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INTRODUCTION
Ukraine under Yanukovych has officially declared itself a ‘non-block’ state.  Foreign Minister Konstiantyn Hryshchenko talks of a ‘new Ukrainian pragmatism’ in foreign policy;
 but argues that this does not mean ‘indifference, separation’ or Swedish-style neutrality. Ukraine will remain open to all forms of cooperation with the rest of the world.

But the world itself is changing rapidly. The 1990s paradigm of a uni-polar world centred on the ever-expanding influence and values of the West is gone. Europe in particular seems to have reached the point of ‘expansion fatigue’ for both the EU and NATO. The long years of introspection over the constitutional process and the Lisbon Treaty have been prolonged by the Euro crisis. 

The hyper-pragmatic Obama administration seems to be drifting into a position of ‘offshore balancing’. The US’s instrumental reset with Russia is designed to assist US policies in Iran and Afghanistan. Russia comes second, and the East European states rightly see themselves as at best a distant third.

Ukraine must find its place not just in a multi-polar world, but in a multi-polar Europe. Russia and Turkey no longer seek to join the West as junior partners but see themselves as regional powers (with a global voice) in their own right. They also challenge the EU’s ‘post-modern’ approach to foreign policy – pooling sovereignty, economic integration and an emphasis on soft power – with traditional nineteenth century concepts such as great power status, spheres of influence and hard power capacities. At the same time, the global economic crisis has redefined Russia’s view of its ‘sphere of privileged interests’ - Russia is also simultaneously worried about a ‘sphere of responsibility’ and of picking up too many bills.

China meanwhile is quietly emerging not just as another economic player in Eastern Europe, but one that eschews the conditional engagement that is the EU’s traditional modus operandi.

The war in Georgia and the global economic crisis have put all these changes in sharper light. President Medvedev’s European Security Treaty proposals were a first attempt to open up the discussion, but have been shunted into the Corfu Process, where most major European states hope to talk them to death. The Russian proposals are vague; the idea of a new legal order is not matched by Russian commitment to previous legal commitment on the ground. But they have the merit of pointing out both the gaps in the post-Cold War security order in Europe, and the lack of a new paradigm to replace the out-dated vision of the 1990s.
This lack of new security thinking is most obvious in the Black Sea region, where the European presence is weakest and the decline of US interest most obvious. 

Where does Ukraine fit in this emerging security debate? What specific contribution can it make to thinking outside the box of the old paradigms of the 1990s? The following contributions hope to make this clear.

THE CHANGING SECURITY ENVIRONMENT FOR EASTERN EUROPE 

ANDREW WILSON

2008 is the new 1989, a defining moment for a new political era and for political leaders, new and old. The economic crisis has produced a ‘new Westphalianism’, the ‘renationalisation’ of foreign policies and a new hard-edged emphasis on geo-economics and even mercantilism as world leaders grow increasingly introspective. There is a new emphasis on domestic politics and the rise of populism, spreading even to leaders who are not natural populists themselves. The renewed emphasis on the traditional nation-state has meant the return of realpolitik and hard security problems. Grand Projects, such as maintaining the expansion of NATO and the EU to Eastern Europe, are off the agenda.

The Global Economic Crisis is fast becoming the ‘European Economic Crisis’. US GDP is recovering, and rising powers like China and India are cementing their relative gains and parleying that into political power; while the EU is beset by the crisis in the Euro zone. Within the EU, this means the declining weight of both the southern tier and  the new eastern member states – the former because they are stereotyped as fiscally fragile ‘PIGS’, the latter mainly unfairly, as they are used to budget discipline after the long accession process. The Spanish Presidency was therefore badly-timed and largely fruitless. It is increasingly difficult to get anything done in the EU without building coalitions around France and Germany.

The EU is currently preoccupied with internal issues. There was not much of a post-Lisbon bounce, institutional rivalries have multiplied and there are new people finding their feet in Brussels. The foreign policy machinery is fixated with building the External Action Service. The EAS and the Euro crisis crowd out everything else; the EU is barely noticing what is happening in the outside world.

