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Purpose of the Report
In late 2011, the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of
Germany, France, Poland and the Russian Federation
asked the Centre for OSCE Research (CORE) at the
Institute for Peace Research and Security Policy at
the University of Hamburg (IFSH), the Fondation
pour la Recherche Stratégique (FRS), the Polish
Institute of International Affairs (PISM), and the
Moscow State Institute of International Relations
(University) of the Russian Foreign Ministry
(MGIMO) to organize a series of workshops in order
to advance the discussion on the future character of
a Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian security community
and to present a report with recommendations to
the participating States of the Organization for
Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) in
Vienna. With their initiative, the Ministers took
up the idea of establishing a network of academic
institutions, a proposal made by OSCE Secretary
General Lamberto Zannier during his inaugural
speech to the Permanent Council on 4 July 2011.
The purpose of this report is to contribute
to a critical and illuminating debate on the
conceptualization of a security community. We are
fully aware that, as we present this report, Europe in
particular is going through a fundamental economic
and political crisis. However, we believe that the
very fact of this crisis makes the objective of a EuroAtlantic and Eurasian security community and the
benefits it offers all the more urgent and necessary.

This report builds on four workshops held in Berlin,
Warsaw, Paris and Moscow from March through
July 2012. The workshops were attended by a total of
about 300 participants and guests from 40 countries
and four international organizations. The working
group established by the four institutes benefitted
from additional meetings with officials in each of the
four capitals.
The institutes have also greatly profited from
co-operation with the Foreign Ministries of the four
countries, including their Permanent Delegations to
the OSCE, and from the assistance given by the Irish
OSCE Chairmanship. Outstanding contributions
were made at the workshops and in discussions by
Minister Guido Westerwelle, former Ministers Igor
Ivanov and Adam Daniel Rotfeld, former OSCE
Secretary General Marc Perrin de Brichambaut,
Deputy Minister Bogusław Winid, Deputy Minister
Alexander Grushko, and former State Secretary
Wolfgang Ischinger. The discussions at all workshops
were most informal and deeply enriching. The
participants and guests at the workshops deserve a
special acknowledgement for this. Any shortcomings
in this report are the sole responsibility of its
authors.
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Executive Summary
The vision of a Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian security
community, as advanced by the 2010 Astana
OSCE Summit meeting, is particularly important
against the background of the strategic uncertainty
the OSCE area faces now and in the future. The
global shift in the balance of economic power,
the refocusing of international politics towards
the Pacific, the crisis of the Euro zone and the
uncertainty regarding the future of the European
Union and of Russia make the appeal of this vision
less plausible than it was twenty-two years ago when
the Charter of Paris for a New Europe was adopted.
Against this background, the emergence of a
genuine security community throughout the OSCE
area cannot be taken for granted. However, the
acknowledgement of the challenges ahead only
emphasizes the importance of the vision of a EuroAtlantic and Eurasian security community offered by
the OSCE Heads of State or Government. It reminds
us that the OSCE participating States can benefit
more from coming closer together via increasing
convergence in all areas than they can from drifting
further apart.
The strategic uncertainties within the OSCE,
manifested in political and institutional divergence
among the participating States, have increased over
the past decade. All participating States appear to
share the expectation that developing a security
community should make war among its members
impossible, regardless of whether they are members
of alliances or not. However, states have different
views on what needs to be done to achieve this
goal. Whereas some concentrate on the traditional

politico-military ‘hard security’ issues, others
emphasize the primary importance of developing a
viable community of values.
If developing a security community is conceptualized
as a process rather than as a single act, these two
approaches need not be seen as mutually exclusive,
but can rather be followed in parallel. A security
community cannot be successful if the security or
normative concerns of individual states are not
appropriately addressed. Nor can it be reduced
to inter-state relations or ‘hard security’ issues. A
security community can only grow through the
active involvement and engagement of the societies
at all levels.
Building a security community in the OSCE area
cannot be delegated to the OSCE alone. States
benefit from the existence of a dense network of
European, Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian institutions.
Despite problems in specific relations, all OSCE
participating States work together in multiple
institutional settings, whether as full members or
associate partners. Building a security community
will thus involve a number of different institutional
formats. At the same time, being the single
most inclusive organization in this area, with a
comprehensive mandate, the OSCE has an important
role to play in this process.
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Starting from its current agenda, the OSCE participating States can contribute to building a security
community in the OSCE area by:
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1.

Preserving the existing arms control acquis, further pursuing conventional arms control
and substantially modernizing confidence- and security-building measures.

2.

Making concerted efforts to solve protracted conflicts, and, as a matter of urgency, to
prevent any increase of tensions.

3.

Assessing the effects that the situation in Afghanistan may have on the OSCE area after
2014 and appropriately adjusting relevant activities.

4.

Promoting long-term reconciliation processes throughout the OSCE area.

5.

Further developing the OSCE transnational threats agenda, concentrating on cyber
security, countering terrorism, and combating illicit drug trafficking.

6.

Developing its own initiatives for dialogue and promoting the implementation of relevant
international instruments in the economic and environmental dimension throughout the
OSCE area.

7.

Improving the effectiveness of the OSCE’s human dimension work by monitoring the
compliance of all OSCE participating States in an equal manner and by streamlining the
human dimension events cycle.

8.

Providing a platform for enhancing understanding between states and Muslim
communities and engaging with the new political and societal forces of the Arab Spring.

9.

Developing an OSCE network of academic institutions to facilitate open debate and
communication on the relevant issues on the OSCE agenda.

10.

Making better use of the institutional richness in the OSCE area through more effective
co-operation, particularly with the organizations in the Eastern part of the OSCE space.

