apparent in Kosovo that the OSCE's options for action once violence has 
broken out are severely limited."10 Nils Daag, Ambassador and Head of the 
Permanent Delegation of the Kingdom of Sweden to the OSCE in Vienna, 
also provides a warning: "Efforts with regard to early warning and especially 
early action leave a lot to be desired (...) Its (the OSCE's) Achilles' heel, 
which it shares with the rest of the international community, is the tardiness 
in engaging in early action to prevent conflicts from developing."11  
"In the end", Daag goes on to say, "any organization becomes what member 
states want it to be. Here there is a clear lack of a common vision."12 Nikolai 
Afanasievski, Deputy Foreign Minister of the Russian Federation, reveals the 
Russian view of what this vision should be. He would like to assign the 
OSCE a central role as co-ordinator: "The Organization for Security and Co-
operation in Europe must become a central factor in the creation of a unified 
Euro-Atlantic area without dividing lines (...) quite apart from its historic 
foundations, the OSCE enjoys by its very nature a number of advantages that  

                                                           
9 Niels Helveg Petersen, OSCE: Developments and Prospects, in the present volume, pp. 

37-48, here: pp. 40, 43. 
10 Jens Reuter, Kosovo 1998, in the present volume, pp. 183-194, here: pp. 183, 190. 
11 Nils Daag, The New OSCE: From Words to Deeds - A Swedish View on the Past, the 

Present and the Future, in the present volume, pp. 139-144, here: pp. 141, 144. 
12 Ibid., p. 144. 
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permit us to put this organization at the centre of pan-European develop-
ments, to speak of its co-ordinating and system-building role and to see in it 
the future of guaranteed security on the continent (...) The OSCE can take 
over the role of co-ordinator."13 Nikolai Afanasievski finds agreement, inter 
alia, in the articles of Dieter S. Lutz14 and Kurt P. Tudyka.15 Differing views 
are offered by Bronislaw Geremek16 and Pál Dunay: The OSCE "cannot and 
will not become the 'only', or the 'most important' European security organi-
zation nor will it become an 'umbrella organization' for the others".17 Out of 
concern for Lithuania's desire to join NATO, Ginte Damušis, Minister and 
Head of the Permanent Delegation of the Republic of Lithuania to the OSCE 
in Vienna also points out: "Calls for more regional arrangements and a cen-
tral OSCE role bring out feelings of apprehension that the OSCE might be 
viewed as a substitute structure for states who are not, or not yet, members of 
other security organizations (...) Even though the OSCE has a special contri-
bution to make to Europe's security, Lithuania does not see it as an alterna-
tive to NATO (...) Lithuania favours improving implementation of existing 
OSCE principles and commitments over developing new documents or struc-
tures."18 

Though, doubts are occasionally raised anyway as to whether these "new 
documents" about which Ginte Damušis is speaking really contain any vi-
sions. For example, Adam Daniel Rotfeld, Director of the Stockholm Inter-
national Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), says with regard to the "Docu-
ment-Charter" introduced by the OSCE Ministerial Council in Copenhagen 
in 1997: "The Ministerial Council presented a catalogue of ten measures to 
turn this vision (of the Charter - DSL) into reality. Unfortunately, like many 
previous OSCE documents, it contained a menu of wishful thinking rather 
than operational means to make the OSCE an effective European security 
organization (...) However, neither internal transformation nor the best docu-
ment will work unless all the states, European powers, and the United States 
in particular, move beyond verbal declarations and adopt strategic decisions 
committing them firmly to the OSCE."19  

                                                           
13 Nikolai Afanasievski, The OSCE - The Present and Future of European Security, in the 

present volume, pp. 49-56, here: pp. 50, 55. 
14 See Dieter S. Lutz, Strengthen the OSCE - The Strengths of the OSCE, in the present 

volume, pp. 59-75. 
15 See Kurt P. Tudyka, The Quartet of European Institutions and Its Prospects, in the 

pres??ent volume, pp. 77-88. 
16 See Geremek, cited above (Note 8), esp. p. 29. 
17 Pál Dunay, Be Realistic: The OSCE Will Keep Confronting New Problems, in the 

pres??ent volume, pp. 119-128, here: p. 126. 
18 Ginte Damušis, Lithuania and the OSCE, in the present volume, pp. 165-172, here: pp. 

167, 168. 
19 Adam Daniel Rotfeld, European Security: The New Role of NATO and the OSCE, in the 

present volume, pp. 89-117, here: pp. 106, 117. 
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In this criticism, Adam Daniel Rotfeld is talking, inter alia, about the role of 
the United States within the framework of European security developments. 
Bernard von Plate of the Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik (Foundation Sci-
ence and Politics) in Ebenhausen speaks even more clearly than Rotfeld: 
"While it is true that the United States jumped on the Charter wagon, it has 
not committed itself to the final objective (...) The determination not to 
commit to anything can be felt almost physically."20 However the US decides 
in the end, it remains true that, even after the end of the deterrence system, 
the United States of America still plays the decisive, even dominant, role 
within the European security structure. For that reason, Kurt P. Tudyka pre-
sents in his article a number of thoughts on a new "associative relationship" 
with North America: "The European governments have already set out on the 
path to a Common House as a kind of 'clearing-house'; without stumbling 
and without fear of contradiction they should pursue this path to its attainable 
end (...) with the course of time the formal parity of the European states will 
become established; at the same time the status of the North American coun-
tries can be transformed into an associative relationship. In this connection, 
the principle should apply that joint institutions with the United States and 
Canada would also include Russia, Ukraine and the other CIS countries. 
Conversely, if Russia, Ukraine and others were excluded from European 
institutions, then the United States and Canada should be excluded as 
well."21 Even more emphatically than Kurt P. Tudyka, Dieter S. Lutz pleads 
in the Yearbook on hand for a "Europeanization of the OSCE": "It is true that 
at the present time peace and security in Europe can only be enforced in 
concert with the US. The Dayton process, the Aegean conflict and, right 
now, the conflict in Kosovo, provide evidence for this assertion. But 
enforcing peace by military means should not be confused with a preventive 
peace policy based on the functioning and effective security order which 
Europe so urgently needs. The point of such an order, after all, is to make the 
use of military means superfluous, to help prevent wars. But as long as 
recourse to the military means and capacity of the United States remains 
available it is hardly likely that the Europeans will be able to agree on a 
common peace and security order."22 Such a peace and security order, Lutz 
goes on to say, requires as its foundation the "strength of the law". As Gret 
Haller, Ambassador and Human Rights Ombudsperson in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, points out in her article, the work of the Council of Europe also 
builds on this idea: "Wellspring of its richness and originality, Europe's cultural 

                                                           
20 Bernard von Plate, A European Security Architecture for the 21st Century, in the present 

volume, pp. 291-304, here: p. 299. 
21 Tudyka, cited above (Note 15), p. 87. 
22 Lutz, cited above (Note 14), p. 72. 

 20



and national diversity was an incentive to go down the road to harmonisation of 
law (...)"23 This also means, according to Hansjörg Eiff, retired Ambassador 
and formerly Head of the Permanent Mission of the Federal Republic of 
Germany to the OSCE, making "use of the potential offered by the OSCE's 
Court of Conciliation and Arbitration. While it has no direct formal 
jurisdiction over disputes within participating States, there ought to be ways 
of involving its members as experts in national conflicts along the lines of the 
Badinter Commission in 1991/1992 (...)"24 

Anyone familiar with the discussions between OSCE participating States on 
the Security Model for the 21st Century, on issues of political or legal com-
mitments, on "synergy without hierarchy", and similar subjects is likely, with 
good reason, to be sceptical about grand schemes. As Victor-Yves Ghebali of 
the Graduate Institute of International Studies in Geneva puts it, governments 
have a "preference (...) for quick-fixes rather than for substantive and lasting 
solutions".25 Beyond that, according to Monika Wohlfeld, Senior Diplomatic 
Adviser at the OSCE Secretariat, "the implementation of political declara-
tions leaves much to be desired".26 And so it is no irony but a nod to reality 
when Hans-Georg Ehrhart of the IFSH, through a circular argument, con-
cludes with regard to the Royaumont process: "The Royaumont initiative is a 
good idea, but one which, as of the end of 1997, had not really got going. It 
could pick up some momentum in 1998, however, if (...) the international 
community shows the necessary interest."27 

Thus those proposals should be regarded as more realistic (because more 
pragmatic and to some extent more modest than the ones so far listed) which 
 
− relate to the professionalism and the "corporate identity" of OSCE em-

ployees and mission members (Heinz Vetschera: "(...) a leading officer 
refused to wear what he called the 'scrappy yellow' beret of the 
OSCE."28); 

− deal with the problems and difficulties of the long-term missions, inter 
alia with the own headquarters as well (Herbert Grubmayr: "The request  

                                                           
23 Gret Haller, Human Rights Protection in the Field of Action of the Council of Europe and 

the OSCE, in the present volume, pp. 271-288, here: p. 281. 
24 Hansjörg Eiff, Autonomy as a Method of Conflict Management and Protection of Mi-

norities within the OSCE Framework, in the present volume, pp. 233-241, here: p. 241. 
25 Victor-Yves Ghebali, The Decisions of the Sixth Ministerial Council Meeting of the 

OSCE, in the present volume, pp. 375-382, here: p. 380. 
26 Monika Wohlfeld, The OSCE and Subregional Co-operation in Europe, in the present 

volume, pp. 347-356, here: p. 355. 
27 Hans-Georg Ehrhart, Prevention and Regional Security: The Royaumont Process and the 

Stabilization of South-Eastern Europe, in the present volume, pp. 327-346, here: p. 341. 
28 Heinz Vetschera, The Role of the OSCE in the Military Stabilization of Bosnia and 

Herzegovina, in the present volume, pp. 305-325, here: p. 319. 
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is put to a number of different command units and the mission then waits 
to see who reacts fastest."29); 

− show that the OSCE has learned its lessons about the use of Civilian Po-
lice (Gerald Hesztera: "Civilian Police can never make peace in an area 
torn by war or crisis."30); 

− think seriously about the financing of the OSCE (Werner Deutsch: "I am 
thinking of the (possibly not very popular) imposition of concrete sanc-
tions in the event of arrears."31 ); 

− ensure complementarity and partnership between the Council of Europe 
and the OSCE (Jutta Gützkow: "Efficient co-operation avoids duplication 
and provides added value."32 ) 

 
The appointment of a Co-ordinator of OSCE Economic and Environmental 
Activities in November 199733 shows that despite all scepticism the call for 
strengthening the OSCE is not just lip service. And the fact that the OSCE 
and its strengths are highly regarded outside of the OSCE area is illustrated 
in the present volume by the article of Fathi El-Shazly, Assistant Minister for 
European Affairs in Cairo, who points out that "the European dimension of 
Mediterranean security is to us a prime concern of high priority".34 And so, 
when the Chairman-in-Office of the OSCE, Bronislaw Geremek, asks rhet-
orically in his article in the volume on hand "whether the OSCE, in its 
pres??ent form and operating under its current mandate, has any future at 
all",35 the reply given by the contributions to the OSCE Yearbook 1998 is, 
overall, a clear one: The future belongs to the OSCE. 

                                                           
29 Herbert Grubmayr, Problems and Difficulties of the OSCE's Long-Term Missions, in the 

present volume, pp. 217-232, here: p. 226. 
30 Gerald Hesztera, The Future of the Civilian Police within the OSCE Framework, in the 

present volume, pp. 243-248, here: p. 248. 
31 Werner Deutsch, Financing of the OSCE, in the present volume, pp. 393-407, here: p. 

403. 
32 Jutta Gützkow, The Council of Europe and the OSCE - How to Ensure Complementarity 

and Partnership?, in the present volume, pp. 417-427, here: p. 427. 
33 See Thomas L. Price/Ryan S. Lester, The OSCE's Economic Dimension on the Eve of the 

21st Century, in the present volume, pp. 359-369. 
34 Fathi El-Shazly, Egypt's View on Co-operation with the OSCE, in the present volume, pp. 

411-416, here: p. 411. 
35 Geremek, cited above (Note 8), p. 35. 
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Bronislaw Geremek 
 
The Organization for Security and Co-operation in 
Europe - Its Development and Prospects 
 
 
The Current Position of the OSCE in the International Environment of 
Europe 
 
During the quarter-century of its existence, the CSCE/OSCE has undergone a 
substantial evolution, both in terms of form and organizational structures and 
in the range and substance of its operations. At the opening stage, from the 
mid-seventies through the eighties, the Conference on Security and Co-op-
eration in Europe was above all an instrument of what might be termed con-
ference diplomacy, supplementing the two-way diplomatic channels linking 
the two rival politico-military blocs. It also served as a venue for dialogue 
and endeavours aimed at cushioning the impact of the division of Europe, 
especially by way of creating for the entire CSCE area common value sys-
tems and political "rules of the game". 
The role and position of the CSCE changed dramatically in the late eighties 
and the early nineties when the bipolar alignment of international relations 
fell apart under the impact of stormy, historical democratization processes 
and political and socio-economic transformations sweeping through Central 
Europe, to be replaced by a multipolar set-up. The advent of this period of 
transition gave rise to many doubts and questions regarding the possibility of 
survival under the new geopolitical and geo-strategic conditions of a CSCE 
system created under the conditions of the Cold War and the division of the 
continent. 
That was a daunting challenge, but the CSCE resolved to address it. In 1990, 
in Paris, a Charter for a New Europe was adopted, setting in train the process 
of adjustment of CSCE structures and mechanisms to the altered conditions 
of Europe's international environment, a process that was to unfold alongside 
the ongoing search for the Organization's proper place in the pan-European 
security system. This process has largely continued to this very day. 
The Charter of Paris, subsequently supplemented by the decisions of the Hel-
sinki, Budapest and Lisbon "Summits", re-directed the CSCE's endeavours 
towards conflict prevention, the promotion of democracy and broadly de-
fined human rights, and the strengthening of the military order in Europe. 
In December 1994 the CSCE was transformed into the OSCE to highlight its 
new functions, emphasizing the need for more actual operations on the 
ground, much needed under the new international conditions. 

 27



The present position of the OSCE in the international environment of Europe 
is best defined by a range of co-existing factors, both subjective (prompted 
by the Organization itself) and objective (existing outside the Organization). 
The factors in question include in particular: the area covered by actions and 
interests of the OSCE, the role of the OSCE as an institution of European se-
curity, and the impact of processes conducive to the opening up to the East of 
certain other organizations. 
 
 
The Area 
 
Today the OSCE is the only pan-European organization that has been ex-
tended to include very important trans-Atlantic and - to a certain extent - 
Euro-Asian dimensions. The geographic scope of OSCE interests now covers 
virtually the entire northern hemisphere. The sheer size of this operational 
area, perceived by some as the main source of the Organization's weakness, 
in fact forms the sound footing of its potential successes and effectiveness, 
thanks both to its pan-European nature and the genuine equality of its par-
ticipating States. Moreover, this extended coverage may be helpful in as-
sessing the nature of all kinds of possible threats to Europe's security from 
beyond the continent. 
The enlargement of the operational area of the OSCE has also greatly influ-
enced the prioritizing of the Organization's objectives. Although the basic 
goals of the OSCE have remained unchanged (despite the undeniable 
changes that have taken place in the political context of these goals) the new 
operational outreach has prompted the emergence of a catalogue of new 
challenges and problems for the Organization. Prominent among them are 
democratization processes in five countries of Central Asia that need to be 
helped and strengthened to achieve stability. 
 
 
The OSCE: The Security-Promoting Institution  
 
Security - the factor defining the Organization's position in the international 
environment of Europe - is intimately linked with the aforementioned area 
factor. The enhancement over the past several years of the OSCE as an or-
ganization working its way towards the maintenance and consolidation of 
European security anchored in common principles and values is the result of 
the vigorous growth of the Organization's circle of participants since the 
early nineties. In 1995 the OSCE became a forum for discussions on a new 
European security order. 
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We are all confident that the range and depth of the OSCE's expertise in pre-
ventive diplomacy makes it practically indispensable. However, the OSCE 
should see to it that European security systems are spared the pain of devel-
oping excessive rigidity. Being by nature a weaker party, the OSCE cannot 
take on the task of co-ordinating and overseeing those organizations that 
command both a military capacity and what is known as "hard guarantees" of 
security (NATO), wield political clout, are established on a proper financial 
footing (European Union) or, for that matter, have at their disposal legislative 
measures and occupy the moral high ground to boot (Council of Europe). 
The current position of the OSCE essentially stems from its active search for 
a model of co-operation between different organizations - incidentally, in 
areas other than security as well - that would keep partners out of one an-
other's way while strengthening the complementary nature of their respective 
pursuits and endeavours. The OSCE can be particularly helpful in sounding 
early warnings and defusing conflicts, while pushing hard for democratiza-
tion and respect for human rights.  
One cannot overrate the importance of the OSCE in urging the need for and 
overseeing the observance of a whole range of disarmament agreements and 
arms control treaties in Europe, including the Treaty on Conventional Armed 
Forces in Europe (CFE) and the Treaty on Open Skies. Its importance also 
lies in serving as the venue for negotiations designed to hammer out new de-
cisions in these fields. The OSCE's position is further bolstered by its splen-
did record in the realm of confidence- and security-building measures 
(CSBM). 
 
