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THE POLITICAL FUTURE OF THE OSCE

Vladimir Socor (Jamestown Foundation):

“The OSCE is blackmailed by Russia”

Vladimir Socor (Jamestown Foundation) describes four problems the OSCE has to deal with, all of which are connected with the current role the Russian Federation tries to play within the organisation. Mr Socor maintains that Russia is blackmailing the OSCE to further its own geopolitical agenda; that unacceptable deals with Russia are made behind closed doors; that Russia micromanages the field missions in Georgia and Moldova, thus rendering these missions completely irrelevant; and that, in the small area that’s left for the OSCE to play the security actor, the threat of a Russian veto is making this role impossible to play. Therefore, Mr Socor advises the OSCE to “gracefully exit the security arena” and concentrate on what it is good at: election monitoring, election assistance, democratic institution building and institutional capacity building.

“I shall touch on four issues which I feel were not addressed, or were addressed only gingerly during the debates today. These are: the OSCE’s Russia problem; the problem of ‘glasnost’, not in Russia but in the OSCE; the problem of field missions; and the OSCE’s ambitions to play the role of a security actor.

The OSCE is blackmailed by Russia

The first problem: the OSCE has a serious, although usually unacknowledged, Russia problem. The organisation operates under a budgetary ‘Sword of Damocles’, held over its head by Moscow. This entire day in the conference, I have not heard any reference to the fact that Russia blocked the adoption of the organisation’s 2005 budget only to relent in midyear in return for some, as yet unclear, concessions. This game can be repeated again and again. The OSCE has become an object of political and budgetary blackmail. 
The sooner this is publicly acknowledged, the better it is for the organisation’s own respectability. When Russia’s envoy Vladimir Chizhov
 threatened the organisation some six months ago that it would no longer be able to rent a meeting hall unless the OSCE reform itself to Russia’s prescriptions, that was the measure of Moscow’s respect for the organisation. Russia does not wish to kill the OSCE, by any means. On the contrary, it offers to ‘strengthen’ the OSCE in a dialectical fashion: ‘strengthen’ it in order to use it for Russia’s geopolitical agenda. 

The OSCE should become more transparent

The OSCE is an intransparent organisation. Very frequently, decisions are taken ‘backstage’. Decisions sometimes spring surprises on certain member countries. Due to the anonymity of the decision making process, there is also no, or little, accountability for decisions. 

There is a further ‘glasnost problem’ that the OSCE shares with the European Union. As an analyst of current events in Eastern Europe and areas further East, I am forced to rely on Russian mass-media coverage and Russian official communiqués regarding interactions between Russia and the OSCE or between Russia and the European Union. The European Union and the OSCE do little to inform the public about their interactions with Russia. We hear about what takes place through the abundant Russian official handouts, Russian ‘spin’; and then, of course, experienced analysts try to make sense of that. 
It is necessary for the EU’s and the OSCE’s own voice to be heard when it comes to negotiations between Russia and these organisations, especially when the destinies of certain countries are affected. 

The Moldova and Georgia field missions are discredited

I want to refer to two field missions in the most sensitive countries and areas: Moldova and Georgia. These countries are little known and little researched. Georgia is slightly better known than Moldova. By the same token, very little is known about OSCE activities in those areas. Let me be blunt: those two missions are discredited, both with the governing establishment and with civil society in those two countries. And through those missions, the OSCE itself is discredited. 
Moldova, the last remaining unadjudicated country in Europe, has for several years been up for Russian grabs under an OSCE cover, although Moldova has made a Western choice.
The mission in South-Ossetia, Georgia, is irrelevant in the field. It is pathetically under-equipped and undermanned. It cannot watch what is going in South Ossetia; its transport and communications means are so limited by Russian dictate as to disable the mission. And it has only seven observer slots for the whole of South-Ossetia; at least, it has them on paper, but I’m not sure that those slots are actually filled. Even the addition of motor vehicles to the mission is subject to Russia’s decision, and a helicopter is something beyond its dreams. The mission is even unwilling to make itself relevant within the available possibilities, because it does not want to antagonize Russia and risk the fate of the Georgia Border Monitoring Operation (BMO)
. 