1
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The Vision of a Security Community
At their 2010 Astana Summit meeting, the Heads of
State or Government of the 56 OSCE participating
States committed themselves
“to the vision of a free, democratic, common and
indivisible Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian security
community stretching from Vancouver to
Vladivostok, rooted in agreed principles, shared
commitments and common goals.”
The Astana Commemorative Declaration further
elaborates on the concept of “comprehensive, cooperative, equal and indivisible security, which
relates the maintenance of peace to the respect for
human rights and fundamental freedoms, and links
economic and environmental co-operation with
peaceful inter-State relations”. It further develops
a vision of a security community which “should
be aimed at meeting the challenges of the 21st
century”, is “based on full adherence to common
OSCE norms, principles and commitments across
all three dimensions”, and should “unite all OSCE
participating States across the Euro-Atlantic and
Eurasian region, free of dividing lines, conflicts,
spheres of influence and zones with different levels
of security”.
With this far-reaching vision, the Astana Commemorative Declaration advanced what the Heads
of State or Government had endeavoured to achieve
twenty years earlier in the 1990 Charter of Paris:
“The era of confrontation and division in
Europe has ended. We declare that henceforth

our relations will be founded on respect and
co-operation. […] Ours is a time for fulfilling
the hopes and expectations our peoples have
cherished for decades: steadfast commitment
to democracy based on human rights and
fundamental freedoms; prosperity through
economic liberty and social justice; and equal
security for all our countries.”

A security community is a bold vision that can only
materialize if states and societies actively pursue
this goal. However, the majority of political elites
and the broader public have not taken any notice of
it. Furthermore, individual states often define the
concept of a security community in quite different
– even contradictory – terms. Whereas some states
believe that the way towards a security community
must begin by addressing ‘hard security’ issues,
other point out that a genuine security community
presupposes the existence of a community of values.
Any viable process towards building a security
community in the OSCE area will have to reconcile
these different approaches.
This report proceeds on the basis of the
understanding that a security community stands for
a community of states and societies whose values,
social orders and identities converge to such a
degree that war among them becomes unthinkable.
A security community means stable and lasting
peace among states and within societies where there
are no longer zones of different security, regardless
of whether individual states belong to alliances or
not. Disputes are resolved by peaceful means only.

7

The notion of a security community is not limited
to relations between states, but includes all sectors
and levels of societies that are interconnected by
multiple channels of free communication and free
movement. It also allows for more effective common
responses to shared threats and challenges.
A security community cannot be created by a single
founding act, but is rather the result of a long-term
process that allows the overcoming of the legacies
of the past, the creation of mutual trust, an increase
in convergence, and the development of common
identities and institutions. A security community is
not an alliance directed against any outside state or
alliance.
The process towards a Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian
security community extends beyond the OSCE.
However, as the most comprehensive and inclusive
international organization in its region, the
OSCE has to play an important role as a ‘security
community-building institution’.

8
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Arguments in Favour of a Security
Community of the OSCE Participating States
While individual OSCE participating States may
have different visions of a security community
and see different rationales for engaging in
security community-building, there is solid
common ground for the pursuit of this goal.

Shared Identity of Europeanness

All OSCE participating States share an identity of
Europeanness, a common history and culture, which
builds on a centuries-old heritage of economic
exchange and political and cultural communication.

Safeguarding Common Principles and Values

A Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian security community
would safeguard and consolidate our joint principles
and values. Starting with the signing of the Helsinki
Final Act in 1975, the OSCE participating States
committed themselves to a comprehensive acquis
of shared values and commitments, which they
confirmed at the Astana Summit meeting in the
context of declaring their support for a EuroAtlantic and Eurasian security community. This
common acquis, and the shared OSCE institutions,
have brought them together and kept them together
even in most difficult periods of the OSCE’s history.
Although much of the acquis remains to be fully
implemented, it has continuously contributed to
developing and strengthening a sense of a common
normative space.

Addressing Transnational Threats
and Challenges

In the 21st century, the OSCE participating States
share new threats and challenges which are

transnational and often global in nature. Some of
them, such as global warming, climate change, cyber
security, transnational terrorism and drug trafficking
challenge the very foundations of states and societies
in the OSCE area. Finding appropriate responses to
transnational threats has emerged as an important
area of convergence among the OSCE participating
States.

Utilizing Economic Complementarity for the
Challenge of Modernization

In a world that is expected to be home to eight
billion people by 2025, and which is increasingly
shaped by emerging powers, all OSCE participating
States have a great deal to gain by strengthening and
expanding economic, technological and scientific cooperation with each other, particularly in view of the
high level of interdependence and complementarity
of their economies. The conjunction in the OSCE
area of a wealth of energy and mineral resources,
highly developed knowledge-based industries and
services, advanced technological development and
the capacity for innovation, as well as accumulated
human capital, allows the participating States to
jointly meet the mounting challenges of competition
and modernization in the globalized world.

Setting Global Standards

With its technological lead, strong institutions
and high standards of governance, rule of law and
comprehensive transparency, a Euro-Atlantic and
Eurasian security community could provide a model
for a norm- and rule-based international order.

9
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Developments in the OSCE Space
Building a security community in the OSCE area
does not start from scratch. Over the past two
decades, the process of increasing convergence
within the OSCE area has significantly advanced in
many areas, although it has been accompanied by
repeated setbacks.

The Threat of a Major War – A Feature
of the Past

The greatest achievement of the last two decades
is that a major war in Europe between states and
alliances – the ever-present threat during the
era of East-West confrontation – has become
inconceivable. Although differences between states
persist, there are no more antagonistic or major
ideological divides within the OSCE space. However,
the 2008 Georgian-Russian conflict and earlier
conflicts have clearly demonstrated that the use of
force on a smaller scale is still possible within the
OSCE area.