 
The Enlargement of the European Union and NATO 
 
It takes no great perspicacity to see that the enlargement of the European 
Union and NATO as well as the processes taking place within these (and 
other) organizations and institutions are influencing relations between these 
structures and the OSCE and, consequently, the performance of the Organi-
zation itself and its ability to discharge its obligations as well. The Organiza-
tion continues also to be a hostage to all sorts of processes occurring inside 
other international organizations. As long as the countries of Central Eastern 
and Eastern Europe keep integrating with Western European and Euro-At-
lantic organizations, and as long as organizations like the Euro-Atlantic Part-
nership Council, the NATO-Russia Permanent Joint Council or, for that 
matter, the NATO-Ukraine Commission go on refining their operations, the 
OSCE will not significantly reposition itself vis-à-vis these organizations and 
institutions. That may pose certain problems for the current work of the 
OSCE and also hamper the search for compromise in the work on a future  
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model of European security and in negotiations on the adaptation of the CFE 
Treaty or on a new generation of the Vienna Document on Confidence- and 
Security-Building Measures.  
 
 
The OSCE in the Areas of Early Warning and of Conflict Prevention and 
Solution 
 
Preventive diplomacy as well as conflict prevention and solution are today 
the key areas of the OSCE's operations, intimately linked with the protection 
of human rights. 
Regional conflicts breaking out within the OSCE region, notably in the for-
mer USSR and Yugoslavia, constitute the paramount threat to the success of 
historical transformations, to common values and to stability in the entire 
European continent. 
As long ago as the early nineties the CSCE began to specialize in broadly 
construed preventive diplomacy. However, the difficulties resulting from the 
pace of change in the international environment, a lack of political will on 
the part of national governments, and the absence of a coherent vision of the 
Conference's activities combined to undermine this aspect of its mission. The 
war in the former Yugoslavia is a case in point.  
Today the OSCE has at its disposal a wide array of political and diplomatic 
instruments which enable it to embark upon and carry through effective ac-
tions to maintain or restore peace. These especially include all kinds of mis-
sions in conflict-prone or conflict-torn regions; Personal Representatives of 
the OSCE Chairman-in-Office, appointed to handle conflicts with a view to 
their solution; peacekeeping operations; and the like. The protracted presence 
of the Organization at a number of flashpoints has become proof of the 
OSCE's expertise in crisis-combating diplomacy. Through operations of its 
own missions on the ground, it can discover and define problems and possi-
ble areas of tension very early on, giving both the Organization itself and 
other relevant institutions enough time to take appropriate action. The mis-
sions are also very useful in helping with the building of democratic institu-
tions.  
The evolution of the OSCE has given rise to a whole host of institutions and 
organs responsible for regional stability, prevention and/or solving of con-
flicts and minimizing their consequences. The list of these institutions in-
cludes: the Office of the OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities, 
the Conflict Prevention Centre, the Warsaw-based Office for Democratic In-
stitutions and Human Rights - the latter with only indirect links to preventive 
diplomacy - and the Representative on Freedom of the Media. The quiverful 
of measures available to the OSCE further includes the political and diplo- 
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matic commitment of the Organization's main bodies (Chairman-in-Office, 
Troika, Secretary General). 
We do realize that the OSCE's current position and role in the early warning 
as well as in the conflict-prevention-and-solution systems leave a lot to be 
desired. However, there is ample evidence at hand to support the belief that 
the past several years have seen substantive progress in this field of endeav-
our. A fundamental problem awaiting solution, which might still turn out to 
be a blessing in disguise, is the record of possibly useful measures, 
developed by the OSCE, but so far never put to the test, that might prove 
their worth on the ground. Hence the need to generate the political will on 
the part of national governments to mount common actions aimed, ideally, at 
conflict resolution.  
Another reason for the recurring signs of the OSCE's weakness is its tradi-
tional policy orientation towards preventing conflicts between states, which 
are international law-makers just as is the United Nations, while putting 
lower priority on, for example, civil wars in the traditional meaning of the 
term. However, it is not inter-state relations but mass violations of human 
rights and the democratic deficit that generate the kind of crises that send 
shock waves through entire regions. 
In this context, the OSCE is confronted with the novel issue of solidarity. It 
is our desire that this word, which carries a wealth of meaning and in the 
eighties both underpinned and epitomized Poland's struggle for full sover-
eignty and democracy, should spread to the realm of European relations as 
well. For there is a powerful case to be made here for solidarity with weaker 
partners, whose independence, sovereignty and democracy - our common 
values - need assistance and protection, for endorsing the application of the 
universal norms of the United Nations and the OSCE, and, last but not least, 
for solidarity in the face of displays of hegemonic attitudes in international 
relations, coupled with contempt for common principles and values. 
Throughout its chairmanship of the OSCE Poland has highlighted the role 
and significance of preventive diplomacy and its relevance for the early-
warning system first and foremost. We are particularly keen on improving 
this system as much as possible, and it is with this in mind that we have been 
mobilizing the efforts of the Organization's institutions. Considerable atten-
tion should also be focused on the strengthening and expanding of all forms 
of the OSCE's complementary co-operation with international organizations 
responsible for European security. 
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The Human Dimension 
 
The "human dimension" has for a long time been the mainstay of the concept 
of broad, co-operative security first advanced by the OSCE. For the main-
tenance of peace, conflict prevention and efforts to ensure stability are in-
separably linked with respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms, 
democracy and the rule of law. The experience of the past few years fully 
bears this out.  
Crucial for the development of the OSCE's "human dimension" is the princi-
ple, first spelt out in 1991 in the Document of the Moscow Meeting of the 
Conference on the Human Dimension, that the observance or violation of 
human rights is a matter of direct concern to all OSCE participating States, 
and that individual states may not assert unlimited prerogatives in respect of 
these issues. This proposition forms both the basis and the rationale of the 
OSCE's involvement in all situations where human rights - whether individ-
ual or collective - are breached or violated. Poland, the current Chairman of 
the Organization, is of the opinion that this is an area where there is a need 
for further improvements and modifications if the requirements of the OSCE 
are to be fully met. 
It is worth highlighting at this juncture the importance and role of non-gov-
ernmental organizations (NGOs) active in the protection of human and civil 
rights. These organizations should become an integral part of the OSCE's ef-
forts to further the observance of human rights. It must be stressed that even 
at this stage the OSCE can rely on these organizations' experience and dedi-
cation when it comes to alerting world public opinion to instances of human 
rights abuses or violations. NGOs also have a good record of coming to the 
aid of the victims of such outrages. 
Ever since the peaceful transformations that began in our country in 1989 
when Poland rejoined the family of democratic states in Europe, we have 
been taking advantage of each and every opportunity to demonstrate our 
country's attachment to and support for the "human dimension"-related ac-
tivities of the OSCE. This found its expression in - among other things - the 
opening in Warsaw of the Office for Democratic Institutions and Human 
Rights (also remembered under its earlier name of Office for Free Elections). 
Today also, when Poland holds the chairmanship of the Organization, the 
"human dimension" figures prominently on our list of priorities.  
From our perspective, the protection of human rights needs an efficient sys-
tem of mutually supportive institutions. It needs especially the Council of 
Europe, the European Union and a whole host of regional organizations. 
Good co-ordination of common endeavours aimed at strengthening the pro-
tection of human rights should be at the heart of the OSCE's work. 
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The same also applies to the need to impart specific meaning to the notion of 
"indivisibility of European security". A major political advantage of the 
OSCE is its informal character, which provides the flexibility much needed 
in all kinds of ventures related to human rights. It is also necessary to draw 
the attention of the OSCE participating States and institutions to the afore-
mentioned interaction between conflict prevention and human rights-related 
issues. 
The Polish Chairmanship has been making efforts to upgrade the role and 
maximize the significance of the "human dimension" of the OSCE as a factor 
cementing the entire area covered by the Organization's operations into a sin-
gle value system and an instrument of conflict prevention. We shall also 
make every effort to consolidate the established principle, already noted, ac-
cording to which the observance of human rights is the legitimate concern of 
the entire OSCE community and not merely an internal affair of a given 
country. This means that the "human dimension" - in other words, a combi-
nation of human rights and the rule of law - is part and parcel of the collec-
tive security issue.  
 
 
The OSCE in the Face of Other European Problems 
 
Military Aspects of Security 
 
Military matters have figured conspicuously in the CSCE/OSCE process 
since its very inception. As is well known, the basic aim of the CSCE was to 
curb conventional armaments and military activities and to secure a greater 
openness and transparency in the military activities conducted by different 
countries. After the collapse of the two-bloc system, military issues did not 
fade from the scene; on the contrary, they gained in importance under the 
conditions of a rapidly changing politico-military situation, especially in the 
Central Eastern and Eastern part of Europe. Today these considerations con-
stitute a very important element of the OSCE's efforts to maintain the peace 
and international order in its entire operational area. 
One of the basic aims of the OSCE today is to strengthen co-operative secu-
rity in the entire area covered by the Organization's operations. This is an 
extremely ambitious task requiring the participation of all OSCE States. The 
OSCE is the guarantor - indirectly and directly - and the "political guardian" 
of many far-reaching arms control and disarmament agreements that form the 
foundation of the new military order in Europe. The agreements in question 
include: the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE), the 
Concluding Act of the Negotiations on Personnel Strength of Conventional 
Armed Forces in Europe (CFE 1A), the Treaty on Open Skies, and the con- 
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secutive editions of the Vienna Document on Confidence- and Security- 
Building Measures. 
At present, the main thrust of the OSCE's work in the military sphere is fo-
cused on the Forum for Security Co-operation (FSC). The Forum is primarily 
engaged in searching for ways of securing the observance of military ar-
rangements; it also negotiates new arrangements and is involved in discus-
sions on future arms control programmes, notably the adaptation of the CFE 
Treaty. At the moment, the Forum is the only disarmament negotiator on be-
half of the OSCE and also the only agency of its kind in Europe with repre-
sentatives of almost all European states taking part in it.  
The military dimension of the OSCE undoubtedly serves as an example of an 
efficient instrument assisting in the reconstruction of political and military 
relations in the wake of the collapse of the communist system.  
 
The Economic Dimension of the OSCE 
 
The broadly defined economic and social issues that between them have 
formed the economic dimension of first the CSCE and later the OSCE and 
which are popularly known as the "second basket", have always formed an 
integral part of the OSCE concept of comprehensive European security.  
The dimension in question consists in deepening co-operation in the areas of 
economies, science and technology as well as environmental protection and 
ecological security, and is based on the conviction of all the States partici-
pating in the Organization that full political and military security must rest on 
the firm foundation of a well-functioning economy, since any turbulence in 
the machinery of the economy must sooner or later rebound on the policies 
and security of states and their citizens. 
The economic dimension and all it stands for took on particular importance 
after the collapse of the communist system in our part of Europe. The proc-
esses of socio-economic transformation in post-communist states opened the 
prospect of pan-European economic co-operation resting on the bedrock of 
generally accepted and tested principles of the market economy. This gave 
the OSCE a chance to move to the forefront of all those in the business of 
providing conceptual assistance to the post-communist states then in the 
process of reforming their economic systems. 
Economic reform processes, as we are only too well aware in Poland, can be 
difficult and time-consuming. They may also give rise to new challenges and 
threats, and the OSCE has to deal with both. Prominent among these chal-
lenges are the destabilizing impact of economic transformations on some 
countries of Central Eastern and Eastern Europe, internal tensions whipped 
up by growing contrasts in the living standards of different social groups and 
conflicts caused by the high cost of social reform. 
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The decisions taken by a series of meetings held within the framework of the 
economic dimension in Bonn, Rome, Prague and Geneva, to mention only a 
few, have corroborated the growing role and importance of this sphere of the 
OSCE's work. The tightening bonds of co-operation between the OSCE par-
ticipating States and component bodies and international economic and fi-
nancial institutions (the relevant agencies of the UN, OECD, WTO, IMF and 
others) are important for the efficient functioning of the economic dimension. 
As Chairman of the OSCE, Poland is desirous of helping to intensify work 
within the framework of the economic dimension and also to fulfil the obli-
gations assumed earlier. 
 
 
The Future of the OSCE 
 
Sometimes we ask ourselves whether the OSCE, in its present form and op-
erating under its current mandate, has any future at all, and, if it has, what 
kind of a future is it going to be? Will the Organization keep developing or 
will it shrink and fade, withering away for lack of new ideas and creative 
stimuli?  
The future of the OSCE depends on many different factors, such as: 
 
− the development of the geo-strategic situation throughout the OSCE op-

erational area (especially the continuation of European integration proc-
esses and the enlargement of NATO); 

− the political will (or, for that matter, its absence) on the part of individual 
OSCE participating States, notably the big powers, to embrace the norms 
and comply with decisions of OSCE bodies and to keep the development 
of the Organization on track; 

− the creation of a non-hierarchical system of co-operation between the 
European organizations and institutions responsible for security on our 
continent; 

− the institutional and conceptual development of the Organization as the 
answer to the new challenges and changing realities of the international 
environment. 

 
Certainly, the OSCE now has the capacity to be a useful player in carrying 
out many important European security-related tasks in which it could not be 
easily replaced by other institutions and organizations operating internation-
ally. This is particularly true of such OSCE functions as the aforementioned 
political and institutional oversight of disarmament and arms control proc-
esses in Europe or of the OSCE's role and rec??ord of performance in the 
realm of preventive diplomacy and conflict prevention. These responsibilities  
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of the OSCE will in all likelihood move to the forefront of its activities in the 
near future. There is still much to be done in this field of endeavour, for 
example the possibility of extending the OSCE's sponsorship to regional 
arms-control and confidence-building initiatives. The OSCE is also likely to 
develop an interest in such disarmament- and arms-control-related matters as 
creating zones free of nuclear weapons or helping post-communist states 
implementing Western transparency and control standards in arms trading. 
Yet another role for the OSCE - which might also help tap the Organization's 
full potential in the future - is the promotion of sub-regional co-operation in 
Europe. It is worth pointing out that quite a few existing regional organiza-
tions are even now playing a very useful role in making co-operation easier 
at the regional level, in effect creating "soft" security on the continent while 
helping to eliminate the security "grey zone" in Central Eastern and Eastern 
Europe. In the future, the OSCE may support such activities by helping to 
create the appropriate political climate at a high level and by legitimizing 
regional ventures. 
All this makes the OSCE useful and much-needed. One can safely assume, 
therefore, that over the next decade the OSCE will carry on in its capacity as 
a regional European security structure, focused primarily on charting the 
principal directions of change, strengthening democratic tenets in public life 
and promoting respect for human rights, as well as preventing and solving 
conflicts (especially in the former USSR and Yugoslavia). The Organization 
will also continue to strengthen the military order, refine the norms and 
standards of behaviour of its participating States and popularize common 
values. However, of key importance to the OSCE's future is whether its par-
ticipating States - primarily those enjoying big power status  - will permit the 
Organization to develop while consolidating its position as an instrument of 
European security. 
 

 36



Niels Helveg Petersen 
 
OSCE: Developments and Prospects 
 
 
Introduction 
 
In 1997 Denmark held the chairmanship of the OSCE. It was by all standards 
an eventful year. Never before has the OSCE been engaged so actively in so 
many issues relevant to the common security of the participating States. The 
aims of the OSCE engagements have been to prevent conflicts, to manage 
crises, and to assist states in overcoming post-conflict situations and in com-
plying with OSCE norms and principles. The point of departure has been a 
belief that the principles agreed upon within the OSCE form the very foun-
dation for a secure and free Europe. The vision of this common enterprise 
has been and remains to make these principles a living reality in all partici-
pating States. 
From the outset, the Danish chairmanship was confronted by a range of the 
problems and crises of a post-Cold War Europe united in political commit-
ments but hampered by new risks and challenges. Developments in the 
OSCE area gave rise to new demands to be met both in 1997 and in the years 
to come. 
In this article I shall highlight some of the main experiences gained during 
the Danish chairmanship of the Organization in 1997. My focus will be on 
areas where the OSCE merits further strengthening. Even before the Danish 
chairmanship, three main priorities for our efforts in that direction were 
identified: firstly, increased efforts to ensure compliance with OSCE norms 
and principles and to assist those participating States facing problems in this 
regard. Secondly, the OSCE itself should be strengthened both organization-
ally and operationally in order to remain a flexible and effective tool for such 
assistance. And thirdly, as a norm-based organization, the OSCE should 
make its contribution to the general European security environment, inter 
alia by offering closer co-operation with states and with other security or-
ganizations in addressing new risks and challenges to security.  
Developments during the Danish chairmanship of the OSCE brought signifi-
cant progress in all three of these priority areas. 
 