The OSCE’s termination of the BMO, again under Russian dictate, was mentioned only once in this conference. And it was no accident that it was mentioned by a Baltic representative. The Baltic states, along with a handful of countries, care deeply about Georgia and tried to reverse the OSCE’s decision to terminate the BMO. What Russia did to the BMO can be repeated at any time with any mission of the organisation, unless the mission conforms to Russia’s geopolitical agenda. 

The OSCE should stop playing the security actor

And this brings me to my fourth and final point, which is the organisation’s ambition to remain a security actor. In practice, the OSCE can only be active in security issues in the Black Sea/South Caucasus region. Everywhere else in Europe, NATO and the EU are in charge. 

The only remaining ‘grey’ areas are in the Black Sea/South Caucasus region. There, the OSCE is the custodian of two major international treaties: the 1975 Helsinki Final Act and the 1999 package of the adapted Treaty on Conventional Forces in Europe 
 and the Istanbul Commitments
. Those pacts, along with the international order as such, have been eviscerated in large parts of the Black Sea/South Caucasus area: the CFE and Istanbul Commitments are being violated pervasively; borders are erased de facto; portions of countries are incorporated into another country de facto; unreversed and indeed unaddressed mass-scale ethnic cleansing persists; troops are stationed on territories of other countries against those countries’ will. 
But the OSCE, the custodian of the aforementioned treaties, is silent. It cannot act or even speak, because it is hostage to Russia’s veto. We all know about the futility of the debate in the Joint Consultative Group (JCG)
, and many people in this conference know the fate of that one-page letter from the JCG to the Chairmanship, which could not be dispatched at the last two year-end Ministerial Councils, because Russia arranged for ‘lack of consensus’. 

In the interest of the OSCE’s credibility as an organisation, in the interest of its emancipation from the type of blackmail that I described, the OSCE should abandon the ambition of remaining a security actor in the era of Euro-Atlantic enlargement. That role is beyond the OSCE’s means. In order to play it, the OSCE is being tempted into trade-offs, at the expense of its own principles, and also at the expense of several remaining countries in the ‘grey zone’. The OSCE must ask itself the question: what country would entrust its security arrangements to the OSCE? The answer: no country would. 
There is really no room, geographically, functionally and, I would add, ethically for the OSCE to continue playing the security actor. My recommendation to the OSCE is: Make a graceful exit from the security arena. Then concentrate on what the OSCE can do well on the basis of its comparative advantages: election assistance and monitoring, and democratic institution-building, without any tacit geopolitical tradeoffs.”

Debate

Can a New Consensus Be Achieved?
Mr Vladimir Socor (Jamestown Foundation):

 “Going back to the issue of how to deal with conduct of ‘rogue’ governments, can anyone here explain, how the complete rewriting of the mandate of the OSCE mission in Belarus in December 2002/January 2003 came about? To remind the audience: the words ‘human rights’ and ‘democracy’ were deleted from the original mandate; the mission was required from that point on, to obtain the authorities’ approval for all activities and for extra-budgetary funding. That happened at the end of a year during with Belarussian President Alexander Lukashenko expelled the mission members one by one, without the OSCE uttering a peep. 

How did this come about? The question is not just about 2002-2003, but has actual relevance now; in August this year, the German Head of Mission in Minsk completed his mandate. In an interview and a statement he praised the ‘excellent cooperation between the Mission and the authorities’. Would anyone explain this?”

Mr Andrei Zagorski (Moscow State Institute of International Relations):

 “I’ll pick up the question of what are the tools of the OSCE to address systematic violation of human rights. The price of not cooperating is a public condemnation of the behaviour of the specific state; it may lose its face in public. But when a state is determined, it doesn’t care. For example, Turkmenistan did not cooperate. A very clear indication, like the Belarus case, of the limits to what is available within the OSCE to deal with such situations.”