Trends towards Convergence

Almost all OSCE participating States are now
market economies, even if their forms vary
considerably. The economies within the OSCE space
are highly interconnected, and states and societies
are aware of this growing interdependence. The
ongoing economic and financial crisis has made it
evident that the welfare of each society depends on
the welfare of all the others.
There has been a remarkable process of normative
convergence throughout the OSCE area over the
past two decades, even though it has been uneven

in terms of implementation. All OSCE participating
States have declared their adherence to the same
values and norms, including respect for human
rights and fundamental freedoms, democracy
based on political pluralism and the rule of law.
In the Astana Commemorative Declaration, they
reaffirmed “categorically and irrevocably that the
commitments undertaken in the field of the human
dimension are matters of direct and legitimate
concern to all participating States and do not
belong exclusively to the internal affairs of the State
concerned”.
Further convergence is resulting from the
membership of an increasing number of states
in or their co-operation with other international
organizations in the OSCE area. Almost all
participating States are members of or observers in
the Council of Europe. Most of them have become
members in the World Trade Organization. And
many states that are not members of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) or the
European Union (EU) have developed partnership
relations of varying degrees of intensity with them.
As far as transnational threats are concerned, there
is increasing co-operation among a wide range of
organizations. The density of bilateral co-operation
between businesses and civil society organizations,
as well as of cultural and human contacts in general
has increased dramatically. All participating States
now share a common information space that allows
for a freer flow of information across their borders.
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Newly Emerging Areas of Divergence

More recently, however, new lines of divergence
have formed between the OSCE participating
States. They are pursuing contradictory agendas
and disagree on an increasing number of
issues. The culture of compromise is in decline.
The implementation of the agreed norms and
commitments is uneven. The predominance of the
security dilemma results in zero-sum games and
deep mutual mistrust – many states still share the
perception that optimizing one’s own security is
only possible at the price of less security for others.
Despite the declared commitment to indivisible and
co-operative security, there are different levels of
security within the OSCE space. Already achieved
levels of co-operative security are being eroded.
Many areas, such as energy, natural resources and
migration, have been excessively politicized.
Recent efforts to turn things around, such as the
OSCE’s Corfu Process, have failed to produce
conclusive results.

Lack of Proper Communication

Existing differences and contradictions are
exacerbated by different underlying patterns of
understanding and interpretation. The dominant
perception in the West is that the lack of democracy
and human rights abuses in post-Soviet states lead
to non-co-operative foreign policy. From the Eastern
perspective, the Western democracy discourse is
seen as part of the traditional pursuit of geopolitics
and a remnant of Cold War rhetoric and thinking.
Discussions are often of a tactical nature. Open
dialogue over strategic interests and objectives does
not take place. The result is mutual frustration and
the recurring confirmation of mutual mistrust.
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The Effects of the Financial
and Economic Crisis

The overall situation has been further exacerbated
by the effects of the current economic and financial
crisis. Individual countries and groups of countries
tend to turn inwards, are absorbed by addressing
their own pressing problems and are less inclined
to invest in joint projects, shared institutions
and a common future. The crisis has once again
highlighted substantial differences in terms of
economic output, productivity, the capacity for
innovation, employment and welfare as well as of
the levels of stateness in the OSCE area. A failure
to sincerely address those fundamental challenges
and to develop a more sustainable economic model
would represent a serious stumbling block for a
genuine security community in the OSCE area. On
the other hand, working more closely together in
identifying appropriate responses to the current
crisis would inevitably boost the process of security
community-building.

The Crisis of Institutions

Almost all international organizations in the EuroAtlantic and Eurasian space are facing complex
challenges. Overcoming the current financial and
economic crisis poses an unprecedented challenge
to the European Union. The current alternatives
are deeper integration or increasing fragmentation.
Overcoming the crisis will take time and energy
and will have implications for the EU’s external
engagement.
NATO, for its part, is reassessing its postAfghanistan role in the context of severe constraints
on military spending. The model of consecutive
enlargements seems to be exhausted, at least for the
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time being. The NATO-Russia-Council has failed to
play a role in crisis management in the OSCE space.
The OSCE is strongly affected by increasing
divergence among its participating States and
by the lack of political will for pan-European
co-operation. As the most comprehensive and
inclusive regional institution, it is, at the same
time, the weakest of the major Euro-Atlantic and
Eurasian international organizations. A number
of governments have significantly decreased their
investments in the OSCE.
The political divergence over the last decade has
led to some initial indications of an emerging
institutional divide. Russia and other countries in
the new East have increasingly invested in different
institutions, including the Collective Security Treaty
Organization (CSTO) and the Customs Union,
which are facing their own challenges as well.
Against this background, security communitybuilding would require that the OSCE participating
States increasingly invest in interconnecting the
existing institutions in a more co-operative and
efficient way.

Unfinished Integration Processes

Although integration within the OSCE space has
advanced significantly since the early 1990s, it
has remained unfinished. Russia and the West are
no longer enemies, but they have not yet become
genuine partners. There has not been much progress
in shaping a new treaty on the strategic partnership
between the European Union and the Russian
Federation. NATO-Russia relations have remained
fragile and do not live up to the 2010 Lisbon Summit

promise to open “a new stage of co-operation
towards a true strategic partnership”. The progress
achieved to date has not been sufficiently translated
into resolving existing problems and conflicts.
Turkey is facing comparable integration deficits.
Prospects for EU accession are uncertain and
negotiations with the EU Commission have, so far,
yielded only little progress. At the same time, Turkey
is taking on a new role as a regional power.

No Solutions for Conflicts

The protracted conflicts have not been solved
mainly because of unilateral strategies used by the
parties to these conflicts and their lack of political
will to find compromises. Lack of initiative and
leadership plus vested interests in the continuation
and instrumentalization of these conflicts have
allowed many regressive steps and prevented
any major breakthrough. The use of force in subregional conflicts is no longer taboo. Despite the
efforts of the Minsk Group, a potential war over
Nagorno-Karabakh is a possibility that could entail
a significant danger of escalation, particularly in
case of the inclusion of relevant regional powers.
While conflicts in the South Caucasus, Eastern and
South-Eastern Europe have not been fully resolved,
new ones are looming. There is a risk of a possible
spillover of conflicts from the regions adjacent to the
OSCE area.

Stagnation in Arms Control

Since 1990, Europe has made historical progress in
reducing its armed forces. Arms control has been
one of the drivers of political rapprochement and
co-operation. However, in recent years, arms control
has degenerated from an instrument of co-operative
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security into a bone of contention. The Treaty on
Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE), once
hailed as the ‘cornerstone of European security’, is
no longer functioning properly. Discussions aiming
to unlock the situation have ended in stalemate.
Success in modernizing the Vienna Document has
been quite limited. The functioning of the Open
Skies Treaty is hampered by disputes between
individual states. The situation has been further
complicated by the emergence of new issues,
subjects of concern raised by various participating
States, which have not yet been addressed in a
proper way, such as missile defence deployments or
tactical nuclear weapons in Europe. Nevertheless,
the level of military transparency has remained
comparatively high.