 
Strengthening OSCE Assistance in Complying with Norms and Principles 
 
Over the last decade, the OSCE has played an increasingly important role in 
European conflict prevention. Originally, the CSCE provided a main channel  
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for dialogue between East and West. Its main purpose was, one could say, to 
bring about change while maintaining peace. Today, the task is rather to en-
sure peace and stability in times of change. In this process, assistance to par-
ticipating States facing problems in complying with the OSCE standards of 
democracy, rule of law, respect for human rights, and peaceful settlement of 
conflicts has become one of the main features of the OSCE, if not its raison 
d'être. 
And the tasks within this field are growing. During 1997 the Danish chair-
manship was confronted with more crises and problems than any former 
chairmanship. 
It began in Chechnya. The OSCE through its Assistance Group in Grozny 
has been engaged in facilitating the dialogue that led to an end to the hostili-
ties. Elections were planned for January 1997. These elections were an im-
portant element in the peace process and thereby in the efforts to stabilize the 
situation in the region. Engaging the OSCE was not an easy decision. The 
security situation and the general conditions were not anywhere near what 
you would normally expect as conditions for a democratic election. But the 
elections went through. The OSCE provided monitoring. And the elections 
were considered acceptable. The main point was that people were given a 
real opportunity to make a choice. Throughout the rest of the year the Assist-
ance Group continued its efforts. The deterioration of the security situation, 
including the rise in hostage taking, has made it practically the only interna-
tional presence there. 
The OSCE also continued its efforts towards finding a solution to the conflict 
over Nagorno-Karabakh. The Danish chairmanship appointed France, Russia 
and the United States to co-chair the negotiations on a settlement within the 
so-called Minsk Group. Prospects for a political settlement generally im-
proved during 1997, although no real breakthrough was achieved. 
In Moldova the OSCE worked successfully with Russia and Ukraine on con-
cluding an agreement that set out the principles for a comprehensive political 
settlement between the parties to the Trans-Dniestrian conflict. Although 
much remains to be done, the agreement marked an important step ahead. 
The OSCE stands ready to assist in the implementation of the agreement - in 
particular through the OSCE Mission to Moldova. The OSCE will also con-
tinue to follow the withdrawal of Russian military forces from Moldova. 
In Georgia the OSCE promoted negotiations on a peaceful political settle-
ment of the conflict in South Ossetia and supported UN efforts to mediate in 
the conflict in Abkhazia. While no substantial progress was achieved con-
cerning the conflict in Abkhazia, tensions gradually decreased in South Os-
setia. The OSCE will continue its efforts to promote a lasting settlement of 
the disputes and to assist in the development of legal and democratic institu-
tions in Georgia. 
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In Tajikistan the OSCE participated in the UN-brokered inter-Tajik talks 
which resulted in a final peace agreement between the Tajik government and 
the united Tajik opposition in July 1997. Although adjourned several times 
after the signing of the agreement, the so-called Commission on National 
Reconciliation did commence its work on military, political, legal and refu-
gee issues in 1997. This is an important step towards the implementation of 
the agreement which includes elections to be held in 1998. The OSCE and its 
Mission to Tajikistan continue to follow and assist in this implementation 
process. 
In Ukraine, Estonia and Latvia OSCE missions, supported by the OSCE 
High Commissioner on National Minorities, provided assistance to further 
integration and better understanding between communities in the 
populations. 
In Bosnia and Herzegovina the municipal elections in September and the 
parliamentary elections in the Republika Srpska in November 1997 were of 
vital importance for the efforts to pave the way for a viable democratic soci-
ety - and for the peace process as a whole. The OSCE, in accordance with the 
Dayton Peace Accords, played a major role in preparing and conducting the 
municipal elections in September 1997. Following the wish of the interna-
tional community the OSCE took upon itself to play a similar role in the Re-
publika Srpska parliamentary elections in November. As to the municipal 
elections it is fair to say that the elections went better than expected - and 
clearly better than those in 1996. But the real test is in their implementation. 
Though this is a difficult process, the results have been encouraging and 
local governments have been installed and are beginning to work. The 
national elections to be held in September 1998 will mark another important 
step in the peace process. 
The elections in the Republika Srpska were acceptable from a technical per-
spective although the political atmosphere in which the election campaign 
took place fell well short of international standards. It is worth noting, how-
ever, that the elections brought about a democratic and peaceful change of 
government in the Republika Srpska in January 1998. 
The OSCE also played a leading role in the progress made on implementing 
the agreements on arms control and confidence-building measures under Ar-
ticle II and IV of the Dayton Peace Accords. At the Copenhagen Ministerial 
Meeting in December 1997 we took an additional step by the appointment of 
Ambassador Henry Jacolin of France as Special Representative to help or-
ganize and conduct negotiations on arms control and regional stabilization in 
South-eastern Europe - the so-called Article V negotiations under the Dayton 
Agreement. 
In the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia the OSCE Spillover Monitor 
Mission to Skopje continued to monitor the situation with a view to regional 
stability, security and co-operation. Developments in neighbouring countries  
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during 1997 have maintained the focus on the continuing risk of "spillover", 
the reason for the Mission's inception in 1992. At the same time, significant 
efforts have been and will be devoted to promoting dialogue between the 
government and national minorities. 
During the Danish chairmanship the OSCE also took on large tasks in Croa-
tia. The OSCE Mission to Croatia was established in 1996 with a staff of 14 
mission members in order to provide assistance in the field of protection of 
human rights and of the rights of persons belonging to national minorities. In 
1997, however, the Mission was markedly expanded following a decision to 
increase the number of members up to a ceiling of 250. The purpose of this 
expansion is to ensure an efficient international presence in Croatia as the 
United Nations Transitional Administration for Eastern Slavonia, Baranja 
and Western Sirmium (UNTAES) ceases its activities. A particular focus of 
the activities of the enhanced OSCE Mission will be monitoring the imple-
mentation of agreements and commitments on the two-way return of all refu-
gees and displaced persons and the protection of their rights. 
These tasks all called for well organized and politically sensitive action from 
the OSCE. Still, what was needed was to use - although on a larger scale than 
ever before - already existing conflict prevention methods in the tool box of 
the OSCE.  
The Danish chairmanship, however, also was confronted with crises and 
problems of a new kind which involved a need to develop new approaches. 
Among these were the developments in Albania and in Belarus. 
The crisis in Albania was perhaps the greatest challenge during 1997. Anar-
chy and chaos emerged after the collapse of major pyramid schemes. The 
international community reacted with determination. As Chairman-in-Office 
I appointed the former Chancellor of Austria, Dr Franz Vranitzky, as my Per-
sonal Representative in Albania. Dr Vranitzky succeeded in bringing 
together the major players and institutions, including the European Union 
and the Council of Europe, in a comprehensive international Presence. A 
Multinational Protection Force provided a secure environment. And as a new 
feature, the OSCE constituted the overall co-ordinating framework.  
The international efforts helped to stabilize the situation in the country. Elec-
tions were held which paved the way for new, legitimate democratic struc-
tures. Since then, the OSCE has carried on its involvement in Albania within 
the field of democratization and human rights. The OSCE continues to pro-
vide the co-ordinating framework for the international efforts. 
The Albanian experience has taught us several lessons. It has underlined that 
immediate action in itself has an important effect. The mandate for the Mul-
tinational Protection Force showed how an effective regional organization 
can facilitate a necessary decision by the UN Security Council. This may be a  
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model worth pursuing in relations between the OSCE and the UN Security 
Council.  
Finally, the international Presence in Albania is an example of how co-op-
eration between relevant organizations and interested countries, each playing 
their respective roles, can be made to work and bring about substantial re-
sults. This is an important and valid contribution to the ongoing efforts to de-
sign a new security architecture for Europe. 
1997 also witnessed worrying developments in Belarus. From an early point, 
the Danish chairmanship expressed its concern over the shortcomings in 
democratic standards and other OSCE commitments. And the Danish chair-
manship offered OSCE assistance to improve the situation. In December 
1997, during the Copenhagen Ministerial Meeting, the Belarussian govern-
ment finally accepted this offer of assistance and agreed to establish an 
OSCE Advisory and Monitoring Group. After this final agreement with Be-
larus, Ambassador Hans-Georg Wieck (Germany) was appointed Head of the 
Advisory and Monitoring Group, and an office was opened in Minsk in early 
1998. This is a first small step towards improving an increasingly dire situa-
tion. At present, the OSCE is alone in the forefront. We hope that other inter-
national organizations, notably the EU, will follow soon. 
As was the case with the OSCE Presence in Albania, the creation of the Ad-
visory and Monitoring Group was an operational novelty for the OSCE. It is 
the first of its kind with a mandate focused on compliance with OSCE com-
mitments within the human dimension. It serves to underline the commitment 
of all OSCE participating States to democracy and fundamental freedoms - 
not only in principle but also in practice. Hopefully, the future efforts of the 
Belarussian authorities with the assistance of the OSCE and other interna-
tional organizations will contribute to a fulfilment of these commitments. 
These diverse and complicated regional developments give an indication of 
the tasks that we have faced and of the innovations that the Organization has 
had to provide. The experience of the OSCE in troubled areas of Europe 
highlights the practical and pragmatic dimension of conflict prevention 
within the Organization. Here, local OSCE missions have been pivotal for 
the mediation and democratization efforts that play a decisive role in conflict 
prevention. As things turned out, not least over the last year, the 
Organization has confirmed its ability as a ready, workable and reliable 
instrument to deal with crises, be these related to post-conflict situations or to 
deficiencies in meeting common norms and standards. 
However, the operational activities of specific OSCE missions in individual 
participating States were not the only OSCE efforts in 1997 aimed at pro-
moting compliance with OSCE norms and principles. A range of OSCE in-
stitutions and representatives stand ready to assist participating States in  
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complying with OSCE principles as well as to monitor the general adherence 
to the OSCE commitments. 
Most notably, the High Commissioner on National Minorities and the Office 
for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights have been deeply engaged in 
promoting democratization and respect for the fundamental freedoms of all 
citizens of OSCE participating States. 
During the Danish chairmanship the importance of complying with the norms 
and principles of the human dimension of the OSCE was further emphasized. 
The Ministerial Meeting decided to strengthen the efficiency of the biennial 
implementation meetings on human dimension issues. And following the 
decision at the Lisbon Summit, the Ministerial also appointed an OSCE 
Representative on Freedom of the Media. I was happy to be able to nominate 
Member of the Bundestag, Mr. Freimut Duve, to this position. 
Similarly, the ability of the OSCE to promote adherence to OSCE principles 
in other areas than the human dimension was strengthened during the Danish 
chairmanship. In November 1997 a mandate for a Co-ordinator of OSCE 
Economic and Environmental Activities was adopted.  
The activities of the OSCE missions have, so far, primarily focused on re-
gions in conflict or on countries where conditions for national minorities 
called for an OSCE presence. However, it has been important to the Danish 
chairmanship to go further than that. It is not enough to point fingers at lack 
of compliance with commitments. Instead, all OSCE participating States 
must show solidarity with the states that face problems. They must be helped 
to find solutions. We must offer our assistance in elaborating the necessary 
legal framework, establishing democratic institutions, organizing elections, 
and in every way facilitate exchange of relevant information in order to help 
these states along.  
The establishment of the OSCE Advisory and Monitoring Group in Belarus 
as well as the reinforced OSCE involvement in Central Asia, which was 
launched during the Danish chairmanship, are examples of how the OSCE 
can target its endeavours in the fields of democracy and human rights. The 
development of more OSCE instruments in these fields will be a major task 
for us in the years to come. 
 
 
Strengthening the Operational Capacity of the OSCE 
 
Recent years have witnessed a steep rise in the number of OSCE missions 
dispersed throughout the OSCE area. Also, we have seen the creation of very 
big missions staffed by over 200 members. In this process, the operational 
capacity of the OSCE Secretariat has not kept pace. This development and 
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the growing responsibility of the OSCE give rise to demands for internal ad-
justments.  
In recent years there have been a number of proposals to this end. Some of 
them concern the administrative set-up, others address the very core elements 
of the Organization, including its decision-making procedures and relations 
between its major institutions. 
It has been the Danish assumption that we do need to strengthen the OSCE. 
We do need to improve our ability to act quickly in crisis situations and to 
improve efficiency with regard to early warning, conflict prevention, crisis 
management and post-conflict rehabilitation. At the same time we have been 
hesitant towards ideas that tend to introduce more bureaucracy or erode the 
fundamental political nature of the Organization. For it is precisely its po-
litical and non-bureaucratic nature that allows the OSCE to react rapidly and 
flexibly. We must safeguard these aspects. Consensual decision-making is 
and should remain the general rule, leaving no one out and committing all. 
The central position of the Chairman-in-Office as the political engine of the 
Organization should be preserved. 
This does not rule out a more effective use of the Organization's resources. 
Contemporary management principles and full use of modern technology 
must be encouraged in OSCE institutions, in particular in the OSCE Secre-
tariat in Vienna. 
It was against this background that the Copenhagen Ministerial Meeting de-
cided to initiate a study of ways of further enhancing the Secretariat's opera-
tional capacities. 
Another major requirement in order for the OSCE to retain its flexibility and 
capacity to respond adequately and timely to erupting crises has been to re-
form the procedures of funding OSCE activities. The financial mechanisms 
of the OSCE were created to fit the needs of the conference diplomacy of the 
seventies and the eighties. They were not designed to respond to the chal-
lenges to the new OSCE. In order to finance the elections in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina in 1996 and 1997 we had to engage in fundraising exercises 
twice to collect the necessary voluntary contributions. This is not the proper 
way to proceed. Rather, participating States must match their political will to 
react rapidly in times of crisis with willingness to pay the costs of OSCE ac-
tivities. 
The necessary modernization of the financial structures of the OSCE was 
taken a significant step forward during the Danish chairmanship. In summer 
1997, the OSCE decided to create a Contingency Fund with a view to cover-
ing expenses in the initial stage of an OSCE engagement. And at the Copen-
hagen Ministerial Meeting in December 1997, the participating States agreed 
on a project financing mechanism which applies to the funding of larger 
OSCE engagements. The mechanism puts the heaviest burdens on the broad- 
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est shoulders - the richer countries contribute relatively more, the poorer 
states substantially less. 
Thus, while safeguarding the political nature of the OSCE, endeavours dur-
ing the Danish chairmanship were aimed at strengthening the operational ca-
pacities of the Organization and at ensuring the availability of the necessary 
financial means. The purpose of continued efforts in this direction should be 
to make the OSCE more effective in the implementation of its decisions. 
 
 
Strengthening the OSCE Contribution to Overall European Security 
 
The readiness of the OSCE - often with very short notice - to engage itself in 
mediating, solving, or preventing specific new conflicts is a valuable asset 
for Europe. But conflict prevention must also take on a more structural di-
mension. We must also seek to improve the all-European security environ-
ment in order to prevent potential future conflicts from breaking out. 
Addressing this challenge has been and remains the main driving force for 
the processes of integration and enlargement that are set in motion in Euro-
pean and trans-Atlantic institutions. NATO, the primary security organization 
in Europe, has reached out and actively engaged its old foes in a constructive 
and forward-looking dialogue. The Partnership-for-Peace programme, the 
Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council and the agreements with Russia and with 
Ukraine are concrete manifestations of this co-operative approach. 
The European Union has played a major role in addressing the needs of the 
new democracies. It has provided the modern age Marshall Plan for the half 
of Europe that missed out in 1947.  
With the Madrid Summit and the Amsterdam Treaty both organizations have 
opened up to enlargement, thus offering a viable perspective for the changes 
taking place in countries undergoing reform. 
From the outset, however, the OSCE - as the only regional organization in-
cluding all European states and North America - took on its own special role. 
In the "Charter of Paris for a New Europe" of 1990 the Heads of State or 
Government of Europe, the United States and Canada set out the foundations 
upon which a Europe whole and free should be based. 
As the new post-Cold War realities took shape, the need to develop and con-
solidate a new security architecture in Europe became evident. The answer of 
the OSCE was efforts to develop a comprehensive Security Model for the 
Twenty-first Century. Work on the Security Model was launched at the Bu-
dapest Summit in December 1994. The objective was to take stock of the 
new security environment in Europe, to address the new risks and challenges 
that ensued, and to focus on the role of the European security organizations 
in this context.  
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At the Summit in Lisbon two years later, Heads of State or Government 
analysed the progress made. They decided to strengthen the regime of con-
sultations as well as actions to be taken in solidarity in order to defend com-
mon values and OSCE commitments. An operational agenda was set out for 
1997. It called upon representatives to enhance instruments of joint co-op-
erative action and to define modalities for co-operation between the OSCE 
and other security organizations. Based on this work, the OSCE should con-
sider developing a Charter for European Security. 
The Danish approach to bringing the elaboration of a Charter forward has 
very much been based on the concrete experience we have acquired during 
the Danish chairmanship. The priorities for a Charter have been threefold. 
First of all, we must acknowledge that problems and conflicts are often the 
result of non-compliance with OSCE commitments and principles. The core 
issue is, therefore, not seeking adjustments to the existing norms and princi-
ples. Rather our efforts must be focused on ensuring compliance with the 
existing commitments. The Helsinki Final Act and the Charter of Paris re-
main our points of departure. Central prerequisites for this are to improve co-
operation and to increase solidarity among the participating States through 
joint co-operative action on enhancing compliance.  
Secondly, our experience has demonstrated the need for close co-operation 
among international organizations when it comes to finding viable solutions 
to crises and conflicts. It is important to stress that co-operation must take 
place on an equal footing. What we are looking for is not a hierarchy of secu-
rity organizations, but the establishment of mutually reinforcing co-opera-
tion, where every organization contributes according to its special responsi-
bilities and abilities. With its broad membership and its normative approach 
the OSCE is uniquely placed to provide the platform for such co-operation. 
As an organization with its own specific profile, the OSCE can complement 
developments in other European and trans-Atlantic security organizations, in 
particular the reform processes within NATO and the EU. 
Finally, the OSCE should not be allowed to stagnate. The OSCE should safe-
guard its normative basis and its flexibility while keeping an eye on devel-
oping innovative tools and mechanisms to deal with the new risks and chal-
lenges. Therefore, the Charter should be political in nature, rather than le-
gally binding. 
During the Danish chairmanship these general discussions were taken a sub-
stantial step further when the Copenhagen Ministerial Meeting in December 
1997 adopted a set of Guidelines for a Charter on European Security. The 
Guidelines set the agenda for further work. 
They reaffirm the existing OSCE principles and their validity for continued 
peace and stability in Europe. They move forward by stressing the account-
ability of states to their citizens for respect of OSCE norms and principles by  
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making clear that these commitments are matters of immediate and legitimate 
concern to all participating States. On this basis, states will strengthen their 
commitment to act in solidarity and partnership to ensure the implementation 
of, and respect for, these principles. Accordingly, the OSCE will explore 
further ways to assist states facing problems in doing so. 
The Guidelines underscore the right of every state to be free to chose or 
change its security arrangements. They establish that the OSCE will work 
with other security organizations to promote common security. To this end 
substantial progress was achieved through the adoption of a Common Con-
cept for the development of co-operation between security organizations 
within a Platform for Co-operative Security. The Common Concept sets 
standards for those organizations with which the OSCE will co-operate. In 
addition, a set of practical steps were agreed upon, aimed at the development 
of co-operation between the OSCE and those institutions which subscribe to 
the Common Concept. This approach will also guide the OSCE in enhancing 
co-operation with sub-regional organizations. 
The Guidelines also address the OSCE's own role as a regional arrangement 
under Chapter VIII of the Charter of the United Nations and its attendant role 
as a primary instrument for peaceful settlement of disputes in the region. 
States agreed to examine the OSCE's role in addressing new risks and chal-
lenges to security and in connection with peacekeeping operations 
The Guidelines underline the importance of the OSCE's human and eco-
nomic dimensions. They confirm the importance of implementing existing 
arms control and confidence- and security-building measures as well as their 
adaptation to the new security environment.  
Finally, the importance for European security of relations with adjacent ar-
eas, including with the countries in the Mediterranean, is emphasized. 
 