Mr Douglas Davidson (OSCE Mission to Bosnia and Herzegovina):

On the Belarus Mission Mr Socor brought up, it is also important to remember that nothing is perfect and easy. It’s my recollection that you slightly overstated the original mandate. In the line of a lot of OSCE documents, the language was very vague and could be interpreted in more ways than one. At the time, a lot of people considered it important to keep an office there in the hope that it could do something. 

There were, if I remember correctly, two debates that year, one was about the assistance group in Chechnya. I hate to chide again the Russian Federation, but large countries tend to be important actors and my country gets chided a lot, too. The Russians said: this is the new mandate of the Assistance Group, if you want to renew it. It has been personally written by President Putin, so you can’t change a word. The new mandate didn’t mention human rights at all, it called for OSCE to coordinate the delivery of economic and humanitarian aid or something. I think a lot of people decided that wasn’t worth doing. 

So there were trade-offs being made: one mission stayed, one left. Again, if everybody has to agree, it’s not easy to reach agreement.  Maybe the organisation didn’t utter a peep. It’s very hard for the organisation to do so. But individual states did actually do a lot of peeping, including my own delegation. And we shouldn’t lose sight of the fact that in the end, the OSCE is a collection of people who, at least at the moment, have come to the table voluntarily. When you have 55 people trying to agree on anything, it’s not so easy, but you do have a lot of opportunities to express your opinion within that context. I doubt this organisation, as a whole, speaks very much on anything, but sometimes a lot of people speak quite a bit. We should remember that distinction.”

Debate

The political future of the OSCE
The last panel’s contributions were rather unflattering to the OSCE, so, in the debate, some come to its rescue: the Russians do not play cat and mouse with the OSCE, and do have a point when questioning the OSCE’s finances; NGOs are not immune to bias in their reporting, the OSCE actually does have an evaluation mechanism. However, this is seen by some as too much budget-oriented and not directed towards overall impact appraisal.

The immediate political future of the OSCE is addressed by Mr Socor, who expresses his worry that the Slovenian Chairmanship might be heading for unprincipled compromises.

Mr Naira Petrossian (Permanent Mission of Armenia to the OSCE):

 “Yes, the OSCE is a consensus-based organisation and one of its strengths is its flexibility. Sometimes it is leading to what my Ambassador calls ‘constructive ambiguity’. Because it is really a miraculous thing to think that 55 are able to reach an agreement on anything. It is very important in this context not to stigmatise countries that host field operations. And not to make those countries feel that they’re somehow countries of second rank.

The next point, reacting to Mr Socor, who asked would any country wish to place itself under a security arrangements where the Russian Federation has the right of veto? Actually, there is such an arrangement, which is the United Nations. The UN is, maybe, imperfect, maybe scandalous, but it is the cornerstone of international legitimacy, in which the Russian Federation, alongside with the United States, the French Republic, the United Kingdom and China, have the right of veto.

Mr Daan Everts (Permanent Representative of the Netherlands to the OSCE):

 “I can’t resist the temptation to respond to Mr Socor. For good reasons, I think. We know him for a while, we have a certain appreciation for him, but also certain reservations. At least I should acknowledge his self-announced ‘refreshing bluntness’. But some of his simplistic presentations I find less refreshing. So if I could just make a few comments.

One is just to nuance the picture a bit. Mr Socor does point to weaknesses of the organisation, no doubt. But he is a bit one-dimensional in his approach. Let’s take a few things; for instance the Russian issue. Of course, Russia is a mayor player in the OSCE, no-one can deny it. But it’s not the only one. You describe the situation as Russia playing with the OSCE like cat and mouse. It’s not like that. In the OSCE, some participating states are more equal than others. That’s true. But there are a quite a few who can claim ‘more that equal’ status. And on the financial issue, the Russians are not easy. But they have a few points; you have to acknowledge that. The scale of contribution is a rather weird instrument in the OSCE. It is not what we, the Dutch, admire. We think the scale is too distorted, too biased and is not quite in line with a capacity to pay that should largely determine the scale of contributions. So the Russian have a point; they are structural over payers to the OSCE, like we are. And some other big countries are structural under payers. Because they are protected by artificial ceilings and what have you.