Challenges for the Observance of Human
Dimension Commitments

Respect for and observance of human rights and
fundamental freedoms, democracy and the rule of
law, which, according to the 1999 OSCE Charter
for European Security, “is at the core of the OSCE’s
comprehensive concept of security”, is continuously
confronted with old and new challenges. The
process of democratization has been slower, less
consistent and more contradictory than originally
expected. A number of autocratic regimes persist
in the OSCE area and have consolidated their rule.
Key ingredients of democratic governance, such
as the rule of law and freedom of the media are
increasingly challenged throughout the OSCE area.
Human rights are often abused in the context of
combating terrorism. The defence of human dignity
remains a fundamental challenge throughout the
OSCE space. Progress in the human dimension is
an indispensible element for increasing convergence
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among the OSCE participating States and thus for
the growth of a Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian security
community.

Progress Insufficiently Translated
into Joint Action

The current situation in the OSCE space is
ambiguous. Advances towards greater convergence
are paralleled by divergences preventing joint action.
The main divergence is political and concerns
a lack of cohesive policy approaches to many
issues in various fields. This opens up space for
parochial vested interests to create vicious cycles
of old problems, old behaviour and new mistrust.
Positive change requires continuous and energetic
engagement by both political leaderships and
societies. The building of a security community
would help to narrow and close old and new gaps
and the divergences currently dividing the OSCE
participating States by promoting greater cohesion
and convergence.

4
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The Way towards a Euro-Atlantic
and Eurasian Security Community:
Guiding Principles of a Strategy
Drafting a detailed strategy for developing a security
community in the OSCE area goes beyond the
scope of this report. We will therefore focus here on
some guidelines that can direct the process towards
building a security community.
First: Economic interdependence, even if it is strong,
does not lead automatically to peace and stability.
Asymmetric interdependence can even produce
conflicts. One therefore cannot rely on economic
factors alone. Rather, states and societies must take
political action. Peace is not the result of benign
conditions alone. Whoever wants peace has to make
peace through direct, focused and sustained action.
Second: Progress towards a security community
is achieved through increasing convergence
and overcoming divergence among the OSCE
participating States and their societies with
respect to reducing existing security concerns and
broadening shared interests, values and identities
as the basis for lasting peaceful behaviour. Pursuing
the objective of a security community therefore
requires enhancing the whole OSCE acquis
in all its dimensions and a qualitatively better
implementation of these commitments.
Third: Shaping the process towards a security
community is more important than striving for
quick fixes. A security community is not established
by a single founding act. The task is not to fix the

status quo, but rather to manage the process of
ongoing change and gradually direct it towards a
security community.
Fourth: It is essential to address as many issues
as possible in parallel. Substantive results should
be accompanied by efforts towards reconciliation
and the reduction of mistrust among and within
states and communities. Agreements of all kinds in
as many sectors as possible – regimes, politically
binding agreements, legally binding treaties etc.
– add up over time to an ever denser network of
mutual ties and commitments that enhance trust
and make wars and violent conflicts practically
impossible. This is reflected by the fact that no
one – governments and peoples alike – any longer
expects organized acts of violence by another state
or any relevant societal group. If this state of affairs
is established and assured over a longer period, one
can speak of a security community.
Fifth: There should be a balance between items of
the old agenda inherited from the Cold War and
a new agenda related to forthcoming challenges
and opportunities, including transnational threats.
Neither of these agendas can be neglected. Rather,
they should be dealt with in parallel. Elements of the
new agenda including reconciliation, which deals
with a legacy issue in a novel way, should increase in
importance.
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Sixth: It is important to address both potential
game changers, such as developing co-operative
missile defence, and relatively non-controversial
issues. Focusing on game changers alone runs the
risk of their turning into spoilers where no political
breakthrough can be achieved. In the same way,
it is important to pursue, in a balanced way, longterm objectives, such as reconciliation, and shortterm goals that can yield results relatively quickly.
Early successes of any kind – even small ones – are
essential, because the existing mistrust can only be
reduced by deeds, not by mere declarations.
Seventh: It is imperative to depoliticize controversial
issues – in general and in all individual issue areas.
The degree of de-politicization achieved can be seen
as a sign of success on the way towards a security
community.
Eighth: We need a change in thinking. So-called
‘soft issues’ such as reconciliation, the rule of law
including international law, people-to-peoplecontacts, expert communities and business cooperation might prove more important, in the long
term, than so-called ‘hard security’ issues. This is
the case because the main task ahead is changing
ways of thinking, values and identities. This is even
true for ‘hard security’ issues such as arms control,
where the creation of transparency and trust and
the establishment of firm bonds of co-operation are
more important than setting balances and limiting
military items.
Ninth: Embarking on a path towards a security
community requires the active engagement of
the political leaderships. At the same time, broad
societal participation and ownership are essential
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if the process is to become robust and sustainable.
This goes far beyond the traditional notion of nongovernmental organizations (NGO) and includes
business leaders, representatives of trade unions,
religious communities, expert communities and
many others. It means fostering the gradual
evolution of a new culture of peaceful conflict
regulation.
Tenth: As the most comprehensive and inclusive
international organization in its area of application
and as a regional arrangement under Chapter VIII of
the Charter of the United Nations (UN), the OSCE
has played and can continue to play an important
role as a ‘security community-building institution’.
Moving ahead towards a security community would
require the positive involvement and co-operation of
the EU, NATO, the CSTO, the Customs Union, the
OSCE and other organizations. For this reason, the
OSCE should strengthen its co-operation with the
UN institutions, with the regional and sub-regional
organizations in its area, and with its Mediterranean
and Asian Partners for Co-operation.

5
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What the OSCE Can Contribute
to Building a Security Community
By improving their co-operation in all areas of
the OSCE’s activities – in the security, economic
and environmental and human dimensions – the
participating States can show political will and send
a strong message that they want to advance towards
a security community. They can engage in a few
selected topics and projects that are significant
and visible.