 
Prospects 
 
At the end of 1989 Europe faced a new beginning. In Central and Eastern 
Europe communist dictatorships fell. The principles of democracy, the rule of 
law, and respect for human rights spread to the whole of the European 
continent. 
But the end of dictatorship and of bipolar military confrontation also opened 
a range of new risks and challenges to European security. These risks could 
not be dealt with solely within the existing institutional framework.  
In dealing with these challenges, the OSCE came to play a central role. The 
year 1997 proved that the OSCE still has an important role. The OSCE has 
offered its participating States a flexible and practical instrument for conflict 
prevention, crisis management and post-conflict rehabilitation as well as a  
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useful vehicle for promoting core values of democracy, human rights and the 
rule of law.  
What are the prospects for the future? What will be the future role of the 
OSCE?  
I believe we have already seen the main features of the future role in what the 
OSCE is doing today. But the environment in which we act is not static. Im-
portant processes of integration and co-operation are taking place in Europe. 
The OSCE must adapt itself to find its place in light of these developments. 
There may be a redistribution of certain tasks concerning European security. 
States may choose to develop new co-operative structures, including sub-re-
gional co-operative fora. Accordingly, the role of the OSCE may gradually 
evolve. Nevertheless, built on past experience I see the following major 
prospects for the year to come: 
Firstly, I believe the OSCE will maintain its focus on the so-called human 
dimension. The newly independent states, in particular in the Caucasus and 
in Central Asia, need assistance in this field. The OSCE provides the only 
international forum with a dual offer to these states: full and equal participa-
tion in a European organization dealing comprehensively with security issues 
and assistance through the same forum in the implementation of commit-
ments on democracy, human rights and the rule of law. This is a new and im-
portant instrument in our preventive diplomacy tool box: offering assistance 
at an early stage in dealing with the democratic and social structure of these 
societies. It is a long-term engagement that we must take upon ourselves. In 
doing so the OSCE is uniquely placed as a facilitator of co-operation with 
other relevant international organizations, including the international finan-
cial institutions. 
Secondly, 1997 has shown us the usefulness of a strong regional organization 
for dealing with specific crisis situations. The Albania crisis led to a remark-
able example of interplay between the OSCE and United Nations Security 
Council. This experience gives us a good basis for further developing both 
the OSCE itself and its relations with the United Nations in taking responsi-
bility for threats to security in Europe. The OSCE itself must remain strong, 
flexible and adaptable. It should be strengthened, not bogged down by un-
necessary bureaucracy or procedure. We must avoid the pitfalls we have seen 
in other international fora. The United Nations should preserve the overall 
responsibility for threats to peace. But in practical terms, the OSCE can in-
creasingly relieve the UN, allowing it to focus resources on other regions in 
need. Such a development is only possible if close co-operation between the 
OSCE and the UN is maintained. I believe the prospects for such a develop-
ment are good. 
Thirdly, the OSCE as the broadest of the European and trans-Atlantic fora 
for co-operation with a comprehensive normative basis provides a useful 
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meeting place to discuss the principles which should guide the overall 
security of Europe in the new century. To this end the work on a Charter on 
European Security is a major task for the OSCE. With the Guidelines for a 
Charter on European Security, adopted in Copenhagen, we have set the 
course.  
I see the Platform for Co-operative Security as one of the major elements in a 
future Charter. Developing strong lines of co-operation between the OSCE 
and other organizations, including NATO/EAPC, the European Union, the 
Council of Europe, the WEU and others, is a prerequisite for finding solu-
tions to the problems confronting us. Such a network of mutually reinforcing 
co-operation, founded on OSCE norms and principles, will be the very fabric 
of European security in the twenty-first century. In developing it we must 
keep a comprehensive and inclusive approach. All states must have their say, 
no matter their position in the integration processes taking place.  
The OSCE offers the best platform for this undertaking. We must use it 
wisely. 
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Nikolai Afanasievski 
 
The OSCE - The Present and Future of European 
Security1

 
 
Europe is currently going through an extremely important stage of its devel-
opment that calls for the exercise of extraordinary responsibility. On the 
threshold of the 21st century, the European states face the necessity of practi-
cal measures to achieve a unified security space, free of dividing lines, on the 
continent. In an objective sense, too, the situation is developing in this direc-
tion. After the end of the Cold War and a phase of euphoria at the beginning 
of the nineties, when the realization of a Europe both unified and free of con-
flict appeared to be within easy reach, there followed a stage of sober reflec-
tion on the many difficulties in a multi-polar system such as the one that has 
been developing in the Euro-Atlantic area. Against the background of the 
common values and goals which the participating States have identified and 
embodied in the documents adopted at OSCE Summit Meetings, the different 
interests that continue to exist in reality in the economic realm, in military 
policy and in other fields of interest have made themselves felt. 
Differences and conflicts between ethnic groups have become an important 
and dangerous destabilizing factor in the Euro-Atlantic area. Not only do 
they "tear apart" individual countries but they threaten to spread to neigh-
bouring states and thus represent a serious threat to the stability of Europe as 
a whole. This does not apply just to the post-Soviet area or to former Yugo-
slavia. Inter-ethnic conflicts are continuing to smoulder in "prosperous" 
European countries as well. They should not be underestimated because there 
are already signs that virulent inter-ethnic conflicts could ignite the latent 
ones. Nor can we close our eyes to such phenomena as the spread of drugs, 
organized crime, the pollution of the environment and similar problems. Thus 
Europe is now being confronted with a whole range of old and new threats of 
the most varied kind. The Europeans must decide how they want to deal with 
them so as to attain the lofty goals that they have set for themselves and to 
ensure their security. 
In our view, the establishment on this continent of a full-fledged regional or-
ganization based on a treaty on European security is the surest way to guar-
antee security and stability as well as to forestall further conflicts in Europe. 
The Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe must become a 
central factor in the creation of a unified Euro-Atlantic area without dividing 
lines. Viewed in historical perspective, this organization has played the most  
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important positive role in the rapprochement between East and West and in 
the development of contacts and co-operation between the opposing social 
systems. It has been possible, within the framework of the OSCE, to work 
out and agree upon common principles and "fair rules of the game" for rela-
tions between countries with contrary interests. In the course of decades, 
mechanisms and instruments for early warning and the settlement of conflicts 
were developed and tested. And, quite apart from its historic foundations, the 
OSCE enjoys by its very nature a number of advantages that permit us to put 
this organization at the centre of pan-European developments, to speak of its 
co-ordinating and system-building role and to see in it the future of guaran-
teed security on the continent. 
First, there is its broad geographic extension - the OSCE comprises 55 par-
ticipating States, among them not only traditional European countries but a 
number of Asian ones as well as the United States and Canada. In addition, it 
maintains contacts with a large number of partner countries in the Mediterra-
nean area and in East Asia which make their own contributions to a co-op-
erative relationship with the OSCE. 
Second, unlike all other European organizations the OSCE has not focused 
on one particular aspect but operates on the basis of a comprehensive under-
standing of security that includes military, economic, environmental, hu-
manitarian and other considerations. 
Third, the OSCE, except in matters affecting the guarantee of human rights, 
works on the consensus principle. Practice has shown that this principle is 
the best one for upholding the interests of individual participating States 
while at the same time retaining flexibility and the ability to act. Moreover, it 
reflects the democratic character of the Organization in which the vote of the 
smallest country has exactly the same "weight" as that of a great power. 
Fourth, the OSCE has, so to speak, two faces. It is on the one hand a forum 
for dialogue, negotiations and co-operation and thus stimulating and setting 
the direction of the process of building a new Europe. The OSCE fulfils an 
important norm-creating function by making possible a detailed conceptual 
review of theoretical issues related to security and co-operation in the Euro-
Atlantic area. And the Organization is indispensable as a structure for work-
ing out compromises on key issues of European life in which all of us, who 
are neighbours in the European house, participate. 
On the other hand, the OSCE has at its disposal a broad range of practical 
instruments for its operational activities, inter alia in the fields of early 
warning, conflict prevention, crisis management and post-conflict rehabilita-
tion. There is no other organization that has instruments such as the long-
term missions. The High Commissioner on National Minorities and the Per-
sonal Representatives of the Chairman-in-Office have also been effective. 
Recently two new institutions - the OSCE Representative on Freedom of the 
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Media and the Co-ordinator of Economic and Environmental Activities - 
were established from which we expect a serious and positive contribution, 
in their respective areas of work, to the task of building security. 
If the OSCE is to operate successfully it is extremely important to maintain 
the proper balance between these two functions. It would not be appropriate 
to limit the role of the OSCE to its operational responsibilities while pushing 
the norm-setting function into the background. Unfortunately, a number of 
participating States are tending in this direction. The Organization urgently 
needs a legal basis provided by a treaty - clear documents which regulate 
both its overall activity and the activities of individual instruments such as 
the missions. If the consensus principle were to be violated there would be a 
risk that OSCE decisions might be taken in the interest of individual coun-
tries or groups of countries. The Organization still falls far short of meeting 
all the criteria for a regional arrangement in the sense of Chapter VIII of the 
Charter of the United Nations. But none of these problems arise from the es-
sential nature of the OSCE. Every organization is only as effective as its 
members want it to be. What is most important, therefore, is the political will 
of the participating States of the OSCE to develop its considerable potential. 
There has, after all, been a fair amount of progress in this direction. The idea 
we presented a number of years ago for working out a new Security Model 
for Europe for the 21st Century is taking form and heading for success. It 
was developed further at the Lisbon Summit in 1996. There was general ac-
knowledgement of the need to discuss working out and adopting a new and 
comprehensive document for the Organization - a Charter on European Secu-
rity. The meeting of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the OSCE partici-
pating States in Copenhagen in December 1997 adopted a document on the 
parameters of the Charter setting forth its fundamental elements, on which 
further work is needed. 
It is our view that the working out of this Charter should be the OSCE's main 
point of emphasis in the current phase. It is, after all, a document whose im-
portance can be measured against that of the Helsinki Final Act. As was 
stated in the decision at the Copenhagen meeting of the Ministerial Council, 
the Charter should serve the needs of our peoples in the new century, address 
the risks and challenges to security, and complement and advance the proc-
esses of integration across the OSCE area. The Charter should reaffirm the 
principles of the OSCE and acknowledge its continuing validity and applica-
bility in ensuring peace and stability. At the same time, it should continue to 
uphold consensus as the basis for decision-making in the OSCE. 
It is of importance that the Copenhagen decision stressed the need to 
strengthen the OSCE in its ability to carry out those activities that are pecu-
liar to it. The Foreign Ministers agreed that the OSCE is the only pan-Euro- 
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pean security organization and hence that it plays the key role in securing 
peace and stability in Europe. 
In this connection, the Copenhagen Document emphasizes the innovative 
character of the Charter, which is intended as a further step in developing the 
standards and practice of the OSCE participating States. We attach particular 
importance to this aspect. It is true that the basic principles of the OSCE con-
tinue unchanged and must be observed strictly. But we believe that changes 
in the real political and economic situation in Europe positively demand that 
these principles be applied in a new way, without departing from the provi-
sion of the Helsinki Final Act that all principles are "of primary significance, 
and, accordingly, they will be equally and unreservedly applied, each of them 
being interpreted taking into account the others". The OSCE participating 
States are to respect these principles and apply them fully and "in all aspects, 
to their mutual relations and co-operation in order to ensure to each partici-
pating State the benefits resulting from the respect and application of these 
principles by all". 
It is our view, given the present circumstances and based on these provisions 
of the Final Act, that it is time to give greater precision to the contents and 
application of existing norms and principles. This process has, de facto, been 
under way in the OSCE for a long time. One example is the decisions of the 
Moscow meeting of the Conference on the Human Dimension of the CSCE 
in 1991, which provide an interpretation of the principle of non-intervention 
in internal affairs for the period after the end of the Cold War. All we are 
proposing is that this process be regulated and given a clear organizational 
and legal framework. The working out of the Charter offers one opportunity 
for doing this. 
At the same time, we are categorically against exploiting the Charter to give 
individual states or groups of states the opportunity to violate the sovereignty 
of their OSCE partners or to interfere in their internal affairs under the pre-
text of "ensuring the implementation of OSCE commitments" or of "soli-
darity", or through the introduction of new institutions and mechanisms as a 
"reaction against violations of the principles and decisions of the OSCE" 
without any clear mandate or regulation for their activities and without sub-
jecting them to review by the collective leadership organs of the OSCE, par-
ticularly the Permanent Council. Russia shares the concern that all partici-
pating States should fully observe OSCE principles and the commitments 
they have undertaken. As we see it, however, this implementation should ap-
ply equally to all. That means, as we understand it, that there can be no "dou-
ble standards" within the OSCE with regard to one group of states or another. 
All of the partner countries within the Organization must meet their obliga-
tions equally, irrespective of the developmental state of their democratic, 
economic or other institutions and without assuming the mantle of judges 
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pointing out the weaknesses of other participating States. Every country, 
without exception, has problems in this area. The only question is whether 
the violation of norms reflects an objective inability to meet the high OSCE 
standards - whether for financial, economic or other reasons that need to be 
taken into consideration. What is called for in such a case is help from the in-
ternational community - but not given in the tone of a "prosecutor" and not 
accompanied by heavy penalties. 
An outstanding example of obvious, crude and continuous violations of 
OSCE principles and norms can be seen in the behaviour of the leaders of 
Latvia and Estonia towards the non-titular populations residing on the terri-
tory of these countries. Immediately after attaining independence these coun-
tries imposed unequal status on a substantial portion of their inhabitants, and 
failed to implement the recommendations of international organizations. 
The result of this policy, which has been going on for seven years, is the 
splitting of Estonian and Latvian society and the aggravation of their rela-
tions with neighbouring states. And all of this is taking place against the 
background of a generally successful solution of a similar situation in Lithua-
nia. We believe that the status of the non-titular population in the Baltic 
states (which is not only Russian - there are Poles, Jews, White Russians and 
others among them) is not an exclusively internal affair of Latvia and Estonia 
but that it merits regular and strict monitoring by the OSCE. 
Another categorical imperative is the rejection of new dividing lines on the 
European continent created by emphasizing the right of membership in mili-
tary alliances. This trend, unfortunately, can be seen especially in the posi-
tions of those countries that seek to join NATO as quickly as possible. We 
regard this approach as an attempt to establish an "official interpretation" of 
sovereign equality and of respect for the rights inherent in sovereignty which 
will seriously damage the interests of European stability and security. 
The right of each participating State to "be free to choose or change its secu-
rity arrangements, including treaties of alliance, as they evolve" is contained 
in many OSCE documents, including the decisions of Copenhagen on the 
Guidelines for the Charter on European Security. But the same document has 
another clearly stated provision which the proponents of a free choice of alli-
ances like to ignore: "They will not strengthen their security at the expense of 
the security of other States." 
The Copenhagen Ministerial meeting also stated that "(w)ithin the OSCE, no 
State, organization or grouping can have any superior responsibility for 
maintaining peace and stability in the OSCE region" and that none of them 
may "regard any part of the OSCE region as its sphere of influence". This 
means that the above-cited provisions of Copenhagen must be viewed in their 
entirety. Only then will the goal of equal security for all OSCE participating 
States be ensured, as set forth in the Charter of Paris of 1990. 
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One fundamental issue is that of retaining the consensus principle. As 
already mentioned, a departure from this principle is permissible in strictly 
limited exceptional cases related to respect for human rights. However, this 
does not affect the fundamental provision in the decisions of Copenhagen 
that consensus shall continue to be uphold as the basis for decision-making 
within the OSCE. Otherwise, the OSCE might be used not for the 
implementation of agreed common interests but for promoting the day-to-day 
politics of certain countries with the aim of pressuring other countries to 
subject the rights inherent in their own sovereignty to the interests of the 
former, which would thus be able to gain all kinds of advantages. In other 
words, what is involved here is a strategic threat to the OSCE - the risk of 
violation of those principles by which the participating States, in conformity 
with the Helsinki Final Act, have hitherto been guided in their mutual 
relations. 
Viewed in this context, the question of a need to deviate from consensus "in 
order to ensure the OSCE's flexibility" appears inappropriate. The effective-
ness and, in this case, the flexibility of the OSCE are determined not so much 
by the method of reaching decisions as by the political will and the willing-
ness to compromise of the participating States. 
With regard to the OSCE as a regional arrangement in the sense of Chapter 
VIII of the United Nations Charter and its central role in guaranteeing Euro-
pean security, the Russian side proposes that this role be strengthened by 
agreement on taking on the obligation - thus further developing the principle 
of refraining from the threat or use of force - to assist, with all available 
means, any state which has become the object of aggression. The determina-
tion of when an act of aggression has taken place should be made by the Se-
curity Council of the United Nations. Such an agreement, as we see it, would 
refute arguments about the relative "weakness" of the OSCE and reinforce its 
close ties to the UN. 
The most important characteristic of the Charter is its comprehensive char-
acter - the fact that it takes into account all aspects of security - military, eco-
nomic, humanitarian and other.  
The Charter is designed to secure the successes already achieved in the fields 
of military co-operation, arms control and confidence- and security-building 
measures. 
As for economic policy, particular attention ought to be given to the interests 
of the transformation countries and their integration into the global economic 
system. 
In addition, the Charter should strengthen the OSCE's potential for combat-
ing such threats to common security as violations of human rights and fun-
damental freedoms, manifestations of intolerance, of aggressive nationalism, 
racism, chauvinism, xenophobia and anti-Semitism. In view of the current 
situation in Europe, issues related to upholding the inter-ethnic dialogue and  
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promoting the implementation of provisions related to the rights of persons 
belonging to national minorities will be of particular importance. We expect 
that the adoption of the Charter will contribute to a rapid and effective solu-
tion of situations such as the ones in Albania and Kosovo. In the process, 
consideration must of course be given to the interests of multi-national states 
as well as to the rights of national minorities. This means, among other 
things, strict observance of the principle of territorial integrity. 
Other issues that should not be neglected are those related to the operational 
activities of the OSCE such as peacekeeping and improving the Organiza-
tion's effectiveness in the fields of early warning, preventive diplomacy, con-
flict prevention, crisis management and post-conflict rehabilitation. 
Finally, the Charter should provide a firmer foundation for the OSCE's role 
as a forum for co-operation between regional and sub-regional groupings in 
the OSCE area. This function has particular importance in view of the fact 
that there are a number of large structures that concern themselves with secu-
rity in the Euro-Atlantic area. We expect that the Charter will help to im-
prove both the structure and the arrangements for co-operation between in-
stitutions, thereby increasing its effectiveness. It is not a question of the 
OSCE dominating other organizations. Co-operation should not be hierarchi-
cal and it should aim at the best possible use of the capacities and potential of 
each organization. The OSCE can take over the role of co-ordinator in this 
connection. It is also not a question of putting the OSCE in opposition to 
other structures such as NATO, the EU or the Council of Europe. NATO's 
declared willingness to carry out peacekeeping operations under an OSCE 
mandate is, in our view, a positive factor. The Founding Act between Russia 
and NATO includes an obligation by both sides to contribute to strengthen-
ing the OSCE and to increase its effectiveness. We believe that developing 
inter-institutional co-operation and setting forth its modalities in the Charter 
will contribute to finding optimal co-operative solutions to a wide range of 
concrete problems. 
The Charter on European Security should be a document at the level of 
Heads of State or Government and should be adopted at that level. This will 
call for extensive and strenuous work on the part of all participating States. 
Working out and adopting a Charter on European Security should elevate the 
activity of the OSCE to a higher level and, as a result, strengthen its role and 
its significance in the guaranteeing of European security. This objective 
would be served, among other things, by the strict observance of decisions 
already made on the regular holding of political meetings of the OSCE at the 
level of Heads of State or Government and of the Foreign Ministers. The na-
ture of the Organization is such that regular Summit Meetings are needed 
every two years to give impetus to its work. In the years when there are no 
Summits, meetings of the Ministerial Council should be held. The Organiza- 
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tion's ability to act and, ultimately, its reputation will depend to a great extent 
on whether we can agree on modalities for reinforcing its organizational 
structure and its everyday activities. 
To summarize, let us again emphasize that the Organization faces serious 
problems and responsibilities as well as new risks and challenges. The OSCE 
has sufficient potential to deal with them successfully. Everything will de-
pend on the will and the readiness of the participating States to work together 
in strengthening the OSCE and making full use of its inherent capacities to 
fulfil the hopes and expectations of the peoples living in the OSCE area - a 
firm commitment to democracy based on human rights and fundamental 
freedoms, prosperity through economic freedom and social justice, and equal 
security for all of our countries. 
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Strengthen the OSCE - The Strengths of the OSCE 
 
