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Introduction:

Do new threats and rivalries and evolving European security dynamics suggest the rise of a multi--polar European order, with Turkey, EU, and Russia as the key poles, and a return to balance of power politics and a Concert of Great Powers the order of the day? Russia’s elaboration of a European collective security treaty to oppose balance of power NATO-centrism suggests a different vision and worth considering in greater depth. For collective security systems to function effectively there must be a universality of membership, an agreement in any given conflict as to the aggressor and a willingness and ability to oppose the aggressor.  Russia’s European Collective Security Treaty proposal has initiated a debate: are European security architecture, structures and norms fit for purpose?  If not, how can they be strengthened and made to work more efficiently, effectively and with greater legitimacy?  Ultimately, the process of discussion will trump the outcome as the question of how the West should relate to Russia in general and in particular in post-Soviet space, and Russia to the West is now firmly on the agenda.  Confidence and trust-building initiatives are likely to follow.

Evolving European Security Dynamics
The underlying fundamental source of tension in Euro-Atlantic space is a trust deficit.  Divergent narratives underline this reality – the European Security Strategy of 2003 characterises Europe as ‘whole, at peace and free’ while the Georgia crisis of 2008 brings such words into serious question.  There is little agreement in the West as to how it should relate to Russia in general and, in particular, to Russia in post-Soviet space; Russia does not trust the West.  How can we account for this trust deficit twenty years after the Cold War ended? 
Three evolving European security dynamics are at once apparent.  First, the strategic environment in Euro-Atlantic space is complex.  This is evidenced by the nature of strategic threats – which are characterised as hybrid, ‘intermestic’, transnational, enduring structural and new global systemic threats.  Consequently, there is little agreement over how to configure strategic responses, which combinations of hard and soft power should be brought to bear?  We witness differing approaches to addressing hard security threats (‘terrorism, tyrants and terrible weapons - 9/11 agenda), and soft (‘energy, environment, economy’ nexus - financial crisis agenda) and the nexus between them is weakly conceptualised and understood.  We also witness intra- and inter-Institutional splits between the regional and global roles of institutions, little agreement on divisions of labour, weak inter-institutional ties (e.g. EU-NATO, or CSTO-NATO, or SCO-CSTO); and Russia is perceived by some states as a strategic partner and others as a strategic adversary.
Second, security multilateralism exhibits qualitative unevenness and asymmetries persist.  The institutional weight and gravitational pull of institutions exhibit asymmetries.  The EU and NATO are older, deeply institutionalised than the CIS/CSTO, for example – and consequently a reluctant to accept them as equal players.  Although the OSCE has a universal membership and comprehensive approach, it is the weakest institution, with its utility questioned.  
Third, Russia’s dissatisfaction with the status quo is vocal: NATO-centric dominance and balance of power Cold War bloc mentality dominates; Russia has little influence on strategic decision-making in Euro-Atlantic space over the last 20 years.  The estrangement of the Russian political elite from the West and opposition of internal vested interests to modernize Russia’s economy and society as this implies a different political order, are also salient factors to explain the utility of encirclement and containment narratives that shape the discourse.  As a consequence, according to the Russian argument, current structures and mechanisms are fragile and ill-suited to counter effectively and jointly shared threats and address root causes of crisis in the 21st century.
Collective Indivisible Security or Resilient Alliances?