5.1 Re-engaging in the Security
Dimension
The long-term objective in the security dimension is
the gradual demilitarization and de-securitization of
interstate, and, where necessary, intrastate relations
up to the point where the use of organized force
is no longer thinkable. This requires a common
understanding of military security, functioning
arms control and military co-operation, as well
as the resolution of protracted violent conflicts
and the prevention of new ones, reconciliation
among former adversaries and jointly addressing
transnational threats and challenges.
5.1.1	Developing Arms Control, CSBMs and
Military Co-operation
The erosion of the conventional arms control
regime in Europe, and specifically of the CFE Treaty,
poses a challenge to the OSCE region. Sharply
divergent perceptions of ‘hard security’ issues make

concerted action to salvage arms control a matter
of urgent need, but at the same time harder to
achieve. The further pursuit of arms control remains
an essential tool for building a co-operative and
indivisible security space and thereby paving the way
towards a security community. To prevent further
deterioration, participating States should:
a) Abstain from steps which could jeopardize
the remaining arms control regimes in
Europe.
b) Exercise restraint in conventional armed
forces deployments, since any substantial
build-up not commensurate with national
security requirements could exacerbate
existing concerns.
If, however, the stalemate over CFE is overcome,
new opportunities for addressing the current
security concerns of the participating States could
open, particularly since the dramatically changed
security landscape in Europe has made many CFE
provisions obsolete. The following guidelines could
be helpful for participating States in pursuing a
renewed arms control dialogue:
c) Consider the option of extending
conventional arms control to new weapons
categories and complex military capabilities.
d) Consider making new weapons categories
the subject of monitoring rather than of
limitations.
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e) Pursue an arms control dialogue where all
concerns expressed would be heard and
discussed without taboos.
f ) Fully engage defence establishments in the
arms control dialogue.
The OSCE has a particular role to play in
improving transparency and predictability by
further developing confidence- and securitybuilding measures (CSBMs). This task is all
the more important as the armed forces of the
participating States undergo profound reductions
and modernization processes.
The negotiation of a substantial Vienna Document
(VD) modernization is just beginning. Participating
States advocate different views with respect to which
particular measures should be developed. They also
differ on the issue of whether the current level of
intrusiveness of the CSBMs is sufficient or whether
it should be stepped up.
The main objective should be to provide for an
improved baseline agreement while encouraging
individual states to engage in more specific
arrangements wherever appropriate. In particular,
the participating States should be encouraged
to provide extensive advance information about
military exercises and be ready to address concerns
raised by other participating States, to conclude
further bilateral and regional CSBM agreements,
or to practice tailored CSBMs voluntarily and
unilaterally. At the same time, CSBMs, although
important, should not be treated as a substitute for
arms control mechanisms.
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The OSCE’s role in arms control and confidenceand security-building measures could be advanced
through:
g) Resuming consultations with the goal
of adopting a mandate for negotiations
on a modern conventional arms control
agreement.
h) Intensifying efforts to overcome the
difficulties with the Treaty on Open Skies.
i) Conducting joint threat assessments and
discussing appropriate joint responses in
conjunction with national military and
defence doctrines.
j) Encouraging military co-operation, including
through joint training and exercises for crisis
management.
5.1.2	Taking Responsibility for Protracted Conflicts
The protracted conflicts remain an issue of growing
concern to the OSCE participating States. No
genuine security community can be developed if the
use of force is not ruled out. Protracted conflicts
represent the context in which the fundamental
principle of non-use of force is most likely to be
broken. For about two decades, states have been
striving to settle these conflicts, but have been
unable to do so because of divergent views among
the parties to the conflicts and other states involved.
As long as the protracted conflicts are not solved,
any discussion on a security community will lack
substance.
Improving the effectiveness of the OSCE early
warning, conflict prevention, resolution and postconflict rehabilitation was a major issue during the
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2010 Corfu Process and has continued to be so in
the subsequent discussions. Despite the progress
achieved, the participating States take different
views regarding which particular measures will
enable the OSCE to most effectively address the
challenges posed by a possible violent escalation of
the protracted conflicts.
While this divergence blocks substantial progress,
there is room for the OSCE to improve its
performance in preventing any escalation of violence
in the OSCE area. Building on the 2012 Report by
the Secretary General on the progress made and
possible options on the way forward with respect to
the 2011 Vilnius Ministerial Council (MC) decision
on the conflict cycle, the OSCE should concentrate
on early warning and early action. Continued
attention should be paid to innovative approaches,
such as developing a conflict mediation capacity
within the OSCE. The Chairmanship, in close cooperation with the Secretariat, should seek to fully
utilize available tools to take appropriate action to
prevent and/or to stop any escalation of violence.
5.1.3	Supporting Stability in Central Asia and
Afghanistan
For years, the OSCE has been fostering stability
in Central Asia. Based on the mandate of the 2007
Madrid Ministerial Council meeting, which reflected
the concern that the situation in Afghanistan could
affect security in the OSCE area, the OSCE has also
engaged in addressing relevant challenges. This has
concerned, in particular, supporting measures for
securing the borders between the Central Asian
states and Afghanistan, intensifying the involvement
of Afghan counterparts in OSCE activities related