The Eastern Partnership (EaP) has decoupled the eastern and southern ‘neighbourhoods’ and created the potential for a conditionality approach in a national context. But it is torn between ‘enlargement-lite’ and a more geopolitical approach to Eastern Europe. Contrary to some expectations, the EaP has at least survived the Spanish and Belgium EU Presidencies, but it desperately needs a re-launch under the Hungarian and Polish Presidencies in 2011, or risk becoming a ‘Mediterranean Union 2.0’ – another technical talking shop. 

Baroness Ashton has at least defined her three key tasks as the EAS, the neighbourhood and strategic partners, and has taken a personal interest in Ukraine and Turkey; but on Ukraine her responsibilities overlap with Füle and Oettinger.

In the first half of 2009, the EU made a big push on energy issues, including national energy security planning for individual member states and the abortive gas deal with Ukraine, but this has faded in 2010. Not every new pipeline can be built – there isn’t enough gas - but the beginning of work on Nordstream threatens the strategic standoff long exploited by the energy transit states. Shale gas and LNG provide a potential strategic response, but will require serious investment. 

The Eastern Partnership is, however, balanced by the rise of a less formal but still effective ‘Russian Neighbourhood Policy’, backed by Russia’s increasing geopolitical confidence. Russia lost 8% of its GDP in 2009, but most of its neighbours lost more. Unlike the West, whose natural instinct is to revert to utilitarian cost-cutting in recession, Russia is prepared to invest in making long-term strategic gains. Russia has met some soft power setbacks in the neighbourhood, not least because of its simultaneous use of hard power. But it is unlikely to retrench, as its world-view depends on great power status derived from a central position as a pole in a multi-polar world. Russia also thinks the economic crisis will replace flat ‘globalisation’ with lumpy ‘regionalisation’, and wants to consolidate its region. Russia aid is relatively visible in Eastern Europe – the EaP is a fiscal dwarf, the EU provides much more via its role in the IMF and other IFIs, but this is relatively invisible on the ground.

The IMF will be stretched in 2011. With the Euro Zone in trouble, Eastern Europe will be a lesser priority. The IMF will be less forgiving than it was in 2008-09.  

The Polish-Russian rapprochement that began before, but was accelerated by, the Smolensk tragedy will have profound repercussions beyond the merely bilateral. Both sides are looking to bigger strategic gains. For Moscow, Germany’s idea of a ‘partnership for modernisation’ with Russia will fly more easily if the Poles approve. Poland’s added weight, and influence on Germany, means that most of the big EU states now favour some kind of renewal of relations with Russia. France, Germany and Italy were always in favour, as was the Spanish Presidency. The Swedes dropped their objections to Nordstream in late 2009. The UK still maintains its protests over the Litvinenko affair, but also talks of a new pragmatism. 

Poland, conversely, hopes to cement its position as part of a ‘big six’ in EU affairs. Good Polish-Russian relations will only further strengthen the position of Poland in the EU. Poland also hopes to help revive the ‘Weimar triangle’ (Poland, Germany and France), which could play a leading role in a new collective ‘reset’ with Russia.

The Tusk government prefers business over geopolitics. Poland’s economic role in the east is growing: including the planned nuclear station in Kaliningrad, ‘dirty’ coal in Belarus and the proposed gas link to the Baltic States; but there is no big project to revive the Polish-Ukrainian relationship. And with weaker Polish support, countries like Ukraine lose an anchor in the balancing game between Russia and the EU, and fear that many issues will be decided over their head.

The situation in Eastern Europe since the launch of the EaP has also been transformed by the rise of other powers. 