 
The Strengthening of the OSCE 
 
At the end of the eighties and the beginning of the nineties the CSCE was 
supported by visions of the turning-point in history, by euphoria over the 
long-hoped-for end of the Cold War and by joy over the dissolution of the 
Warsaw Pact. The manifold objectives of the Paris Charter, the renaming of 
the Conference (CSCE) to make it an Organization (OSCE), the declaration 
that the OSCE is a regional arrangement in the sense of Chapter VIII of the 
UN Charter, the creation of an OSCE Court in Geneva and many other things 
bear witness to that time and are at the same time the results of it. 
In parallel with these developments, the early nineties saw NATO going 
through a phase of disorientation, even of "self-pity". However, NATO 
emerged from this phase a stronger organization. Numerous candidates for 
membership are now knocking on its door. The military budgets of its (only) 
16 members come to the stately sum of more than 450 billion US-Dollars. 
That is more than half of all arms expenditures of the approximately 190 
countries of the world. NATO - so it would appear - has turned into a colos-
sus that is simply bursting with strength and life. The OSCE, on the other 
hand, is occasionally referred to as a "niche" or "fair weather" organization. 
This comparison is, in a number of respects, unjustified. 
It is true that the dynamism inherent in day-to-day politics, the force of self-
preservation of existing military bureaucracies and apparatuses and the way 
in which the decision-making of individual countries remained tied to an 
outdated and dysfunctional NATO all proved too strong over the years to 
permit the development of strategic alternatives and conceptual visions. The 
force of self-preservation and the tying of decision-making1 were reinforced - 
as cynical as this may sound - by the barbaric killing in former Yugoslavia. 
This brought an end to the search for new functions for NATO after the dis-
solution of the Warsaw Pact and also to the "lack of orientation", for instance 
in the German Bundeswehr, following the "loss of the enemy" in the East. 

                                                           
1 On the force of self-preservation and the tying of decisions, see the detailed account in: 

Dieter S. Lutz, NATO-Osterweiterung: Rückschritt oder Chance? Zum Wandel von Or-
ganisationen und der Entscheidungsbindung ihrer Akteure [NATO's Eastward Enlarge-
ment: A Step Backward or an Opportunity? On the Process of Change in Organizations 
and the Way in Which Their Decision-Makers' Hands Are Tied], in: K. Peter Frit-
sche/Frank Hörnlein (Eds.), Frieden und Demokratie. Festschrift zum 60. Geburtstag von 
Erhard Forndran [Peace and Democracy. Commemorative Volume on the 60th Birthday of 
Erhard Forndran], Baden-Baden 1998, pp. 21-29. 
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The war in Bosnia and Herzegovina, however, did not end until its perpetra-
tors had more or less achieved their goals. 
On the other hand, a serious review of events in Europe after 1989/90 makes 
perfectly clear just how many and varied the accomplishments of the OSCE 
are, even though none of its activities is as spectacular or as superficially ef-
fective in terms of publicity as military actions are - nor will OSCE activities 
enjoy that kind of effectiveness in the future. The OSCE Yearbooks and the 
articles they contain offer a variety of evidence2 for this positive evaluation. 
The beneficent activity of the High Commissioner on National Minorities can 
be offered as one example.3 

In the third place, it is the case that after the so-called "epochal change" war 
is (once again) being waged in Europe and, in recent months, has come to in-
clude Kosovo. Neither the existing security organizations in and for Europe 
(NATO and the OSCE among them) nor the European "security architec-
ture", consisting of a network of "interlocking and mutually reinforcing in-
stitutions"4, were able or willing to prevent this, nor have they so far been 
able to end it. This is all the more astonishing because the current war in 
Kosovo, in particular, did not fall upon mankind out of a clear blue sky. On 
the contrary, scholars and politicians had been expecting it at least since 
1989, issuing warnings and calling for, or promising, preventive measures. 
Empty words! Without results! 
Finally, NATO has come to see itself and its functions in a pan-European 
framework, i.e. as part of the OSCE context. The formulations of the "Found-
ing Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security", signed by the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization and the Russian Federation on 27 May 1997 in 
connection with the discussions on NATO enlargement, provide a particu-
larly good illustration of this. 

                                                           
2 See, for example, the listing in: Dieter S. Lutz, Introduction. The OSCE - Foundation of 

the European Security Structure, 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 1996, pp. 21-43, esp. pp. 35-37. 

3 See, inter alia: Rob Zaagman/Arie Bloed, Die Rolle des Hohen Kommissars der OSZE für 
Nationale Minderheiten bei der Konfliktprävention [The Role of the OSCE High 
Commissioner on National Minorities in Conflict Prevention], in: Institut für Friedens-
forschung und Sicherheitspolitik an der Universität Hamburg [Institute for Peace Research 
and Security Policy at the University of Hamburg]/IFSH (Ed.), OSZE-Jahrbuch [OSCE 
Yearbook] 1995, Baden-Baden 1995, pp. 225-240; Franz Timmermans, The Activities of 
the OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities in Conflict Prevention, in: OSCE 
Yearbook 1995/1996, cited above (Note 2), pp. 365-368; Max van der Stoel, Demokratie 
und Menschenrechte. Zur Arbeit des Hohen Kommissars für Nationale Minderheiten der 
OSZE [Democracy and Human Rights. On the Work of the OSCE High Commissioner on 
National Minorities], in: Hamburger Vorträge am Institut für Friedensforschung und 
Sicherheitspolitik [Hamburg Lectures at the Institute for Peace Research and Security 
Policy] 3/1997, Hamburg 1997. 

4 See, among other things, the source and literature references in: Lutz, cited above (Note 
2), here: Note 38, p. 28. 
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The main objective of the Founding Act is to set up a "NATO-Russia Perma-
nent Joint Council", which is to develop "habits of consultation and coopera-
tion between NATO and Russia". In addition, the agreement notes that 
NATO has "taken on new missions of peacekeeping and crisis management 
in support of the United Nations (UN) and the Organisation for Security and 
Cooperation in Europe (OSCE)", that it will "continue to develop a broad and 
dynamic pattern of cooperation with OSCE participating States in particular 
through the Partnership for Peace", that NATO and Russia will not only 
"observe in good faith their obligations under (...) international instruments, 
including (...) the Helsinki Final Act and subsequent OSCE documents, in-
cluding the Charter of Paris and the documents adopted at the Lisbon OSCE 
Summit", but that they will also plan, prepare and carry out "joint operations, 
including peacekeeping operations, on a case-by-case basis, under the 
authority of the UN Security Council or the responsibility of the OSCE". In 
addition, the Founding Act contains the statement that "NATO and Russia 
will help to strengthen the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in 
Europe".5 (Emphasis by DSL) 
There is no doubt about it: Although the Founding Act relates "only" to Rus-
sia and the military organization NATO, it also defines the relationship of the 
17 signatories within the context of another organization, the OSCE. More-
over, the OSCE is to be (or must be) "strengthened" - also and especially in 
the view of the NATO countries. 
Why the OSCE? And what does the strengthening of the OSCE mean? In 
what follows I shall pursue these two questions under three different aspects: 
What are the OSCE's "strengths"? What does "strengthening" the OSCE call 
for? What does it mean to strengthen the "OSCE"? 
 
 
The OSCE's Strengths - The OSCE's Weaknesses 
 
The question as to why the OSCE (and not one of the other European institu-
tions) should be strengthened as a matter of priority can be explained - in 
what at first looks like a contradiction - precisely in terms of its strengths. 
The OSCE strengths most commonly listed are: 
 
− the large number of participants (55 states); no European country is 

missing or excluded; "undivided security" is made possible; 
− its geographic extension ("from Vancouver to Vladivostok"); as a result, 

the OSCE is an institution of the "northern hemisphere"; 
 

                                                           
5 Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security between NATO and the 

Russian Federation. Issued in Paris, France, on 27 May 1997, in: NATO review 4/1997, 
Documentation, pp. 7-10, here: pp. 7 and 8. 

 61



− the tying of North America to and integration in Europe; 
− its broad understanding of security (comprehensive security concept) 

which includes political, military, economic, ecological, humanitarian and 
other aspects of security, including the issue of democratization; 

− its character as a regional arrangement in the sense of Chapter VIII of the 
United Nations Charter; 

− the consensus principle (except in human rights matters) as an expression 
of the creation of a democratic will, equal sovereignty and equal and un-
divided security; 

− unifying in one institution the responsibilities for setting norms and en-
gaging in operational activities; 

− an effective cost-benefit ratio and a lean organizational structure and ad-
ministration. 

 
Paradoxically, the OSCE's strengths are to some extent also its weaknesses. 
Among these the following may be mentioned: 
 
− that the declaration on its status as a regional arrangement in the sense of 

Chapter VIII of the UN Charter (as well as the use made of the possibili-
ties and instruments set forth there) remains incomplete as long as the 
move to a collective security structure has not been made and, at a mini-
mum, as long as the principle of "OSCE first" has not been accepted or 
implemented within the network of European institutions; 

− that the change of its name from CSCE to OSCE remains a cosmetic 
change as long as the OSCE is not in a formal sense accepted and treated 
as an organization by the participating States (registration with the United 
Nations) and the legal nature of the Organization - its decisions, agree-
ments and activities - is not insisted upon; 

− that a lean organization and administration becomes a weak organization 
when, unlike the EU, it lacks economic power; unlike NATO, has no 
means of military enforcement; unlike the Council of Europe, has insuffi-
cient personnel (the Council of Europe has ten times as many employees 
as the OSCE); or, unlike all other European institutions, enjoys excep-
tionally limited financial means (the budget of NATO, as an organization 
of 16 states, comes to about two billion US-Dollars while that of the 
OSCE, with its 55 participants, is only about 60 million US-Dollars); 

− that decisions reached and decision-making by consensus are on the one 
hand an expression of democracy and, on the other, of respect for sover-
eignty and the equality of states. But in crisis situations, which are just 
what the OSCE has to deal with, the consensus principle can lead to fail-
ure or the paralysis of an organization; 
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− that the breadth of its security concept and the variety of its responsibili-
ties reflect the demands of reality and of the causes of conflict. At the 
same time, they lead to disputes over the limited resources of an organi-
zation and - unlike specialized institutions - give to those on the outside 
an impression of insufficient vitality and effectiveness; 

− that the United States' integration in and ties to the OSCE (and NATO) 
provide Europe with the protection of a superpower but at the same time 
interfere with the development of a European identity and the safeguard-
ing of European interests. The latter applies especially to preventing con-
flicts and avoiding their escalation and, ultimately, the avoidance of wars 
in Europe; 

− that the size and territorial extension "from Vancouver to Vladivostok" 
can exercise a powerful influence on the democratic and peaceful devel-
opment of the northern hemisphere but, by including the two North 
American countries and five Central Asian ones, could draw into the 
European realm wars and conflicts that really ought to be the responsibil-
ity of the United Nations. For example, this is right now the case with re-
gard to the tensions surrounding Afghanistan, which has common borders 
with the three Central Asian OSCE participating States Turkmenistan, 
Uzbekistan and Tajikistan; 

− that establishing norms makes sense by virtue of the operations which 
follow and that operational decisions and actions are arbitrary in the ab-
sence of underlying norms. However, the norms established by the OSCE 
still lack legal force; beyond that its norm-setting activity moves on tradi-
tional paths for which there is, in particular, only a very limited amount of 
time. Operational decisions and activities, on the other hand, require 
functioning, independent bodies, automatic mechanisms that are efficient 
and effective, and adequate financial and personnel resources as well as 
competent and professional people. Nor, finally, should one forget legal 
security for those actively involved in operations and for those affected 
by them, whether for good or ill; 

− that some instruments and arrangements are only partly used, or not at all, 
and that their possibilities are not exhausted. Thus the High Commis-
sioner on National Minorities, already mentioned and certainly deserving 
of praise for his activities and their results, directs his attention only to-
wards the East. Another example is that the OSCE's Court of Arbitration, 
four years after its establishment, has still not been used a single time by 
the European community of states and its members. 
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"Strengthening" the OSCE 
 
These lists of the OSCE's strengths and, especially, of its weaknesses, are not 
exhaustive. But anyone who wants to "strengthen" the OSCE will find 
among the items listed a wealth of possible approaches. Thus the setting of 
priorities is of particular importance. The current tendency seems to be to 
regard the OSCE as a "soft organization" and to locate the main focus of its 
activities in conflict prevention and post-conflict rehabilitation. The 
Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security between the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the Russian Federation, cited above, 
has the following to say: 
 

"NATO and Russia will help to strengthen the Organisation for Security 
and Cooperation in Europe, including developing further its role as a 
primary instrument in preventive diplomacy, conflict prevention, crisis 
management, post-conflict rehabilitation and regional security coopera-
tion, as well as in enhancing its operational capabilities to carry out 
these tasks."6 

 
What this means in concrete terms has not yet been discussed, at least not ex-
haustively. Thus we will list a number of proposals by way of example: 
 
− expanding the mandate and, thus, the political and legal options, of the 

High Commissioner on National Minorities, the recently established 
OSCE Representative on Freedom of the Media and the even newer Co-
ordinator of OSCE Economic and Environmental Activities, as well as 
enlarging their financial and personnel resources; 

− making use of the OSCE Court of Arbitration, whether through the ex-
ample of individual states (such as the Federal Republic of Germany) in 
accepting its compulsory jurisdiction for themselves, or through an ex-
pansion of the competences and activities of the Court of Arbitration (e.g. 
providing expert assessments for the High Commissioner or the Repre-
sentative on Freedom of the Media), and similar approaches; 

− establishing international police units and taking over police responsibili-
ties, whether for building democratic political and administrative struc-
tures, for the support of national police activities, or (depending on 
whether the OSCE is viewed as more than just a soft organization) for 
such additional tasks as monitoring sanctions, controlling borders and 
other activities, including enforcement measures that may very well re-
quire the use of force below the threshold of military action; 

 

                                                           
6 Ibid., p. 7. 
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− improving reaction capabilities. Avoiding the escalation of conflicts and 
preventing war depend on reaction speed and the capacity of the potential 
aggressor to make calculations in advance. Existing OSCE bodies such as 
the Conflict Prevention Centre could be strengthened for this purpose or, 
if necessary, new ones could be created. In any event, it is important to 
provide adequate financial and personnel support; 

− improving training and ensuring over the long term a high standard of 
professionalism for the OSCE as an organization, its missions, observers 
and other members and actors. An OSCE Academy is urgently needed, 
along with appropriate training and continuing education programmes; 

− support for scholarship. A large organization like the OSCE, comprising 
55 countries, needs support, ideas and criticism from and by an independ-
ent scholarly institution that focuses on subjects relevant to it. Thus a rec-
ommendation should be made to the OSCE, and to its members or par-
ticipating States, that a European research institute be founded or, as the 
case may be, supported for this purpose. 