They have also a case on extra-budgetary transparency. There is a lot of money going through OSCE channels that we know very little about. Certainly not a priori, sometimes we can check it post hoc, but there is a transparency problem. If the Russians say: we would like to know a little better what happens, that is not an unfair comment. So let’s be a little nuanced there.

I didn’t like your saying the missions in Georgia and Moldova are discredited. I doubt that. First of all, there are a few people here in the hall, Mr Socor, who probably have spent more time on the ground in Georgia than you, so let me try to correct you. For sure, you know that the Rose Revolution
 is partly credited by the population to the OSCE and its monitoring of the elections. And its telling Shevardnadze: ‘You can’t get away with this’. 
In Maastricht, at the end of the Dutch Chairmanship, we had Georgians all over the place, praising the OSCE; Nino Burjanadze
 came and we collected a wonderful fund to do even more in terms of democratisation. So I don’t believe the OSCE is discredited. We are not making instant peace in South-Ossetia and in Abkhazia, but I don’t think you can blame the OSCE for that. This is because states are the dominant factor and not the OSCE as an institution. The same goes for Moldova. There is positive influence by the OSCE missions in apprising the outside world of what is happening. I think the EU, very respectfully and largely, relies on information coming from the OSCE missions. So there is a role to play. And the only thing I would grant you is that the OSCE, unfortunately, is not an effective instant peacemaker. 

Now that brings me to the third comment: OSCE as a security actor; I largely agree with you and I think there is too little leverage in the OSCE as such, to enforce a peace settlement. But, in association with others, linked with countries or groups of countries with leverage, like the EU, the US, or the Russian Federation, the OSCE can be helpful in making a peace agreement stick. I think the OSCE can be most helpful in post-settlement implementation. That means rehabilitation and everything that comes with it, as it did in Kosovo and in other places. So while in the peacemaking the OSCE’s role is limited, in the subsequent, post-conflict rehabilitation it has a major, positive role to play.”

Mr Ullrich Fischer (International Helsinki Federation):

 “Two very brief comments; one as a participant here and, again, if you permit me, as a representative of an NGO.

The first is an observation which I made frequently over the day which partly amuses me and partly frightens me. I’ll just quote you, Mr Fau, because you used it last. When Mr Socor finished speaking about ‘Russia’ or the ‘Russian Federation’ you said: ‘Thank you for your comments, especially on one country of the group’. You simply don’t say ‘Russia’. That reminds me of a Harry Potter character, ‘He-Who-Must-Not-Be-Named’ the evil Lord Voldemort
. Mr Mazi said, correctly: the tone makes the music. To me, the tone is not a question of impoliteness but of speaking clearly. If you want to get along in the future, one of the efforts should be that one reaches at an open, not unfriendly, but open tone. The open tone names things how they should be named. And Russia should be called Russia. And the crimes of Russia in Chechnya should be called the crimes of Russia in Chechnya, whether the OSCE likes it or not.

My next comment is more a historic reminiscence that came to me when Mr Everts spoke, because he reminded me of our role as taxpayers. Mr Everts spoke about financial issues, reminding me of parliamentary hearings we had in the German Federal Parliament in the early 1990s. One of the speakers was our common colleague Ambassador Höynck, who then was OSCE Secretary General. He said: ‘Please don’t give us too much money, don’t make us too big’. As a taxpayer I would agree with that; keeping the OSCE short, eventually would make it better than we all would expect. So let’s agree: don’t give it too much money, in order to regain and keep up its specific and very important flexibility.”