to border security and management, policing and
combating drug trafficking at educational and
training facilities in Central Asia and in the rest of
the OSCE area, and co-ordinating its activities with
the United Nations and other relevant regional and
international organizations.
Now, as the anticipated deadline for the termination
of the engagement of the International Security
Assistance Force (ISAF) in Afghanistan by the
end of 2014 approaches and the international
community considers strategies to ensure stability
after the government of Afghanistan has taken full
responsibility for the security of the country, the
OSCE participating States are urged to examine
whether and what adjustments need to be made in
the OSCE’s efforts to address the challenges of a new
security environment in Afghanistan. The OSCE
should:
a) Engage in intense consultations with the
relevant participating States and Partners for
Co-operation, particularly with the Central
Asian States and with Afghanistan, in order
to assess the need for adjusting current
activities within the Madrid mandate.
b) Become engaged in broader international
consultations, on the basis of the OSCE
Platform for Co-operative Security,
particularly with the United Nations, NATO,
the EU and the CSTO, as well as with the
relevant Partners for Co-operation, in order
to co-ordinate further activities, realize
synergies and avoid unnecessary duplication
of international efforts after 2014.
c) The forthcoming Dublin Ministerial
Council meeting should mandate the OSCE
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Secretariat to undertake an examination of
the OSCE’s engagement subject to proper
discussion within the Permanent Council
and a review by a Ministerial Council
meeting no later than in 2014.
5.1.4 	Encouraging Reconciliation as Means of
Conflict Resolution and Rapprochement
Reconciliation is crucial for overcoming deficits
of trust in the OSCE area and finding solutions
to protracted conflicts, territorial disputes and interethnic, inter-religious and other tensions in various
parts of Europe. While an important dimension of
reconciliation consists of governmental activities,
sustainable reconciliation can only be achieved
through a lasting change of perceptions by the
relevant societies. Reaching a basic level of mutual
understanding of common history including the
causes and dynamics of past conflicts remains an
indispensable part of this process. Reconciliation is
usually a long-term process. It cannot be seen as a
tool of quick-fix crisis management.
While there is no universal template for pursuing
reconciliation, the OSCE can promote reconciliation
processes in significant international, transnational,
inter-ethnic or other contexts. Such efforts aimed at
restoring mutual respect can pave the way towards a
Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian security community.
Many OSCE activities over the last several years
have focused on promoting and encouraging
reconciliation, not least with respect to the
protracted conflicts. The importance of these efforts
should be further highlighted through concrete
OSCE actions. This can be done by adjusting the
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priorities of OSCE institutions, or by formulating
specific tasks for the Organization. The significance
of reconciliation should also be reflected in the
communication strategy of the OSCE. Moreover,
the OSCE can focus particularly on the following
objectives:
a) Identifying best practices from historical
cases (France and Germany, Northern
Ireland, Poland and Germany) and some
of the current processes (South-Eastern
Europe, Poland and Russia).
b) Identifying ‘reconciliation stakeholders’ at
the levels of regions and states, and in civil
societies, the media and business circles.
c) Supporting the parties concerned in
identifying and overcoming specific ‘choke
points’ in the process of reconciliation.
d) Standing ready to provide, upon request, a
tailored set of proposals for reconciliation
activities in particular conflict areas or
contexts.
Specific tasks for the OSCE could include:
e) Conducting a series of seminars on the
subject of ‘The Link between Reconciliation,
Conflict Resolution and Security in Europe:
Experiences and Needs’.
f ) Producing reports to summarize past
reconciliation efforts (including failed ones).
g) Producing a ‘Handbook of Best Practices in
Reconciliation’ using the aforementioned
reconciliation reports.
h) Preparing and making available to interested
parties a database of experts with experience
in reconciliation processes.
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i)

j)

Exploring possibilities for reconciliation
efforts created by technological advances
and new modes of social interaction and
networking.
Devising a programme, funded by voluntary
contributions, to encourage reconciliation
efforts by civil societies, focusing on student
exchanges, the establishment of cross-border
cultural and sporting events, the funding of
cross-cultural media projects, and support
for regional cross-border trade fairs.

5.1.5	Addressing Transnational Threats and
Challenges
For years, numerous reports by the UN, other
international organizations or various NGOs have
been raising the alarm about transnational threats
and challenges as key concerns for international peace
and stability. Among the most critical threats are
the interrelated issues of trafficking in drugs, human
beings and small arms and light weapons, organized
crime, corruption and money laundering. Terrorism
benefits greatly from these phenomena, which are
rooted in economic asymmetries and social divisions,
bad governance and weak or failing statehood.
Climate change is also a major crisis multiplier.
Across the OSCE area, states are confronted with
various forms of terrorism. States differ in their
threat assessments, definitions of terrorism, interests
and goals. They also differ in the ways and means
they attempt to prevent and combat terrorism: Some
states follow a comprehensive approach and are
more focused on the processes leading to terrorism;
others concentrate on searching for the motives of
terrorism. In addition, combating terrorism requires

a sensitive balance between the security of the state
and the observance of human rights.
Cyber security is receiving increasing attention.
This complex and fast-moving subject is particularly
difficult to grasp from both a technological and a
political point of view.
Regardless of existing differences in approaches, the
last decade has shown that the OSCE participating
States have found it easier to agree on joint actions
to combat transnational threats than on many
other issues. With its comprehensive and inclusive
approach, the Organization is well equipped to
address this kind of issues. However, the OSCE is
not the only international organization doing so. To
identify its appropriate contribution to addressing
transnational threats, the OSCE should enhance its
interaction with other international organizations
such as the UN, the EU, NATO and the CSTO and
take advantage of its ties with civil societies and its
Partner States.
The OSCE should further develop the agenda it
has been working on in recent years – that is antiterrorism, cyber security, anti-drugs activities,
and the related field of police issues. Practical
contributions could include:
a) Conducting a transparency-building seminar
on ‘Military Doctrines and Cyberspace: The
Problem of Definitions’.
b) Launching an OSCE cyber dialogue
framework on ‘Joint Risk and Needs
Assessments and Interstate Communication
in Cases of Cyber Incidents’.
c) Conducting a series of seminars on ‘Aligning
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d)
e)
f)

g)

h)

i)

National Cyber Defence Systems of Critical
Infrastructures to the Most Advanced
International Standards’.
Adopting an OSCE document on cyber
security confidence-building measures.
Adopting a consolidated OSCE framework
for the fight against terrorism.
Conducting regional seminars with civil
society representatives on ‘The OSCE
Experience with Preventing Radicalization
and the Problem of Identification, Deradicalization and Reintegration of (Former)
Terrorist Supporters’.
Conducting a seminar on ‘Experiences
in Countering the Spread of Mafia
Organizations’.
Elaborating a ‘Handbook for Business
Practitioners on Lessons Learned in
Fighting Drug-Related Crime’, including the
international trade in chemical precursors.
Developing joint activities with the Global
Counterterrorism Forum (GCTF).