 
Although it is important to strengthen the operational responsibilities and ca-
pabilities of the OSCE, this does not mean that its norm-setting function 
should be curtailed. Contrary to views that are occasionally heard, there is 
still a substantial need in this field. It is related, for example, to: 
 
− a new definition of state sovereignty viewed under the aspect of human 

rights and the right of self-determination of peoples, including the issue 
of autonomy for minorities; 

− a new definition of the permissibility or impermissibility of intervention, 
seen from the vantage point of assistance and solidarity, whether in con-
nection with co-operative security or to serve the goals of collective secu-
rity; 

− coming to terms with those big existential risks which, on a global scale 
"from Rio to Peking", are not substantially closer to being solved and for 
which the OSCE, with its comprehensive concept of security and geo-
graphic unity, could offer better conditions for improving the situation, at 
least regionally; 

− the future of democracy which, increasingly, has to solve problems that 
do not stop at borders, whether of a territorial or temporal kind. Strength-
ening the Parliamentary Assembly of the OSCE might be a helpful first 
step in coming to terms with such issues because it would provide legiti-
mation by the peoples and expand the Assembly's competences. 
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Strengthening the "OSCE" 
 
Those who wish to strengthen the "OSCE" should not lose sight of reality. 
But this reality looks different, depending on one's vantage point. 
The first reality is: the main goal of peace and security policy has not been 
attained. There is still war in the middle of Europe. 
The second reality is that the countries comprising the OSCE, and other 
European organizations as well, are not at present willing to abandon their 
sovereignty to the extent necessary to make possible an effective and func-
tioning system of collective security in and for Europe - a system that would 
replace the law of the strongest with the strength of the law, and thus have a 
deterrent effect, and one that would, if necessary, have available to it the re-
quired means of enforcement. 
The third reality can be formulated as follows: a European security architec-
ture made up of a network of interlocking and mutually reinforcing institu-
tions enjoying equal status under the motto "synergy rather than hierarchy" 
has, so far, been no more than frequently repeated talk. 
The fourth reality, finally, is that European security policy is (still) being 
determined largely by a non-European country. Or, to formulate it in clearer 
and sharper terms: it is dominated by the United States. The United States 
and the OSCE, however, are a "morganatic union" (Jonathan Dean). 
What is "realpolitik" when viewed against the background of these and 
similar considerations? Is it a policy that persistently seeks to change the re-
ality of war by all possible means and methods? Or is it one that praises 
"adaptability" as a virtue in itself, as it were, "adapts" itself to the reality of 
war and pursues a day-to-day policy of muddling through? 
Even if we assume that a strategic and conceptual security policy aimed at a 
collective security system in and for Europe and based on the strength of the 
law is still a long way from being attainable, the present security structure 
cannot be regarded as genuinely adequate to reality as long as it permits war 
in Europe - because it is neither functional nor efficient. It does not matter 
what aspect of reality we adopt in looking at Europe - war remains unac-
ceptable in any case. And so, if the present network of institutions is not sim-
ply to be carried forward in a Parkinsonian sense7 but, rather, to be made to 
serve the goals of conflict management, the avoidance of crises and escala-
tion and the prevention of war, then more than just a strengthening of the 
OSCE at the operational level is called for; structural reforms of the OSCE 
and of our understanding of the OSCE as a European security organization 

                                                           
7 See C. Northcote Parkinson, Parkinsons Gesetz und andere Untersuchungen über die 

Verwaltung [Parkinson's Law and other Studies on Administration], Reinbek bei Hamburg 
1978.  
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are also needed. In my view, these structural reforms involve at least three 
levels: 
 
1. the (leadership) role of the OSCE within the network of European insti-

tutions; 
2. the Europeanization of Europe; 
3. a new definition of the leadership role within the OSCE itself. 
 
Ad 1: Strengthening the "OSCE" Means "OSCE First" 
The "strengths" of the OSCE mentioned at the beginning of this article, espe-
cially the number of participants, the extent of its territory and the compre-
hensive security concept - including the wide range of responsibilities associ-
ated with that concept - show that the OSCE, unlike NATO or the Council of 
Europe or the European Union, is not a specialized organization. To put it in 
a nutshell: if these other institutions did not exist the OSCE would be per-
fectly capable of taking over their responsibilities and functions and imple-
menting them as part of a rational peace and security policy. 
In the real world of Europe's international relations, however, there is a sub-
stantial number of institutions that are relevant to security policy. These vari-
ous European institutions are not only in a competitive relationship with the 
OSCE but with each other. Insofar as the concept of interlocking and mutu-
ally reinforcing institutions is pursued and carried out, the European institu-
tions expressly refuse to have any kind of hierarchy amongst themselves. If 
one uses the factual situation, including widespread public perceptions and 
the self-evaluation of the Alliance,8 as a measuring stick, then NATO clearly 
has the leading security policy role in Europe. Thus authors like Bernard von 
Plate and Adam Daniel Rotfeld are right when they speak in the present vol-
ume about NATO as the "fly-wheel of security policy"9 with a "dominant po-
sition"10, or as a "centre of gravity"11. And it is therefore not surprising that 
in the reality of the European security architecture it is, contrary to frequent 
assertions, not civil prevention activity but the use of military means that en-
joys priority. But if our motto is not "preventing is better than curing" but 
"cure rather than prevent" then war cannot be ruled out; indeed, it may be 
pre-programmed. Kosovo is currently the best evidence of this. 
 
Thus NATO's leadership role in the present network of European institu-
tions, however negatively it needs to be judged, has the merit of making clear 

                                                           
8 The Communiqué of the Ministerial Meeting of the North Atlantic Council, Noordwijk 

aan Zee, The Netherlands, 30 May 1995. in: NATO review 4/1995, pp. 31-35, here: p. 31, 
contains, for example, the statement: "We have worked to make the Alliance an agent of 
change (...)" 

9 See the article by Bernard von Plate in the present volume, pp. 291-304, here: p. 293. 
10 Ibid., p. 301. 
11 See the article by Adam Daniel Rotfeld in the present volume, pp. 89-117, here: p. 99. 
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that even institutions of equal status require a substantial measure of leader-
ship. This does not have to mean hierarchy in the pejorative sense of the 
word; rather, if understood positively, it calls for a co-ordinating role,12 on 
the one hand in order to avoid competition and duplication of effort but also 
to make the most in terms of synergy of the various proposals and options - 
whether jointly or as individual institutions. 
In addition, optimal teamwork urgently requires regulation of the right of 
initiative and, possibly, of subsidiarity. If these elements are viewed func-
tionally, the necessary decisions can only favour the OSCE. And so, even if 
we want to go on avoiding institutional hierarchy in Europe, it is in the inter-
est of effective conflict management and prevention of war to regard the 
OSCE as the foundation of the European security architecture and, in accord-
ance with the formula "OSCE first", to assign responsibility for leadership 
and co-ordination to it. 
The European security structure, the common house, has various rooms and 
chambers (e.g. bedroom, kitchen, bathroom, children's rooms, etc.). No one 
will deny that in these rooms and through them (NATO, European Union, 
WEU, Council of Europe) certain special tasks can be carried out and speci-
fied activities pursued. And yet, there is also a living room in the common 
house in which (and from which) the OSCE regulates the course of daily life 
and, as needed, initiates and co-ordinates the specific requirements and ef-
forts of the individual institutions, or of all of them. Hence the Foreign Min-
isters of the OSCE participating States were right when, at the sixth meeting 
of the Council on 18-19 December 1997 at Copenhagen, they spoke of the 
OSCE as a "framework for co-operation of the various mutually-reinforcing 
efforts".13 With regard to the relationships between European institutions and 
with the United Nations, this statement needs to be supplemented by the 
principle of "OSCE first". 
 
Ad 2: Strengthening the "OSCE" Means Strengthening "Europe" 
The OSCE is the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe. Al-
though its participants come from the entire "northern hemisphere" and in-
clude, in particular, the United States of America and Russia, it is and re-
mains primarily a security organization in and for Europe. This point is 
stressed again and again, both directly and indirectly, in the OSCE's own 
documents and in documents about it. For example, the above-mentioned 

                                                           
12 On the OSCE's co-ordinating role, see inter alia the "Platform for Cooperative Security" 

introduced in 1996 by the European Union in Lisbon, which contains a proposal along 
these lines - Presidency of the European Union, EU Platform for Cooperative Security. 
OSCE Common Concept for the Development of Cooperation between Mutually-rein-
forcing Institutions, Document REF.RM/182/96 (12 November 1996). 

13 Sixth Meeting of the Ministerial Council, Copenhagen, 18-19 December 1997, reprinted 
in this volume, pp. 431-457, Annex: Common Concept for the Development of Co-op-
eration between Mutually-Reinforcing Institutions, pp. 449-451, here: pp. 450-451. 
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Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security between 
NATO and the Russian Federation of June 1997 states: 
 

"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 division and confrontation, or the isolation of any state. 
Consistent with the OSCE's work on a Common and Comprehensive 
Security Model for Europe for the Twenty-First Century, and taking 
into account the decisions of the Lisbon Summit concerning a Charter 
on European Security, NATO and Russia will seek the widest possible 
cooperation among participating States of the OSCE with the aim of 
creating in Europe a common space of security and stability, without 
dividing lines or spheres of influence limiting the sovereignty of any 
state." (Emphasis by DSL)14 

 
As this quotation shows, the OSCE is a pan-European organization whose 
goal is security in and for Europe. Among the OSCE's 55 participating States 
there are, in addition to the European countries, also trans-Caucasian and 
Central Asian states. Moreover, there is Russia, which possesses both an Asi-
atic and a European part. And, finally, there are two North American coun-
tries. The interests of all these countries are not necessarily always identical 
with those of the OSCE's other participating States or of Europe as a whole. 
This is particularly true of the United States of America. 
Viewed from the standpoint of civilization and culture the United States of 
America and Europe have common roots. There is no other country in the 
world with which Europe (and Germany, in particular) so closely share the 
same values, among them democracy, the market economy and the rule of 
law. Nowhere in the world do such friendly relations exist between two re-
gions - relations characterized at once by a high level of mutual understand-
ing and by economic efficiency - as they do between Europe, especially 
Germany, and the United States of America. 
Nevertheless, the existing differences and growing divergences between 
Europe and America cannot be overlooked. The notions of national greatness 
and "second to none" represent goals and values which, over the long term, 
are adopted only by a country with a will to hegemony - occasionally going 
beyond the terms of international law and in any case at the expense of third 
parties, sometimes at the expense of the own allies in Europe. The capacity 
for global intervention and "power-projection", moreover, represent an ori-
entation in foreign policy and in the pursuit of national interest which defines  

                                                           
14 Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security between NATO and the 

Russian Federation, cited above (Note 5), p. 7. 
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the essence of a military superpower and is fundamentally foreign to most 
European countries. The consequences include e.g. the Helms-Burton Law/ 
Libertad Act, which is contrary to international law; disregard for the Inter-
national Court of Justice in The Hague; arrears in payments to the United 
Nations (which have now reached the level of two billion marks); and the 
reckless consumption of non-renewable resources and unsparing pollution of 
the environment. They also involve nearly complete domination of a large 
number of international organizations such as the World Trade Organization 
(WTO) and NATO. In any event, a political orientation of this kind has little 
in common with civil precautions and a preventive peace policy of the kind 
that are so urgently needed in European conflict situations - whether in Bos-
nia or Kosovo, in Cyprus or the Aegean dispute between Greece and Turkey, 
in the Caucasus, especially in Chechnya, or in other areas of crisis and war. 
It is true that the US - as the only remaining superpower - is able to insist in 
short order on the "law" of the strongest when it believes its strategic inter-
ests are affected. By contrast, "Europe's cultural and national diversity", 
"(w)ellspring of its richness and originality", argues - according to Gret 
Haller in the present volume - for going down "the road to harmonisation of 
law".15 Europe urgently needs a security system that is durably and de-
pendably built on the strength of the law and able to assert itself - against the 
outside but, above all, internally. That kind of security order, which requires 
every member or participant to comply with and submit itself to existing law, 
has so far not existed in and for Europe. The decisive question is whether it 
can exist at all if the US is involved. Will America, renouncing elements of 
its sovereignty and, if necessary, putting aside opposing political and eco-
nomic interests, comply with and submit to a European security system wor-
thy of the name? Hardly! At least not under present circumstances. 
But the question of bringing about an effective security order in and for 
Europe with American participation does not relate only or even primarily to 
the United States. Rather, it is Europe itself and the European states that are 
at issue. Henry Kissinger reduced the problem to the question: "When I want 
to speak to Europe, whom do I call?"16 

There is no Europe in the sense of a player on the stage of security policy 
acting alone or with equal rights. During the East-West conflict (Western) 
Europe delegated its security concerns either directly to the US or to the 
military pact, NATO, which was dominated by the US. The US represented 
the solution to the problem of (European) security. Today, nine years after 
the epochal changes, the Warsaw Pact, the Soviet Union and the system of 
deterrence no longer exist, but little or nothing has changed in the structural 
dependence of Europe on America. The former adviser to the US President,  

                                                           
15 See the article by Gret Haller in the present volume, pp. 271-288, here: p. 281. 
16 See The Economist of 22 March 1997, p. 38. 
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Zbigniew Brzezinski, gives this situation an apt name - although one which 
is hardly flattering to Europe - in his book "The Grand Chessboard": "The 
brutal fact is that Western Europe, and increasingly also Central Europe, 
remains largely an American protectorate, with its allied states reminiscent 
of ancient vassals and tributaries."17 (Emphasis by DSL) 
But how is Europe to be transformed from an American protectorate into a 
genuine ally of the US? Zbigniew Brzezinski, in a lecture in Berlin in No-
vember 1997, said: "To make this possible there must be more sharing of re-
sponsibility with the emerging Europe. This calls for a policy that is not 
aimed at dictating to alliance partners how they are to behave in respect to 
particular political issues or at imposing American views on them."18 

In light of the status quo these ideas of Brzezinski's are revolutionary. But 
are they enough? Is it not the case that a functioning and effective security 
order calls not only for a sharing of power but also for compliance and sub-
mission - meaning, in the final analysis, a curtailment of sovereignty? 
Who, then, will lead Europe? The continuing dominance of the US in Europe 
at the present time reflects (presumed) American interests. Conversely, one 
must conclude that America will lead Europe as long as it lies in its national 
interest to do so. From the American viewpoint that is legitimate, and it is 
comfortable for the Europeans. But no lasting order for peace and security 
can emerge from these attitudes. If there is to be a leading power, Europe 
needs one that will lead, not for the pursuit of national interests, but exclu-
sively to serve Europe and the cause of peace. 
But does Europe still need a dominant power at all? In the words of Egon 
Bahr: "Europe no longer needs America to protect it against an opponent 
who no longer exists."19 This analysis is correct, partly, of course, because 
the enemy has disappeared; but also because Europe, in economic, financial 
and also military terms, does not need to shy away from comparison even 
with the US - if only the Europeans were in agreement. 
The gross domestic products of the United States and of the member states of 
the European Union are very similar at roughly eight trillion US-Dollars 
each. The population of the United States is presently around 270 million 
people. The population just of the NATO member countries in Europe runs 
to more than 300 million. The United States has about 1.5 million soldiers. 
At three million, the corresponding figure for NATO-Europe is twice as 
high. And the number of soldiers in the non-NATO European countries 

                                                           
17 Zbigniew Brzezinski, The Grand Chessboard. American Primacy and Its Geostrategic 

Imperatives, New York 1997, p. 59. 
18 Zbigniew Brzezinski, Vom Protektorat zum globalen Partner [From Protectorate to Global 

Partner], in: Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung of 10 November 1997, p. 15 (own trans-
lation). 