Mr Vladimir Socor (Jamestown Foundation):

 “In reply to Mr Petrossian: the United Nations do not provide security; NATO does. And the European Union may be headed that way. Countries in the former Soviet domain would like to join NATO and the European Union. None of those countries would place themselves under an OSCE security umbrella. The only country where the OSCE actually would like to be provider of security is Moldova, where the OSCE would like to run a peacekeeping operation under an OSCE mandate. Which it could do only  by lending an international label to an operation that would in fact be run mainly by Russia under an OSCE cover.
In response to Mr Everts, regarding field missions in Georgia and Moldova, I actually spent a lot of time in both countries. And I can share with you countless anecdotes about the disrespect in which those two missions are held by decision makers, by the political establishment and by civil society. In Moldova especially, the OSCE mission has had a confrontational relationship with civil society for the past five years. I believe the Head of Mission in Moldova is the only OSCE Head of Mission anywhere to have polemicized against the local pro-Western civil society. I think there is a small anthology of maybe ten or a dozen joint statements, signed by civil society groups, headed by the Helsinki Committee in Moldova, criticizing the OSCE mission in the strongest terms. And I have to say that the OSCE Head of Mission reciprocated those feelings of antagonism. 
The paradox in Moldova is that the settlement of the Transdnistria issue
 on Russian terms, promoted by the local OSCE mission, has placed that mission in conflict with pro-Western forces. In 2004, when the Communist government of Moldova made a U-turn and re-orientated itself towards the West, it emancipated itself at the same time from the Russian-OSCE prescriptions on conflict settlement. The government was listening to Russia in the OSCE when the government was itself oriented towards Moscow; now it the OSCE because it made a U-turn away from Moscow. 

Let me recount just one of many anecdotes I could share about the OSCE mission in Georgia. Last July, 2004, there was an expedition of armed volunteers from Russia, Russian republics of the North Caucasus, and Transnistria, who travelled across Russia to fight on the side of South Ossetia against perceived Georgian aggression. The expedition of these paramilitary groups bore all the hallmarks of an cross-border terrorist operation. And it was not a covert operation. It was highly publicized by Russian television, by way of moral support to South Ossetia. The armed volunteers held a rally, with their weapons, in downtown Tskhinvali
 which was also televised and then they proceeded to hold military exercises with South Ossetian and North Ossetian forces in South Ossetia. All this amply televised. The OSCE mission, which has an office in Tskhinvali, said nothing. Neither did the OSCE Moldova mission. In fact, the initial call for the operation came from Tiraspol. The OSCE said nothing, the missions said nothing. I asked the Head of Mission in Tbilisi: why the silence? He replied: we cannot report on what we ourselves did not see. We did not witness the operation on the ground. I said: but it was amply televised in Russia, with replays in Georgia ! The answer was: we cannot comment on what we see on television. 

Until three years ago there was an established custom whereby a Georgian was a member of the OSCE mission in Moldova, and a Moldovan was a member of the mission in Georgia. Because the problems of those two countries are parallel problems. Russia vetoed that arrangement about three years ago; and the arrangement lapsed. That’s micromanagement. 

In 2002, Ambassador William Hill, OSCE Head of Mission in Moldova wrote in the Helsinki Monitor about Moldova: ‘Russia made progress towards building normal relations with this small neighbouring former republic of the Soviet Union. Local Transnistrian authorities demonstrated their willingness, albeit grudging at times, to observe general European norms and agreements.’
 This was in 2002, about the Transnistrian authorities. Ambassador Everts said that the OSCE mission in Moldova is the main source of information on Moldova for the European Union.  I know, and that partly accounts for the weakness of European Union policy in Moldova.
Now let me address, by way of conclusion, a broader issue which is relevant to the upcoming year-end Ministerial Council: the OSCE Chairmanship. The last successful Chairmanship of the OSCE was the Romanian Chairmanship in 2001. And in the list of unsuccessful Chairmanships since then, Ambassador Everts, I include the Dutch Chairmanship. Its highly ambitious agenda, announced in January 2003, was never fulfilled. Chairmanships have, almost by definition, a stake in a ‘successful’ year-end Ministerial Council. Hardly any Chairmanship would like to see the year-end meeting collapse in disagreement, not being able to issue final documents, on that Chairmanship’s watch. And for that reason, Chairmanships have also a stake in unprincipled compromises. 