Russia’s European Security Treaty (EST) proposal has been characterised by the editor of Russia in Global Affairs as Moscow’s first attempt in 20 years to formulate a coherent foreign-policy vision.  It was advanced in June 2008 by President Medvedev himself, who argued that the world was marked by a US-dominated unipolar decision-making process and a bloc, a NATO-centric approach within Europe predominated and created imbalances, tensions and has “shown its weakness”.  
While declaratory rhetoric and aspiration marked the first 18 months of the EST’s roll-out, the barebones concept was given flesh in a draft text elaborated in November 2009.  Though this text appeared to be designed to downgrade or replace the OSCE, we now face the prospect that the EST be discussed at the OSCE Summit
, which will be held in Astana, 1-2 December 2010. In July 2010 President Medvedev offered an assessment of the EST and its reception and progress: “I am pleased to note that although this initiative received quite a chilly, not to say hostile, response at the outset, it has now become subject of lively discussions, and not only with our traditional partners such as Germany, France and Italy but with the majority of participants of the Euro-Atlantic security system. Therefore, we must take this issue further”.  
The EST should have been dead-on-arrival: its roll-out in June 2008 was eclipsed by the August Russo-Georgian conflict.  Rather than delegitimising the treaty proposal, Russia argued that this conflict merely reinforced its central logic and so necessity.  The fact that the conflict took place, Russia argued, demonstrated existing institutional structures and mechanisms – all of which had their genesis in the Cold War period – were ill-suited to address root causes of crisis in the 21st century.  During and in the immediate aftermath of the conflict, talk of a ‘new Cold War’ underscored the notion that the Cold War remains unfinished business.  NATO’s continued geopolitical expansion into the grey zone – the countries in between (Georgia, Ukraine, Moldova, and Belarus) – is stated by Russia and reiterated by some Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO) states as further evidence, but this understanding is not shared throughout Europe or the US. 
The perception of NATO within NATO, for example, is increasingly one of weakness – a central debate is on how to avoid the very real possibility that strategic withdrawal from Afghanistan underscores strategic failure is underway – rather than vibrant discussions focussed on how NATO might better exercise balance of power politics in the Black Sea region or project power through Eurasian space.  The Russian argument that existing institutional structures and mechanisms do not work (as evidenced by the NATO-Kosovo conflict of 1999 and Russian-Georgia conflict of 2008) but would if only there was a legally-binding basis to underpin cooperation is also contested. 

Many EU and NATO states argue that these two conflicts point to the need to build on and make better use of the framework of existing tried and tested institutions, structures and mechanisms – including the OSCE, the NATO-Russia Council and the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council - by working to modify, reform and strengthen them, rather than replace them with an all encompassing legally-binding Treaty.  
Russia has argued that in terms of end-goals and outcomes, it wants a legally-binding Treaty signed by all states. According to one proponent: “The very idea of reviving the intergovernmental dialogue on security in Europe reflects the legal universalism of Russian politics that has been characteristic of this country throughout almost all of its history since Peter the Great and that is typical of Medvedev’s political style”.
 A legally-binding treaty removes ambiguity, builds trust and confidence, and lessens threat perception and misperception and so allows Russia, Europe and the US to finally leave behind Cold War mindsets and collectively address the real and shared threats to global stability. This latter point, the focus on a cooperative US-EU-Russian ‘condominium’ or ‘triangular construction’ as the objective “basis for political cooperation in the Euro-Atlantic region” serves a larger purposes – it could in the words of Sergei Lavrov, “become a major element of the new coordinate system on the world's geopolitical map and work to strengthen the position of the whole European civilization in an increasingly competitive world”.
 
It follows that for collective security systems to function effectively: all states, especially the powerful sign a legally binding treaty – there must be a universality of membership; all states must agree which state in any given conflict is the aggressor and, all states must be both able and willing to actively oppose aggression and the aggressor, resorting to the threat of collective action against an aggressor as the last resort.  There must be a high degree of commitment and automaticity within the system if there is to be a reliable promise of redress to potential victims of aggression.  Does the draft treaty give confidence that these preconditions are in place?
Article 1 of the draft treaty promotes the principle of “indivisible, equal and undiminished security.”  To that end, “Any security measures taken by a Party to the Treaty individually or together with other Parties, including in the framework of any international organization, military alliance or coalition, shall be implemented with due regard to security interests of all other Parties”. The 1975 Helsinki Accords, the 1990 Charter of Paris for a New Europe and the 1999 Charter for European Security all stipulate that states are free to choose which alliances they join – a stipulation that in the EST is not addressed.  