19 Egon Bahr, Deutsche Interessen. Streitschrift zu Macht, Sicherheit und Außenpolitik 
[German Interests. A Polemical Treatise on Power, Security and Foreign Policy], Munich 
1998, p. 43 (own translation). 
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(without Russia) - roughly two million more - is not even part of this 
substantial calculation.20 

To summarize, this means that America is no longer the solution but, in-
creasingly, part of the problem. It is true that at the present time peace and 
security in Europe can only be enforced in concert with the US. The Dayton 
process, the Aegean conflict and, right now, the conflict in Kosovo, provide 
evidence for this assertion. But enforcing peace by military means should not 
be confused with a preventive peace policy based on the functioning and ef-
fective security order which Europe so urgently needs. The point of such an 
order, after all, is to make the use of military means superfluous, to help pre-
vent wars. But as long as recourse to the military means and capacity of the 
United States remains available it is hardly likely that the Europeans will be 
able to agree on a common peace and security order. And as long as the 
Europeans do not reach agreement America will retain its dominant, even 
hegemonial, influence. It lies in the interest of the US, not of Europe, to have 
this vicious circle endlessly repeating itself. To break through it there must 
be a breaking of taboos. Either the Americans must comply with and submit 
to (the vision of) a security order based on the principle of the strength of the 
law or Europe's security architecture will, at least for a time, have to do with-
out the United States. 
Thus Kurt Tudyka deserves agreement when in the present volume he 
broaches the idea that "the status of the North American countries can be 
transformed into an associative relationship".21 Neither this proposal nor the 
foregoing analysis affect in any way the deep gratitude which the Europeans, 
and particularly the Germans, feel towards the US. The struggle for equal 
rights and partnership does not detract from friendship. On the contrary, in 
the long run it makes it stronger. 
 
Ad 3  Strengthening the "OSCE" Means Strengthening the Organization's 

leadership 
A European security order worthy of the name "European" calls for Euro-
pean capacity to act. For that reason, Europe and the European nations must 
emancipate themselves from America. This holds true especially for the 
Germans, concerning whom David Binder, the New York Times correspond-
ent in Berlin, writes: Even today I am still surprised by "the loyalty of Ger-
mans towards America, which borders on servility and sometimes works 
against the interests of European unity".22  

                                                           
20 These figures stem for the most part from 1996; they were taken from: The International 

Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS), The Military Balance 1997/1998, London 1997, pp. 
18-90, 294. 

21 See the article by Kurt P. Tudyka in the present volume, pp. 77-88, here: p. 87. 
22 David Binder, Das zahme Monster [The Tame Monster], in: Der Spiegel 2/1998, p. 40 

(own translation). 
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What role can and should Germany assume in Europe's search for unity and 
in the framework of a European security structure? At least at first glance, 
Germany - and Europe along with it - appear to face a dilemma in answering 
this question. In their book "The German Predicament" Andrei S. Markovits 
and Simon Reich call this dilemma an "unenviable predicament": Germany 
"is damned, if it acts in a way commensurate with its structural power, and it 
is damned, if it stays aloof and acts small. Germany is caught between the 
Scylla of collective memory which will not permit it to exercise power in a 
normal manner, and the Charybdis of contemporary exigencies, which de-
mand German acceptance of its responsibilities in Europe and maybe even 
the world."23 

Talk of a dilemma or a predicament, however, only makes sense if one con-
fuses emancipation from the US with the automatic substitution for American 
leadership of a (single) new leading European power and if one assumes in 
the traditional way that leadership always signifies military dominance. Nei-
ther of these things is relevant to the creation and operation of an effective 
European security order. On the contrary, the supposed dilemma can also be 
seen as a virtue and used as an opportunity. 
For Germany, as the strongest power in Europe, this has a twofold meaning: 
on the one hand, division of the leadership role; on the other, "leadership 
through service". 
What does "division of the leadership role" mean? Apart from the United 
States, the willingness to assume leadership in Europe can presently be found 
in its strongest form in the other countries that make up the so-called "Con-
tact Group". They are - along with Germany - France, Great Britain, Italy and 
Russia. If this group of countries were supplemented by those states that at 
any given time constitute the OSCE Troika, one could speak of a leadership 
core of the OSCE comparable, say, to the Security Council of the United Na-
tions. What is important is to strengthen this core, in legal and in political 
terms, perhaps including the Secretary General of the OSCE for the purpose. 
The building of Europe can only succeed and a European security architec-
ture can only function under conditions of solidarity and collaboration be-
tween the named countries, and perhaps others. 
What does "leadership through service" mean? For Germany, the answer can 
be found in the Basic Law of the Federal Republic, which was adopted on 8 
May 1949 and, inter alia, embodied lessons learned from Germany's past. 
For that reason, it contains a large number of noteworthy norms which re-
main valid today.24 According to the Basic Law of the Federal Republic "the 

                                                           
23 Andrei S. Markovits/Simon Reich, The German Predicament. Memory and Power in the 

New Europe, Cornell University Press 1997, p. 7. 
24 Dieter S. Lutz: Krieg und Frieden als Rechtsfrage im Parlamentarischen Rat 1948/49, 

Akten und Protokolle [War and Peace as a Legal Question in the Parliamentary Council 
1948/49, Documents and Protocols], Volume 5/1, published by the German Bundestag 
and the Federal Archive, Boppard am Rhein 1993. 
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German people want to serve the cause of peace in the world" (Preamble). 
"Serve", however, means "to place oneself actively at the disposal of others". 
To make oneself available for peace also calls for the readiness to make "ad-
vance concessions" and, if necessary, even to "put up with disadvantages" (in 
the short term). The active character of the concept of "serving" precludes, 
moreover, any interpretation of this declaration of intention along the lines of 
"wait and see" or "keeping one's cool" or "leaving the initiative to others". 
Rather, it calls for involvement and initiative on the part of the "German 
people" in the form of a steady and persistent peace policy aimed at eliminat-
ing the institution of war once and for all through the dynamic creation of 
non-violent (international) structures. If "serving" is understood in this sense 
then it should be quite possible for Germany to take over the role of "pace-
setter" in bringing about the unification of Europe. That means: demonstrat-
ing leadership and strength without acting in contradiction to past experience, 
to the constitution or to forms of co-operation and restraint that have proven 
themselves over the years. In this sense, "leadership" and "service" are two 
sides of one and the same coin. 
An illustrative example: a functioning OSCE calls for an efficient interna-
tional court (of arbitration). So far there has been no such court, not even a 
start at it. For that reason, the Federal Republic of Germany should - even if 
unilaterally - declare its readiness to submit to compulsory and legally bind-
ing international (arbitration) proceedings. The OSCE Court in Geneva, for 
example, could be substantially strengthened in this way. To lessen the risk 
of making this move as an advance concession and to provide an additional 
incentive for others to follow the German example, the declaration of sub-
mission could be made for a limited period of time and tied to the future is-
suance of declarations of submission by other states. 
 
 
On the Feasibility of Visions 
 
A lasting order of peace and security without war is a vision. If one agrees 
with Federal President Roman Herzog then "no one is responsible for the ad-
vent of a utopia because it cannot happen; we ourselves are responsible for 
realizing visions". According to the President, man "needs visions if he wants 
to live in a humane and responsible way; and peoples and states need such 
visions as well".25 

                                                           
25 Roman Herzog, Demokratie als Friedensstrategie. Reden und Beiträge des Bundesprä-

sidenten [Democracy as a Peace Strategy. Speeches and Articles of the Federal President], 
edited by Dieter S. Lutz, Baden-Baden 1997, pp. 99, 40; see also p. 67. 
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With the East-West conflict a thing of the past we have - still - the chance of 
a century to turn the vision of a Europe living in peace and security into a re-
ality. 
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Quantitative and Qualitative Growth 
 
Two things can be seen immediately when one looks at NATO, the Council of Europe and the EU: they are supposed to or they want to get bigger, and they are supposed to or want to assume more responsibilities; the "be sup-
posed to" emerges from the ranks of the member states, the "want to" comes 
more from the Secretariats. By way of justification, both sources point to the fact that countries that have so far stood aside or been kept at a distance are now applying for membership and that some problems call for an interna-tional approach. Thus the institutionalization of Europe appears to be intensi-fying in a variety of forms.

2  
There are also contrary tendencies of various kinds such as exclusions, sepa-rations, rapprochement and membership with reservations, which is often re-
ferred to in very general terms as "renationalization". Moreover, an enlarged 
organization is not necessarily able to retain the substantial depth it has al-ready attained and for the short term deepening is sacrificed to enlargement.  

                                                           
1 "Expanded" refers to the assumption of new responsibilities; "deepened" stands for the 

growth of competences related to responsibilities already taken on. This distinction can 
also be described in terms of "horizontal" vs. "vertical" expansion as was done, for ex-
ample, by Ingo Peters, The Relations of the OSCE to Other International Organizations, 
in: Institute for Peace Research and Security Policy at the University of Hamburg/IFSH 
(Ed.), OSCE Yearbook 1995/1996, Baden-Baden 1997, pp. 385-399, here: p. 386.  

2 With regard to the concept and various aspects of institutionalization, mainly relating to 
Europe, see: Thomas König/Elmar Rieger/Hermann Schmitt (Eds.), Europäische Institu-
tionenpolitik [European Institutional Policy], Frankfurt/New York 1997. 
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But substantial changes may also be needed before enlargement to make sure 
that the organization will continue, after enlargement, to function as it has 
done in the past. Experience shows that increasing the number of members is 
not without influence on the way in which an organization carries out its re-
sponsibilities and attains its goals. What seemed possible for the six-member 
EEC, for example, may prove to be unattainable for an EU with 20 or even 
25 members. It is not just that the candidates for membership have to adapt 
themselves to what an organization has accomplished; the organization itself, 
or its original members, must also give up some things they are accustomed 
to and get used to the behaviour of those who have recently joined.3  
When it comes to acquiring new members, some organizations have a greater 
need than others to catch up. This depends on the existing number of mem-
bers and on the conditions for admission in each case. For example, the 
Council of Europe has since 1990 rapidly increased its membership from 23 
to 40 and at the same time eased the conditions for admission. The EU, too, 
has taken on three new members since 1990, is examining six more as well 
as a possible five others and at the same time is taking a look at its own ca-
pacity for further admissions. NATO has so far stayed at its 1990 level but 
has made an initial decision to accept three more candidates and is examining 
the structural possibilities for continued enlargement. Since 1990 the OSCE 
has also increased the number of its participating States, at least formally, 
from 35 to 55, although mainly as a result of the division of a number of its 
existing participating States. All European states belong to it. Thus every 
country participates in at least one of the large organizations - i.e. the OSCE; 
of the 55 OSCE participating States 24 are members of one additional large 
organization, seven belong to two others and eleven to three (and, hence, are 
represented in all four). 
For a variety of reasons there are definitional limits and, at least for the time 
being, also narrow political limits to the growth of all organizations and, 
conversely, to the international institutionalization of the states. The largest 
potential EU enlargement would include Poland, to the east, Bulgaria, to the 
south-east (and thus no members of the Commonwealth of Independent 
States/CIS), and Cyprus, to the south (but apparently not Turkey). The Coun-
cil of Europe has a broader concept of Europe which includes Russia, 
Ukraine and Turkey (but not Georgia, Armenia or Azerbaijan). The potential 
limits to NATO membership are less clear, especially because it - as well as 
the OSCE - does not define itself as an exclusively "European" organization. 
The participating States of the latter, as an organization of the "northern 
hemisphere"4, are found on the territory "between Vancouver and Vladivo-

                                                           
3 Empirically informative on this is: Lykke Friis, And then they were 15: The EU-EFTA-

Enlargement Negotiations, in: Cooperation and Conflict 1/1998, pp. 84f. 
4 Thus Willy Wimmer, Member of the German Bundestag and Vice President of the Par-

liamentary Assembly of the OSCE, in his plenary speech at Stockholm, 1996. 
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stok" and include three Trans-caucasian, five Central Asian and two North 
American states. 
In assuming new responsibilities the organizations were guided by the 
changed circumstances; they repackaged those responsibilities, giving atten-
tion to matters that had been neglected in the past or ones that had recently 
come to the fore, and in the process were able to strengthen their compe-
tences. This came about with the co-operation of the members, partly as a 
result of the organization's own urge for self-preservation, partly owing to the 
expansionist tendency common to all bureaucracies and partly from the force 
of circumstances. It was inevitable - indeed, it was sometimes the result of 
deliberate action - that responsibilities were taken on which factually be-
longed to another organization; and some did not even shrink from expand-
ing into a field where others were already active. But there are limits even to 
this "competency-imperialism", for a variety of reasons. One is that the field 
of activity being claimed is simply too far removed from the purposes and 
competence of the organization. Another emerges from the attitudes of both 
members - reservations to protect their own sovereignty, for example - and 
non-members - say, in relation to their strategic interests. 
When institutionalization meets its limits, either in the form of programmatic 
or procedural deepening or through growth of membership, it makes sense to 
think in terms of co-operation, networks and interconnectedness between the 
organizations as an appropriate form of future action. This provides room for 
creative political action of a more extensive and important kind than could be 
either sought or found through the further enlargement of each existing in-
stitution. 
One structural problem in carrying out the concept of close institutional co-
operation is that eleven of the OSCE participating States belong to all of the 
organizations while 13 of them (are able to) participate in only one - the 
OSCE. The result is that the European organizations are unevenly fitted out 
with competences, resources and personnel - depending on the interests of 
their members. Moreover, the Secretariats incline more to jealousy, competi-
tion and domination than to division of labour and co-operation. This results 
in redundancy, overlapping and lack of clarity and, as a consequence, in mis-
spent funds.5  
 
 
Co-operation and Networking 
 
In the period after 1945, the relationship to existing international institutions, 
especially the United Nations, has traditionally had a bearing even on the 
founding act of an international organization. Thus the North Atlantic Treaty  

                                                           
5 For a critical summary of this situation see Peters, cited above (Note 1), pp. 397ff. 
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of 1948 refers to the principles and objectives of the Charter of the United 
Nations and the Treaty establishing the EEC (1957) mentions obligations that 
the member states have undertaken in other international agreements.6 Those 
are, of course, no more than declarations that serve to provide legitimation 
for their own actions, which are perforce of limited scope. 
The Final Act of Helsinki of 1975 goes farther because it does not limit itself 
in general terms to the principles of the United Nations but wishes to take 
advantage of other organizations, especially the United Nations Economic 
Commission for Europe, for co-operation in the fields of economics, science 
and technology, and the environment.7  
A European organization's relationship to the United Nations, as compared 
with other organizations, can influence its legal status, its political effective-
ness and its reputation. From the very beginning, the CSCE/OSCE sought 
successfully to establish close formal and material relations with the United 
Nations, something which finds clear expression in the declaration of 1992 
aimed at making it a "regional arrangement" of the United Nations in the 
sense of Chapter VIII of the UN Charter.8 In this matter and, hence, in its 
relations with the other European organizations, the question of the 
CSCE/OSCE's legal status has always had a precarious significance.9  
Only after 1990, an inter-institutional relationship based on mutual recogni-
tion, co-ordination and, particularly important, division of labour is a possi-
bility - owing above all to the disappearance of the Eastern European "coun-
ter-organizations" such as the Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO) and the 
Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA). And so the Charter of 
Paris, after listing a number of economic and environmental organizations, 
including the European Community, states: "In order to pursue our objec-
tives, we stress the necessity for effective co-ordination of the activities of 
these organizations and emphasize the need to find methods for all our States 
to take part in these activities."10  

                                                           
6 Cf. Preamble, Arts. 1 and 5, North Atlantic Treaty; Art. 37(5) EEC Treaty. 
7 Cf. Final Act of the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe, Helsinki, 1 

August 1975, in: Arie Bloed (Ed.), The Conference on Security and Co-operation in 
Europe. Analysis and Basic Documents, 1972-1993, Dordrecht/Boston/London 1993, pp. 
141-217, here: pp. 156-157; on relations between the OSCE and the United Nations, see 
Ralf Roloff, Die OSZE und das Verhältnis zu den Vereinten Nationen - Im Wechsel von 
Kooperation, Konkurrenz und Subsidiarität [The OSCE and its Relationship to the United 
Nations - Between Co-operation, Competition and Subsidiarity], in: Institut für 
Friedensforschung und Sicherheitspolitik an der Universität Hamburg [Institute for Peace 
Research and Security Policy at the University of Hamburg]/IFSH (Ed.), OSZE-Jahrbuch 
[OSCE Yearbook] 1995, Baden-Baden 1995, pp. 375-383. 

8 See Roloff, cited above (Note 7). 
9 On this see Marcus Wenig, The Status of the OSCE under International Law - Current 

Status and Outlook, in: Institute for Peace Research and Security Policy at the University 
of Hamburg/IFSH (Ed.), OSCE Yearbook 1997, Baden-Baden 1998, pp. 367-383, esp. pp. 
375-383. 

