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Is the OSCE Still Alive ?
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Intensive discussions are under way inside the Organization for Security 

and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) on the decisions and documents to be 

adopted at its year-end conference. Holding a budgetary sword of Damocles 

over the OSCE's head, Russia threatens to veto other countries' funding of 

core OSCE programs and activities, unless the organization starts 

"reforming" itself as per Moscow's proposals. 
With a half-dozen post-Soviet authoritarian governments in tow, Russia 

wants to shift the OSCE's resources and priorities, weaken the 

organization's democracy and human-rights dimension, and expand the OSCE's 

political-military and security dimension so as to undermine NATO's role 

and Western security initiatives in Europe and Eurasia. Traditionally, the 

OSCE's pro-democracy activities are only minimally dependent on Russia's 

consent (except on Russia 's own territory); but the organization's 

activities in the security sphere fully depend on Russian consent, and are 

in some cases shaped by Russia . This is why Moscow wants to reduce the 

OSCE's democracy dimension and increase the security dimension, and uses 

its budget-vetoing power to achieve those political goals.

The OSCE would be better placed to resist this blackmail if it spoke openly 

about it, instead of hushing it up. Another closely-kept OSCE secret is its 

fear of demise through irrelevance and redundancy; a fear that has led the 

organization year after year into concessions to the Kremlin and its 

proteges on such matters as civil rights in Belarus, the partition of 

Moldova, pressures on Georgia, conventional arms control, and other 

security and democracy issues.

This course is illogical and can be changed. Standing up for democracy and 

Euro-Atlantic security in the post-Soviet area would demonstrate that the 

OSCE still has a raison d'etre. Conversely, sacrificing those values for 

the sake of "consensus" at any cost with the autocrats would only 

demonstrate the irrelevance and redundancy that the OSCE is anxious to avoid.

At its coming year-end conference, the OSCE should unambiguously condemn 

the cynical electoral farce just staged by Belarusan dictator Alyaksandr 

Lukashenka. It should examine as well the brutal campaign organized by 

Kremlin political operators in Ukraine, using KGB techniques and hundreds 

of millions in Russian petrodollars, to try to elect a president friendly 

toward Moscow. OSCE election-monitoring groups have politely criticized 

both exercises, but with mainly only symbolic effects.

Most recently, Moscow has enlisted several post-Soviet governments to form 

Russian-led election-monitoring groups and contradict the OSCE's election 

assessments in former Soviet-ruled states. This Russian policy is not in itself 

new, but turned proactive and brazenly aggressive in the last two months. 

Vladimir Rushaylo, a former Secretary of Russia 's Security Council and 

police general, for instance, recently led Russian/CIS election-monitoring 

delegations that described both the Belarus and first-round Ukraine 

elections as democratic, free and fair.

The problems of Georgia and Moldova remain as heretofore near the top of 

the European security and diplomatic agenda. Those problems involve 

unresolved conflicts, unlawful presence of Russian forces, and seizure of 

parts of those countries' territories. An OSCE that wants to avoid 

"irrelevance and redundancy" must uphold its own earlier demands regarding
Russian troop withdrawals from those countries and respect for their 

territorial integrity.

It seems, however, that Russia has already successfully ruled out from the 

main final conference document, the Political Declaration, any reference to 

Russia 's 1999 Commitments to withdraw its troops from Georgia and Moldova. 

The Russians also oppose any reference to that matter in the “regional statements” 

that the OSCE normally adopts at year-end conferences. 

Indeed, Moscow has by now managed with OSCE cooperation to eviscerate its 

1999 Commitments. Deadlines were lifted, unconditional obligations were 

rephrased into mere "intentions," conditions were inserted that had not 

initially been stipulated, transfers of troops and heavy arms from Russian 

forces to Russian-led secessionist forces were tolerated, and Russian 

"peacekeepers" were exempted from the requirement to withdraw.

Not surprisingly, therefore, in the runup to the OSCE's year-end 

conference, senior Russian officials are insisting on an open-ended 

military presence in Georgia and Moldova. The OSCE is going along with 

Russia 's demand to drop even a simple factual reference to the OSCE's 1999 

documents. Washington and Brussels are giving in to Russia on these and 

other issues for the sake of  "saving" the consensus-based OSCE and 
having a "successful" conference.
Thus, the OSCE's effectiveness as an institution can be seen descending two 

rungs below that of the United Nations. While the U.N. is also incapable of 

enforcing its own resolutions, it can at least cite them ritualistically 

year after year, and they form a generally accepted reference material. The 

OSCE, however, has changed its own key resolutions under Kremlin duress; 

and is no longer able even to cite those resolutions without Russia 's 

consent, let alone to call for their implementation in countries targeted 

by Moscow.

The OSCE's Border Monitoring Operation (BMO) on the Georgia-Russia border 

is one of the organization's rare accomplishments. Staffed by unarmed 

military officers from many countries (including Russians), the BMO is 

watching the Chechen, Ingush, and Daghestani sectors of that border from 

the Georgian side. The BMO is crucial to shielding Georgia from Russian 

accusations that Chechen and international "terrorists" are operating out 

of Georgian territory. Its on-site reporting does not substantiate those 

accusations, thus disproving them implicitly. Moreover, the BMO has 

confirmed some of the violations of Georgian airspace by Russian military 

planes, as reported by Georgia, though invariably denied by Russia .

Moscow has recently threatened to veto the continuation of the BMO and thus 

to force its termination as of December 31, possibly under the guise of 

cutting its funding. Although the threat appears designed to intimidate 

Georgia and raise the OSCE's anxiety level in the runup to the year-end 

conference, it seems unlikely that Moscow would risk a confrontation with 

Western countries by vetoing the BMO. More likely, Russia would ultimately 

accept a time-limited continuation of the BMO and, in return, demand 

concessions or a colluding silence on other security and democracy issues 

at the conference.
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