The assumptions of solidarity and shared responsibility can be questioned – might states rather act according to their own immediate interests and priorities, privileging this above the longer term interests of the preservation of peace in the system?  Adam Roberts remarked: collective action is most likely against “especially glaring aggressive actions by military powers of the second rank.”
 Reality is rarely as accommodating. This raises another issue – even if universality of commitment is gain at a regional level – is this sufficient? 
Article 2 stipulates that the use of state territory “with the purpose of preparing or carrying out an armed attack against any other Party or Parties to the Treaty or any other actions affecting significantly security of any other Party or Parties to the Treaty” should not take place. To that end, Article 3 allows any signatory to request of another: “information on any significant legislative, administrative or organizational measures taken by that other Party, which, in the opinion of the Requesting Party, might affect its security.”  Who decides whether a certain activity significantly threatens or affects the security of other parties?   The state(s) that plans to carry out the activity or the state(s) which feel(s) under threat?  If Ukraine, for example, had refused to renegotiate the status of Russia’s Black Sea Fleet so it can remain in situ after 2017 – could Russia not have claimed that this would have significantly threatened its security?  Definitional clarity is lacking: “preparing for armed attack” is itself a contested notion, a matter of opinion, subjective and context-specific.  Could not a state claim it is mobilizing for self-defence when in fact preparing for armed attack?  Can cyber be counted as an armed attack?  Is this dependent on the objects of the attack and the consequences of the impact (for example, disabling critical infrastructure/air defence)?  Does article invalidate the possession of an offensive capability? 
Article 4 stipulates that in order “to settle differences or disputes that might arise between the Parties in connection with its interpretation or application” consultations and conferences between the parties can take place (reiterated in Article 8).  Article 5 (para 3) notes “Any Party not invited to take part in the consultations shall be entitled to participate on its own initiative.”  Article 6 (para 3) stipulates “The Conference of the Parties shall be effective if it is attended by at least two thirds of the Parties to the Treaty. Decisions of the Conference shall be taken by consensus and shall be binding.”  Thus any single participating state on any issue would have veto rights over the decision of the others.  Article 7 notes that every Party has the right of self-defence under UN Charter Article51, but what are states, their coalitions or alliances allowed to do if the actors of the “common security space” cannot agree on collective measures?  Article 8 outlines decision-making mechanism that would apply and adjudication procedures.  For a conference to be held, two-thirds of signatories to the treaty need to be present, four-fifths for an Extraordinary Conference, with binding decisions “taken by unanimous vote”. In other words, a single veto determines whether enforcement takes place.   
Decision-making intergovernmental fora – such as the one outlined in Article 4 - allows for joint resolutions which raise the reputational costs of the failure to act and conference diplomacy facilitates bargaining and provides political cover – policy-makes feel more obliged to adopt policies that they could defend internationally. But is the decision-making mechanism in this case fit for purpose?  How exactly do parties to the treaty react, mobilize, and coordinate ad hoc responses?  Questions of burden sharing, authority, coordination of ad hoc responses remain unaddressed. The draft does not outline how defectors from the collective security system could be punished? If by sanctions, could these be applied without violating the norm of non-intervention in state’s domestic affairs? How are defectors from the system to be punished?  What are the tools in the tool box - mediation, conciliation, economic sanctions, preventative or coercive use of force deployments, peacekeeping or peace enforcement?  Can we gain timely consensus on when they are to be used, how sequenced/combined, when escalated then de-escalated?