10 Charter of Paris for a New Europe, Paris, 21 November 1990, in: Bloed (Ed.), cited above 
(Note 7), pp. 537-566, here: p. 546. 
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Since that time, the participating States have on various occasions declared 
their intention to tie the existing organizations together in a network of "in-
terlocking institutions" in which each would find its place according to its 
"comparative advantage". Thus the communiqué of the 1991 North Atlantic 
Council meeting in Copenhagen states with regard to Central and Eastern 
Europe: "Our common security can best be safeguarded through the further 
development of a network of interlocking institutions and relationships, con-
stituting a comprehensive architecture in which the Alliance (i.e. NATO - 
author's note), the process of European integration (i.e. the EU - author's 
note) and the CSCE are key elements."11  
Since the Prague meeting of the CSCE Council in 1992, relevant 
CSCE/OSCE documents have devoted a special section to relations with in-
ternational organizations; thus they spoke in Prague of the necessity of "full 
co-ordination" between the CSCE on the one hand and the Council of 
Europe, North Atlantic Alliance and Western European Union (inter alia) on 
the other; later, the Helsinki Document of 1992, referring to the Prague 
meeting, spoke of an "information exchange" and the document of the 
Stockholm Council Meeting mentioned "improved co-operation and close 
contacts".12 This referred primarily and explicitly, but not exclusively, to the 
United Nations and its organs. The 1993 Council meeting in Rome decided 
to establish organized forms for consultation and the co-ordination of activi-
ties with other "European and Transatlantic institutions".13  
These declarations of intent have long since been followed by the contacts 
called for with the Council of Europe and NATO. Since 1993 the Secretary 
General of the OSCE has been reporting on them with growing frequency.14 
These contacts take place at various levels and in a variety of fields. A simple 
form is the participation by representatives of other organizations in OSCE 
meetings and, conversely, the attendance of OSCE representatives, particu-
larly the Secretary General, in meetings of the others. Especially worthy of 
mention are the so-called "2+2 meetings" between the Chairmen and the Sec-

                                                           
11 Partnership with the Countries of Central and Eastern Europe. Statement issued by the 

North Atlantic Council meeting in Ministerial Session in Copenhagen on 6th and 7th June 
1991, in: NATO's Sixteen Nations 4/1991, pp. 73-74, here: p. 73. 

12 Prague Meeting of the CSCE Council, 30-31 January 1992, Prague Document on Further 
Development of CSCE Institutions and Structures, in: Bloed (Ed.), cited above (Note 7), 
pp. 830-838, here: p. 837; CSCE Helsinki Document 1992: The Challenges of Change, 
Helsinki, 10 July 1992, in: ibid., pp. 701-777, here: p. 731; Stockholm Meeting of the 
CSCE Council, Stockholm, 15 December 1992, in: ibid., pp. 845-899, here: p. 860. 

13 CSCE Fourth Meeting of the Council, Rome, 30 November - 1 December 1993, in: Arie 
Bloed (Ed.), The Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe. Basic Documents, 
1993-1995, The Hague/London/Boston 1997, pp. 192-214, here: p. 206. 

14 Cf. Annual Reports of the Secretary General: Annual Report 1993, in: Bloed (Ed.), cited 
above (Note 13), pp. 2-20, here: pp. 17-18; Annual Report 1994, in: ibid., pp. 21-52, here: 
pp. 47-49; Annual Report 1995, in: ibid., pp. 53-86, here: pp. 82-84, and in: OSCE 
Yearbook 1995/1996, cited above (Note 1), pp. 483-516, here: pp. 512-513; and Annual 
Report of The OSCE Secretary General 1996, in: OSCE Yearbook 1997, cited above 
(Note 9), pp. 447-482, here: pp. 477-478. 
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retaries General of the OSCE and the Council of Europe, which have become 
a firm component of their mutual relations. There are relations at the "work-
ing level" and operational co-operation "in the field", i.e. at the locations of 
OSCE missions, has finally been achieved. The many forms and situations of 
co-operation that have been developed can be categorized as information, as 
informal, ad hoc and formal consultation, as co-ordination, and as operative 
co-operation in the fields of general security policy and its human and eco-
nomic dimensions.15  
A special security policy role for the OSCE in its relationship with the United 
Nations - and thus implicitly with respect to its status vis-à-vis the other 
European organizations - was to be governed by a form of subsidiarity 
which, formulated as "OSCE first", was proposed in a joint initiative of the 
German and Netherlands Foreign Ministers in 1994, the year of the Budapest 
Summit (Kinkel-Koojmans initiative). 
The two Foreign Ministers had had their proposals presented to the Perma-
nent Council in May 1994 under the motto "on the path to collective security 
in the CSCE area" and "strengthening the operational capacities of the 
CSCE". The purpose was to make it possible to apply the collective security 
system of the United Nations more effectively. Henceforth the OSCE was to 
be the first to deal with tensions and disputes arising in Europe; only if its 
efforts were unsuccessful should the UN Security Council become involved. 
At the same time, the OSCE's decision-making ability was to be strengthened 
through introduction of the majority rule for procedural and administrative 
decisions and of the principle of "consensus-minus-n" with regard to certain 
decisions on conflict management. 
In view of the current status of international law, the introduction of mecha-
nisms for regional collective security was not, in principle, a matter of dis-
pute. The provisions of Chapter VIII, Art. 52, Para. 2 of the UN Charter give 
the members of regional organizations the authority to make every effort to 
achieve peaceful settlement of local disputes through the appropriate ar-
rangements before referring them to the Security Council. What was contro-
versial, however, was a provision stating that the possible involvement of the 
Security Council along these lines would, first, have to be preceded by an 
evaluation of the situation and appropriate proposals and, second, that it 
could be decided upon without the agreement of the countries involved in the 
conflict. When it became clear that consensus was unobtainable, the Chair-
man-in-Office, following adoption of the Budapest Document, declared that 
this matter would be turned over to the Permanent Council for further han-
dling; once adopted, the arrangements would be considered an integral part 

                                                           
15 For more detail on a large number of cases, see Peters, cited above (Note 1), pp. 391-397. 
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of the Budapest Decisions. But a further effort on the part of the Chairman of 
the Permanent Council in the first quarter of 1995 met with no success. 
The debate on a Security Charter and the so-called Platform for Co-operative 
Security it would contain has given a new character to the issue of mutual 
relations, since it is now a question of joint formalization, especially as be-
tween all four organizations. 
At the Budapest Summit in 1994 the Heads of State or Government decided 
to start a " discussion on a model of common and comprehensive security" in 
the coming two years. This decision contained a variety of recommendations 
on the conduct of the discussion and stipulated that its results be presented by 
the Chairman-in-Office to the Lisbon Summit in 1996. At that Summit, the 
Heads of State or Government then adopted a 12-point "Declaration on a 
Common and Comprehensive Security Model for Europe for the Twenty-first 
Century". The result of further discussions was to emerge as a Charter on 
European Security. 
For the purposes of these consultations, the delegates could take encourage-
ment from references in a series of NATO documents, e.g. the Madrid Dec-
laration of the NATO Summit on 8-9 July 1997 which states, among other 
things: "We reaffirm our commitment to further strengthening of 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, enhanc-
ing co-operative security and advancing democracy 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 princi-
ples and commitments adopted by the OSCE provide a foundation for the 
development of a comprehensive and co-operative European security archi-
tecture. Our goal is to create in Europe, through the widest possible co-op-
eration among OSCE states, a common space of security and stability, with-
out dividing lines or spheres of influence limiting the sovereignty of particu-
lar states."16  
At their OSCE Ministerial Council meeting in December 1997 in Copenha-
gen, the Foreign Ministers provided detailed instructions tasking the Perma-
nent Council of the OSCE in Vienna with continuing discussions on "Guide-
lines on an OSCE Document-Charter" and the Platform to be contained in it. 
In addition to this currently pursued paramount project in the field of pan-
European security and institutional policy, the government of the Nether-
lands undertook an intermediate step with its initiative for an alliance be-
tween the OSCE and the Council of Europe on human rights and democracy,  

                                                           
16 Madrid Declaration on Euro-Atlantic Security and Cooperation. Issued by the Heads of 

State and Government participating in the meeting of the North Atlantic Council in 
Madrid on 8 July 1997, in: NATO review 4/1997, Documentation, pp. 1-4, here: point 21, 
p. 3. 
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which suggested a new approach.17 This lavish undertaking was risky and in 
the end probably failed to meet the expectations of its initiators. Neverthe-
less, it was useful because it focused the attention of all on the weaknesses of 
institutional policy, because it shook the participants out of their indolent at-
titudes, and because it demonstrated the possibilities and limits of such co-
operation while at the same time opening a debate on the subject.18  
 
 
Fitting into a "Common House" 
 
For various reasons there is a risk that the institutionalization of Europe that 
has so far been achieved will end up as an "abandoned building". Further ex-
pansion of the existing organizations is meeting with resistance. 
One way out of the impasse in institutional enlargement might be a direct 
tying together of the European institutions and their restructuring, on the 
principle of division of labour, and thus fitting them into a "Common 
House". If in a spirit of resignation one wanted to make fun of past efforts to 
create "interlocking institutions" on the basis of "comparative advantages" by 
describing them as stubborn actors running in circles, then the aftermath - to 
pursue the same image - might be called the squaring of that circle, i.e. the 
designing of a single institution to replace the four or, to put it another way, 
the institutionalization of the institutions themselves. However, the experi-
ment set forth here does not exist in a vacuum and is not meant to portray a 
utopia inappropriate to the times. On the contrary, it takes up the current 
work of the OSCE which, since the Copenhagen Ministerial Council, has 
been heavily preoccupied with work on the so-called "Platform for Co-op-
erative Security" as part of the Security Charter. This phase of formulating a 
workable Platform for Co-operative Security, which is to be decided at the 
next OSCE Summit Meeting of Heads of State or Government, is taken to be 
the point of departure for a three stage process as set forth in the remainder 
of this paper. 
 
The Stage of the Platform as a Common Basis 
 
The available drafts already give an idea of what the Platform can deliver. 
Even if what is ultimately achieved falls short of more adventurous propos-
als, these drafts provide a glimpse of an institutional combination which 
many of those involved consider feasible even today. 

                                                           
17 See: Address by Hans van Mierlo, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands, to the 

OSCE Permanent Council, Vienna, 26 March 1998, pp. 4-6. 
18 Cf. Discussion Paper for the 5 June OSCE-Council of Europe Seminar "Alliance for 

Human Rights and Democracy" in The Hague, incl. Summary of the Seminar. 
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Viewed soberly, the Platform is nothing more than the formal recognition by 
the other organizations of principles which have already been put forward by 
OSCE organs and their representatives and of various forms of co-operation 
already being practised in certain fields. In addition, the Platform points to 
the necessity of reforms in the relationships between the organizations and 
hence to their further development. 
Among the principles mentioned here are statements about the OSCE area as 
a common security space and about the predominant position of the OSCE in 
view of its being the only trans-Atlantic and pan-European organization. 
Given equal emphasis is the need for mutually reinforcing co-operation on an 
equal basis between the OSCE and the other security-oriented organizations, 
including the requirement for framework agreements on co-ordinated ap-
proaches in reacting to particular crises. The following are cited as premisses 
of the Platform: (1) no organization can effectively meet the many different 
security challenges of the future alone; the common security space can only 
be achieved by intensive co-operation between the organizations; (2) political 
and operational coherence is needed between the various organs that deal 
with security issues, especially with regard to their reactions to existing crises 
and working out reactions to new risks and challenges; (3) co-ordinated ac-
tion is necessary to avoid duplication and to ensure the efficient use of avail-
able resources; (4) the OSCE provides a particularly suitable and flexible 
framework for inter-institutional co-operation owing to its comprehensive 
membership and its norms. 
Agreement on these guidelines was reached at the Ministerial Council in Co-
penhagen. Now the agreement of the other organizations must be obtained. A 
further step will be to extend the Platform beyond its politico-military origin 
in order to make possible co-operation with those institutions which are also 
involved in promoting comprehensive security. All participating States at 
Copenhagen stated their willingness to work in the organizations of which 
they are members to gain acceptance of the Platform for Co-operative Secu-
rity. 
Agreement was also reached on certain steps of a practical kind: regular 
contacts and meetings within an established framework for dialogue; greater 
transparency and more practical co-operation, including the appointment of 
contact persons and establishment of points of contact; and reciprocal attend-
ance at appropriate meetings. Comparative advantages should be identified 
and synergies promoted so as to encourage complementarity and avoid un-
necessary competition between the organizations. 
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The Stage of Transformation of the Individual Institutions 
 
Europe's further institutionalization through the linking of institutions should 
then proceed in two stages. The four large organizations would incorporate 
the Platform in a framework agreement that would be valid for a limited pe-
riod of time and then be replaced by a common statute. The framework 
agreement would obligate the organizations (and thus their members) to re-
distribute responsibilities and to open their ranks for other states that want to 
join. 
If new foundations and different forms of consultation, co-ordination and co-
operation between the four large organizations are to be established it will be 
necessary to think in terms of reforming their areas of responsibility, methods 
of work and membership practices. There are, above all, two important 
problem areas that must be attacked. First, the often criticized duplication 
and overlapping of responsibilities and competences must be recorded and 
reduced. Second, the membership practices of the organizations must be 
made compatible with each other. 
Before the organizations can be further linked together in the following stage 
they must first be delinked so as to ensure that their existing functions can be 
carried out smoothly. The proliferating network of security institutions 
(agreements, treaties and organizations), which ties countries together in a 
variety of ways, should be thinned out with a view to strengthening its effec-
tiveness and then put in a clearer relationship with one of the four organiza-
tions. One example of such a procedure would be the transfer of the Pact on 
Stability, along with the many bi- and multilateral treaties associated with it, 
to the OSCE. 
Among the oft-stated convictions of Western politicians is the assertion that 
no one wants to have a new partition of the continent and that security is in-
divisible. The division of the continent into a "great Europe" and a "little 
Europe" has become obsolete. For that reason, every country that is a mem-
ber of one organization ought to be regarded as a candidate for membership 
in the others if it is not already represented there. 
Separation and exclusion do not eliminate the sources of conflict, even if 
they do remove them for a time from the field of vision of the few privileged 
countries. Rather, they make it easier to ignore existing conflicts and they 
create new ones. If this kind of situation, which only serves to evoke the de-
structive forces of nationalism and chauvinism, is to be avoided on the Euro-
pean continent, then this stage will call for both pragmatic and creative solu-
tions. 
As the various countries have only a limited number of experts in security 
and foreign policy and in view of the large number of ad hoc parliamentary 
bodies such as the Parliamentary Assembly of the OSCE, that of the Council  
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of Europe, the Assembly of the Western European Union, the North Atlantic 
Assembly, the Inter-Parliamentary Assembly of the CIS, and the Plenary As-
sembly of the Nordic Council (leaving aside the permanent and privileged 
European Parliament), the question arises whether a linkage of these parlia-
mentary bodies would not enhance the quality and effectiveness of interna-
tional parliamentary activity. One could imagine one Parliamentary Assem-
bly that would have committees for the OSCE, the Council of Europe, the 
Western European Union/WEU, NATO, etc. Hence it is up to the Parlia-
mentarians to take the first steps into the Common (High) House! 
 
Towards European Confederation 
 
In the third stage, now following, the framework agreement would be trans-
formed into a charter governing a UN regional organization and into a con-
stitution for a confederation of European states. 
The European governments have already set out on the path to a Common 
House as a kind of "clearing-house"; without stumbling and without fear of 
contradiction they should pursue this path to its attainable end, to that level 
of "finality" which has always been invoked in the European movement. The 
"Common European House" would, after all, already have four chambers in 
statu nascendi: one having to do with security policy generally, constituted 
by the participating States of the OSCE; one concerned with economic and 
social policy constituted by the EU members; one preoccupied with law and 
culture, constituted by the members of the Council of Europe; and one spe-
cialized in military security policy, constituted by the members of NATO and 
the WEU. 
The European states are thus represented in a number of "chambers" or "as-
semblies". Initially there will continue to be for some of them organs of an 
inclusive and exclusive nature, full membership, associate membership, ob-
server and advisory status. But with the course of time the formal parity of 
the European states will become established; at the same time the status of 
the North American countries can be transformed into an associative rela-
tionship. In this connection, the principle should apply that joint institutions 
with the United States and Canada would also include Russia, Ukraine and 
the other CIS countries. Conversely, if Russia, Ukraine and others were ex-
cluded from European institutions, then the United States and Canada should 
be excluded as well. 
The common roof should institutionalize the close co-operation needed for a 
policy of comprehensive security. This would mark a beginning on the way 
to a pan-European confederation. It could have a synergistic effect if the 
states "put together what belongs together".  
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Just how rapidly and how far this development goes will of course always 
depend on the insight, courage and will of the 55 governments, especially of 
those which are striving, for the most part unsuccessfully, to achieve a Com-
mon Foreign and Security Policy within the European Union and ought to do 
this within the OSCE framework and not in competition with the OSCE. 
If the European countries succeed in developing their system of co-ordina-
tion and co-operation, by way of the continental/regional clearing-house, into 
a regional organization of the United Nations in the form of a confederation, 
they will have prepared themselves in exemplary fashion for a leadership role 
in a co-operative, global policy. 
The concept of pan-European linkage represents the attempt to achieve a 
normative hegemony based on development of the Helsinki Final Act of 
1975. In the pan-European context and from the standpoint of a cost-benefit 
analysis, it offers the best prospect for a European institutional policy. 
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