5.2 E
 ngaging in the Economic and
Environmental Dimension
The long-term objective in the economic and
environmental dimension is a gradual process
towards a converging, economically and socially
prosperous region that ensures environmental
sustainability. A security community will be rooted
in a progressive convergence of economic policies
and will increasingly interconnect the national
economies between Vancouver and Vladivostok.
This implies the advancement of democratic
institutions, the rule of law and economic freedom.
The most visible expression of this would be the
creation of a free-trade and free-travel zone for the
whole OSCE space.
Moving towards a security community that relies
on economic freedom implies free competition.
It does not rule out the possibility of conflicting
interests among the various economic players.
Conflicting interests are an integral part of a
security community. What is essential is that
disputes be resolved by peaceful means alone and
that there be a strict renunciation of the use of
force. This poses particular challenges with respect
to political communication, joint legal and other
regulatory arrangements and commercial arbitration
procedures or, in other words, good economic
governance at all levels.
In the economic area, the OSCE should focus on
issues that are relevant for improving the political
atmosphere among the participating States. It
can neither replace specialized organizations nor
interfere in the internal affairs of participating
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States or regional organizations. The OSCE should,
however, contribute to raising awareness and
developing common understanding and a gradual
consensus on issues that are both controversial
and symbolic, such as energy security, water
management, and obstacles to economic freedom
such as restricted labour migration, visa-regimes
and market barriers.
In the area of environmental protection, the OSCE
should continue to concentrate on issues that
link environmental protection and sustainable
development to public participation and interstate
co-operation. The Organization should also discuss
sensitive issues such as access to natural resources
in cross-border or sub-regional contexts. It should
engage in mediation in cases of disputed transboundary matters such as cross-border watercourses
and aquifers.
The OSCE should continue its efforts to assist
the participating States in implementing relevant
international regulatory frameworks, particularly
the 1991 UNECE (United Nations Economic
Commission for Europe) Espoo Convention
on Environmental Impact Assessment in a
Transboundary Context and the 1998 UNECE
Aarhus Convention on Access to Information,
Public Participation in Decision-making and Access
to Justice in Environmental Matters.

5.3 E
 ngaging in the Human
Dimension
Greater convergence of norms and identities is
essential for creating the long-term conditions for a
security community. This requires a better and more
balanced implementation of the whole OSCE acquis
in its human dimension (HD), more assistance with
implementation, addressing new questions and
challenges and elaborating related commitments,
as well as initiating people-to-people programmes
between different sub-regions and different strata of
the populations.
5.3.1	Improving the Effectiveness of the OSCE’s HD
Events Cycle
Two statements in the 2005 report “Common
Purpose: Towards a More Effective OSCE” by the
“Panel of Eminent Persons” can serve as guidance
for further strengthening the process of reviewing
the implementation of the OSCE’s human dimension
commitments:
“Monitoring of the implementation of human
dimension standards is a particularly challenging
and, in many situations, highly sensitive task.
To encourage equal treatment and improve
transparency, OSCE monitoring should be done
in an unbiased and more standardized way.”
“If a Human Dimension Committee is established
[…], the Human Dimension Implementation
Meeting (HDIM) can be reduced to a maximum
of five days.”
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Monitoring the individual states’ compliance with
their human dimension commitments is the basis for
the subsequent implementation discussion among
states and civil society actors. The objective is to
monitor the compliance of all OSCE participating
States, without exception, in a transparent and
less politicized manner, and to connect the review
process with a subsequent decision-making process
in a more effective way. The following proposals
might serve these objectives:
a) The OSCE’s process of reviewing the
implementation of its HD commitments
should combine the activities of the HDIM
and the Human Dimension Committee
(HDC) in an integrated manner.
b) To facilitate this, and to create a common
base of reference, a questionnaire-based state
reporting system could be introduced. This
would help the HDC to prepare the HDIMs,
which, in turn, would provide feedback for
further consideration by the HDC.
c) As the HDIM currently takes place in
September/October, the time is frequently
too short to consider its recommendations at
the subsequent MC meetings. Consequently,
in order to facilitate the decision-making
process, the HDIM should be convened in
the first half of the year.
d) If the review process were to be improved by
taking these proposed steps, shortening the
duration of the HDIM should be considered
without changing its comprehensive agenda
and the participation of NGOs.
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5.3.2 Opening Dialogue with Muslim Communities
The participants of the Initiative for the
Development of a Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian
Security Community (IDEAS) project have discussed
the issue of the OSCE’s role in fostering a dialogue
between the participating States and their Muslim
communities. It was argued by some participants
that the OSCE has no significant role to play, while
other participants supported a dialogue-facilitator
role for the organization. Based on the latter
interpretation, it can be argued that in some regions
within the OSCE space, political Islam is questioning
the established norms and regulations of the secular
state and the separation of the state and religious
institutions. These problems are often aggravated
by social hardship, bad governance, intolerance
and discrimination. In other regions, they are
frequently related to the broader issues of migration
from Islam-dominated regions and the integration
policies of particular states. Outside the OSCE area,
the uncertain evolution of the Arab Spring shows
the new dimension and urgency of these issues.
While debates with and about Muslim communities
are taking place in a number of states, they usually
lack a wider context. This is the point where
the OSCE can bring together all those who are
interested in the preservation of stability, including
secular and reformist Islamic forces. Even though
the issue affects different states in different ways,
the OSCE could address the dilemma of mistrust
between secular policymakers and political Islam.
Likewise, the OSCE could initiate discussions on the
commonalities and discrepancies between secular
and Islamic concepts of state and nation building,
democracy, rule of law, human rights, women’s
rights and gender equality, and education.
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Building on its experience and activities related to
good governance, education, and specifically fighting
intolerance and discrimination, the OSCE can serve
as a useful facilitator by:
a) Launching a discussion on societal
confidence-building between secular
governments, civil-society representatives
and Islamic parties, movements and
dignitaries. The goal is to overcome
misunderstandings, to identify and avert
sources of escalation and to prevent possible
radicalization processes.
b) Initiating discussions to explore the
relationship between Muslim communities
and secular states in different OSCE subregions. Such discussions should particularly
highlight positive historical and present-day
experiences with the integration of Muslim
communities, and involve the OSCE
Mediterranean and Asian Partners for
Co-operation.
c) Launching a discussion on lessons-learned
in preventing radicalization with key
stakeholders and opinion-shapers from
Muslim communities and representatives of
political Islam and integrating them into the
day-to-day activities of the OSCE in areas
including conflict prevention and conflict
resolution.
d) Conducting a roundtable with the OSCE’s
Mediterranean and Asian Partners for Cooperation to enhance understanding of the
ongoing processes of the Arab Spring and to
engage with new political and societal forces.