Given these operational ambiguities, how would parties that sign such a treaty avoid collective inactivity?  If states are determined to instrumentalise the Treaty it is clear how they would be prevented from doing so.  Would not strategic paralysis in and between Moscow, Brussels and Washington? If so, might then the primary aim of the consensus principle be to freeze the political and territorial status quo in Europe, as changes that reinforce current trends only serve to further diminishes Russia’s power relative to the West?  Evidence to support this contention is found in the implicit logic of the EST, namely, Russia will have the power of veto over all security-related decisions of NATO and the EU, just as it does in the OSCE. 
If the EST fails to garner support, Russia will gain the freedom and additional legitimacy to build its own ‘sphere of privileged interest’ even more overtly, consolidate and institutionalise its control over post-Soviet space.  This contention is centred in a paradox: failure by key western Euro-Atlantic states to ratify a legally binding treaty represents a successful outcome for Russia and its friends and allies.  Russia is able to argue that in an open and transparent manner it advanced an alternative to the status quo in multiple international forums, repeatedly and at the highest levels.  Its proposal was rejected primarily by EU and NATO member states.  These states rejected it as the status quo upholds best their state interests.  To avoid a double standard, Russia will now look to see how best it can preserve and secure its own interests.  In this sense, apparent failure to achieve the stated primary intended outcome cloaks strategic success – the achievement of the undeclared real purpose of the proposal - the consolidation and institutionalization of Russian influence in post-Soviet space.   
This outcome would then result in a redivision of Europe and the long-term coexistence of two groups of states operating on the basis of partly different principles: in the politico-military sphere this can be understood as market-authoritarian or neutral non-NATO and market-democratic NATO. In the process, the solidarity of western space – particularly of the NATO alliance – will have been undermined and the EST ‘divide and conquer’ process proved effective.  This would be especially a concern had a minority of NATO states demonstrated a willingness to sign the treaty proposal, while a majority opposed it.
Conclusions: The Crossroads of European Collective Security

Where does the EST go from here?  In July 2010 Armenia declared itself supportive of the EST, while Romania opposed it and this fundamental divergence on the perceived utility of the EST in Euro-Atlantic space suggests an eventual stalemate in the process of discussing the EST to Russia’s declared conclusion. By mid-2010 perceptions, narratives and mood music between Russia and western interlocutors around the EST proposal become all important.  
Russia has initiated a debate: is European security architecture, structures and norms fit for purpose?  If not, how can they be strengthened and made to work more efficiently, effectively and with greater legitimacy?  How does the Russia-EU reset with its ‘partnership for modernization’ agenda impact on this debate?  What of the ‘Towards a Union of Europe’ concept?   Rather than such a radical step, in the shorter term the process of discussions, exchanges of perspectives and consultations engendered by the EST initiative, are more likely to help build mutual trust and confidence as this deficit is the underlying fundamental source of tension between Russia and many other states in Euro-Atlantic space.  What can NATO do to address this deficit in Russia; what can Russia do to address this deficit in NATO?  Discussions through the EST to reassess European security structures, and propose reforms to existing institutions and practice are valuable as in this sense they address the real agenda – lack of trust.  Some rebalancing of the various dimensions of the OSCE, with an increased importance attributed to its politico-military dimension may be the outcome, as well as the launching of arms control negotiations and the provision of further Euro-Atlantic legitimacy to the CSTO.
European security should be also viewed through a global prism, which integrates systemic change into its analysis.  Centripetal and centrifugal forces are in flux, shaping an international system and inter-state relations that appears to be uncertain and ambiguous: the first decade of the 21st century has been marked by a more visible and rapidly growing power shift from Euro-Atlantic space to East and South Asia; interconnectedness and interdependence in a global information age is evidenced by the range of systemic and transnational challenges that have risen in strategic importance.  As the world is still held in balance and the tipping point between US primacy in the international system though challenged still predominates, the hypothesis that cooperative impulses will still prevail over more competitive or conflictual, continues to be evidenced.  When we look at potential challengers, it appears that China is neither willing nor yet able with ‘new Asia’ too uncertain and influx, India too regional and emergent in focus, Russia too dysfunctional, reactive and no longer resurgent and the EU increasingly lacking political will, (to act in a coherent and strategic manner).  The US faces the real possibility of decision-making gridlock after the November 2010 mid-term elections and domestic political polarization has reached unprecedented levels. Nevertheless, a determined US president will likely adopt a more activist foreign policy, if only to compensate for domestic impotence.  Thus, for the present, a Great Power truce looks set to hold, if only as a temporary default holding position until further power (re)distribution and (re)accumulation has taken place.  
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