How Russia showed the greatest determination in pursuing its unilateral agenda could be witnessed in Porto (2002), in Maastricht (2003) and in Sofia (2004). The Porto conference was, on paper, a success. Because it achieved consensus with Russia it was able to issue final documents at the expense of Moldova, Georgia, and Belarus. The Porto conference was disastrous especially for those three countries. But on paper, it could count as a success. Then Maastricht counted as a failure, because the OSCE was unable to issue a political declaration and other major documents. This happened again in Sofia. But the discreetly uttered conventional wisdom after both conferences recognized that these failures actually amounted to successes. The fact that Russia did not get its way, and the fact that both conferences declined to issue resolutions on Russian terms was, in fact, a success in disguise. 
One wonders what this year’s Slovenian Chairmanship will do. The vibes I hear from Ljubljana, I’m speaking very informally, are disquieting and I think timely warnings are useful. Let me issue a note of caution now in September, against unprincipled compromises at the December OSCE Ministerial Council. The Slovenian Chairmanship embarked on its term with feelings of uncertainty. It has a very small Foreign Ministry, understandably short on expertise on the issues at stake, and it worries lest the organisation records another ‘failed’ meeting in Ljubljana. The Chairmanship does not want that. 
There is a risk unprincipled compromises. For example, during his visit to Moscow in July, OSCE Chairman-in-Office Mr Rupel resurrected the notorious Kozak Plan. The Chairman and Minister Lavrov both suggested that it could be combined with the Yushchenko plan. Russian mass-media reproduced verbatim the Chairman’s statement to that effect at the press conference and in his interview published in Rossiyskaya Gazeta. The Kozak Plan in fact was dead, buried after a great deal of soul-searching by the Moldovan leadership itself. I wonder how the symbol of the Orange Revolution may have felt when he was lumped together with a character like Kozak. So, a timely warning ahead of this year’s Ministerial Council.”

� Mr Van der Stoel is also honorary Chairman of the Netherlands Helsinki Committee.


� Vladimir A. Chizhov, Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation.


� Using its veto power in the OSCE, Russia has carried out its threat to force the termination of the mandate of the organisation's Georgia Border Monitoring Operation (BMO) in 2005.  This unarmed international mission, patrolling the Georgia-Russia border on Georgian territory, has played a key role in shielding Georgia against Russian threats to pursue alleged “Chechen and international terrorists” into Georgian territory, e.g. in Pankisi. Russia cast its veto on 30 December 2004 in Vienna, at the OSCE Permanent Council (Vladimir Socor, Axing the BMO, Russia Menaces Georgia, Jamestown Foundation’s Eurasia Daily Monitor Volume 2, Issue 2, January 04, 2005 (www.jamestown.org/publications_details.php?volume_id=407&&issue_id=3182)).


� Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe, 19 November 1990, http://www.osce.org/item/13752.html, see also the 1999 Istanbul agreement on that treaty's adaptation: http://www.osce.org/documents/mcs/1999/11/4050_en.pdf.


� Commitments made at the 1999 Istanbul Summit regarding withdrawal of Russian forces from Georgia and Moldova.


� The Joint Consultative Group is an OSCE  body in Vienna dealing with questions relating to compliance with the provisions of the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe. 


� Rose Revolution refers to a peaceful revolution in Georgia that displaced president Eduard Shevardnadze. Georgia held parliamentary elections on 2 November 2003 which were denounced by local and international observers as being grossly rigged. After massive anti-government demonstrations, president Shevardnadze resigned. Fresh presidential elections were won by Mikhail Saakashvili (en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rose_Revolution).


� Ms Burjanadze attended the OSCE Maastricht Ministerial Council on 2 December 2003 as the acting Georgian President. She now is Speaker of the Parliament of Georgia (and has been a Vice-President of the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly since 2000). After the rigged parliamentary elections of 2 November 2003 Ms Burjanadze joined other opposition leaders in denouncing the election results and urging mass demonstrations against Mr Shevardnadze (en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nino_Burjanadze).


� Lord Voldemort is the archvillain in the Harry Potter children’s book series by J.K. Rowling.


� After the break-up of the USSR and the establishment of Moldova, the Transdnestr Region proclaimed itself a republic.


� Tskhinvali  is the capital of separatist region South Ossetia.


� William Hill, Making Istanbul a Reality, Helsinki Monitor 2002, no. 2, pp 129.