5.4 C
 reating an OSCE Network of
Academic Institutions
The OSCE has always been open to input
from and communication with civil society
actors. Transnational civic networks can foster
communication and identity-building, and by so
doing, contribute to creating the conditions for a
security community. They can help to advance the
discussion on a security community within and
beyond the OSCE.
An OSCE network of academic institutions was
first proposed by the OSCE Secretary General,
Ambassador Lamberto Zannier. Such a network can:
a) Give advice, expertise and assistance to the
OSCE and its participating States.
b) Organize the academic debate on a security
community.
c) Serve as a platform for discussion of crucial
issues, particularly in the context of the Irish
Chairmanship’s “Helsinki + 40” initiative.
The creation of an OSCE network of academic
institutions can build on a number of existing
elements, such as the “OSCE Security Days”,
which were held for the first time in June 2012 and
included a large number of academic and think tank
experts; the Euro-Atlantic Security Initiative (EASI)
and the Initiative for the Development of a EuroAtlantic and Eurasian Security Community (IDEAS).
These existing elements can be further developed,
building on the three key criteria of innovation,
inclusiveness and continuity.
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d) If the “OSCE Security Days” were held
regularly, they could serve as a platform for
exchanging ideas between the members of
the network and the OSCE participating
States.
e) In order to focus discussions, an annually
changing key theme could be defined
following consultations between the network
and OSCE institutions. In addition, the
Chairmanship or the Secretariat could ask
the network for expertise on specific issues.
f ) Discussions in Vienna might be
complemented by local or sub-regional
activities including those of the OSCE
Academy in Bishkek. These discussions
could be brought together under the banner
of the “OSCE Security Days”.
g) The four IDEAS institutes stand ready to
participate in establishing such an OSCE
Network of Academic Institutions.

5.5 Arranging Institutional Issues
The OSCE area is characterized by a particularly
high density of regional and sub-regional
international organizations. In spite of some
overlaps and parallelism, this institutional richness
represents an important building-block for the
establishment of a Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian
security community.
As a consequence, the OSCE space is not in need of
new organizations. Rather, the present and future
task is to improve and streamline co-operation
among the existing organizations. This should
also include the emerging organizations in the
Eastern part of the OSCE area such as the CSTO,
the Customs Union, and the Shanghai Cooperation
Organization (SCO). The objective should be fullscale co-operation among all organizations. In
this way, an ever denser network of organizations
could emerge, with each organization advancing the
process towards a security community according to
its own characteristics and capacities. To achieve
inter-institutional progress, the OSCE could observe
two guidelines:
a) The potential of the emerging organizations
in the Eastern part of the OSCE space
should be acknowledged and they should be
integrated into co-operation networks.
b) Institutionalized co-operation bodies such as
the NATO-Russia Council should be able to
operate effectively under all conditions.
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A Call for the OSCE
The most important comparative advantages
of the OSCE are its geographic, political and
substantial comprehensiveness and inclusiveness.
No other international organization stretches over
three continents with 56 states and integrates
such a broad array of issues relating to internal
and external security. Preserving this feature at a
time when divergent tendencies prevail in many
areas is no small success. However, the other side
of this achievement is that such an organization
necessarily embraces all kinds of conflicts, tensions
and contradictions among its participants. This is
precisely the task the OSCE has to address.

permanent security dialogue in Vienna represents a
collective philosophy and practice that distinguishes
Europe fundamentally from all other continents.
Although the OSCE’s human dimension has been a
bone of contention for more than a decade, its daily
operations, such as conducting human dimension
events or election observation missions, do function.
And although there is a deadlock in arms control,
the participating States nonetheless want to
maintain the OSCE’s arms control acquis. This high
degree of institutional steadiness equips the OSCE
to pass through the extended period of transition
that we are currently experiencing.

The OSCE is primarily a reflection of the state of the
relations among its 56 participating States. The more
divergent the positions of its participating States,
the harder it is for the OSCE to act. Conversely, the
better the relations among the states, the more the
OSCE is able to act in a decisive and high-profile
manner. As a consequence, the Organization,
particularly in politically difficult times, is more
an arena for holding states together and engaging
them in dialogue, and less a strong player. In terms
of its ability to take action, the OSCE is a rather
weak organization. In terms of its ability to continue
and safeguard the political process, it is not weak
at all. It is therefore no surprise that the OSCE has
had difficulties in becoming more active against the
background of the current political conditions.

Paradoxically, the OSCE’s relative weakness offers
advantages: It is because it is not the decisive
game-changer that it enjoys the freedom to serve
as a laboratory and test field for innovative ideas
– the best example is the discussion of a security
community. Thus, the OSCE’s opportunity lies in
encouraging new thinking and in testing innovative
ideas in a broad communication process with civil
society actors, other international organizations
and Partner States. Its opportunity lies in starting
political projects that strengthen convergence
among states and societies and thus clear the way
towards a security community.

That the OSCE is still functioning demonstrates a
high level of institutional perseverance on the part
of the Organization and its participating States. The
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The Initiative for the Development of a Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian Security Community (IDEAS) is a Track II initiative jointly
carried out by the Centre for OSCE Research (CORE) at the Institute for Peace Research and Security Policy at the University
of Hamburg (IFSH), the Fondation pour la Recherche Stratégique (FRS), the Polish Institute of International Affairs (PISM)
and the Moscow State Institute of International Relations (University) of the Russian Foreign Ministry (MGIMO). It aims at
conceptualizing a “free, democratic, common and indivisible Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian security community stretching from
Vancouver to Vladivostok”, as envisioned by the OSCE participating States in their 2010 Astana Commemorative Declaration.
In late 2011, the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of Germany, France, Poland and the Russian Federation asked the four institutes
to organize a series of workshops to advance the discussion on the future character of a Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian security
community and to present a report with recommendations to the participating States of the Organization for Security and
Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) in Vienna. With their initiative, the Ministers took up the idea of establishing a network of
academic institutions, a proposal made by OSCE Secretary General Lamberto Zannier.
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