Democratisation prompted by the EU has paradoxically led to the rise of the neo-Islamist ‘Anatolian elite’ and Turkey’s neo-Ottoman and Turkosphere foreign policy. Turkey is getting the investment it needs from the Middle East and elsewhere, without joining the EU. Turkey is no longer a supplicant, with the EU in pre-accession coaching mode; and is steadily de-coupling itself from EU foreign policy. Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoğlu is hyperactive from the Balkans to the Levant and Central Asia, even brokering talks between the Syrians and Israelis, and the Bosnians and the Serbs. Davutoğlu laid the conceptual groundwork for this approach in his book Strategic Depth, talking about Turkey as a pivotal country (merkez ülke ), which is the centre-point of concentric power circles. Turkish and EU goals largely overlap in the Balkans; in the Caucasus Turkey sees its main interlocutors as Russia and the US; in the Middle East there is more of a vacuum for Turkey to exploit. Though this makes Turkey less of a power further north (in Moldova, Ukraine and Belarus). 

Yanukovych’s Back Sea Fleet deal will extend the de facto Russo-Turkish condominium in the Black Sea.

The Russia-Turkey ‘special relationship’ is expanding to include a nuclear plant and energy pipelines, and to a possible common approach to third parties like Syria and Iran. Russia has got over its initial nervous reactions to Turkey’s and Armenia’s as-yet lukewarm rapprochement.

Ukraine under Yanukovych seems more likely to join the big two in the Black Sea, rather than act like Romania which has encouraged ‘extra-regional powers’ in to balance the two, as well as making alliances with the smaller states – Georgia and Azerbaijan.

The security paradigm for the Black Sea has not been redefined since the shock of the Georgia war in 2008. The region was profoundly affected by the end of CFE; NATO expansion has come to a dead-end; there are too many overlapping alphabet mini-agencies. The twentieth BSEC anniversary in 2012 provides an opportunity for redefinition.

China’s entry as a serious player into Eastern Europe provides local leaders with more wriggle room, especially Belarus. Moldova has a $1 billion loan, and Belarus a trade credit for $5.7 billion, so in relative terms Ukraine’s relationship with China is still under-developed. The same effect comes when East European states play with other powers, such as Belarus with Venezuela, or Azerbaijan with Iran.

Obama’s foreign policy is the language of priorities. If you are part of the solution you will have US friendship, if you are part of the problem you will have their attention; otherwise you are out of the picture. The USA’s instrumental reset with Russia puts Eastern Europe third or fourth, and there are no more Brzezinskis (i.e. East Coast East European intellectuals) to convince Washington of its intrinsic historical importance. The USA is losing interest in neo-con style democracy promotion, and retreating to the position of an ‘offshore balancer’. Russian ‘reset’ is a perceived success in Washington (the US’s other ‘openings’ have gone nowhere), but US politics are so polarised that the Republicans may attack Obama on the issue at the next elections, especially as the US has few direct business interests in Russia, compared to China. The EU will therefore need to find a reset consensus of its own, pushing Eastern Europe even further down the priority list.

Up till 2008-09, NATO had bet the business on Afghanistan and expansion in Eastern Europe. Sensibly, Andres Fogh Rasmussen is now diversifying the portfolio with his own Russia ‘reset’. East European states have yet to adjust to this new paradigm. Germany is leading a campaign to invite Russia into NATO membership, which would allow Ukraine and other CIS states a possible route back in. 

Response options for Eastern Europe

The predominant foreign policy strategy in Eastern Europe can be described as a type of ‘collective Titoism’. Local states are weak, corrupt elites are entrenched, and ‘European choice’ is more virtual than real; so local leaders use the game of balance to extract resources from both Russia and the West and excuse their lack of reform. (Unlike post-war Yugoslavia therefore, which was relatively prosperous in its region, this type of Titoism benefits elites more than mass publics). Russia hoped to use the demonstration effect of its hard power in the war in Georgia to reign in the local Titos; but the war, and Russia’s recognition of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, had the opposite effect, only further encouraging local leaders to hedge their bets.

But the balancing game is always being recalibrated. Yanukovych’s Ukraine is playing the game closer to the Russian pole; Belarus is moving, but only crab-like, in the opposite direction. It makes no sense to claim that Ukrainian foreign policy suddenly became ‘uni-vectoral’ under President Yanukovych in 2010. A one-sided policy for states like Ukraine makes no sense. 

A second option is to try harder in the joining game. Moldova’s ‘preemptive implementation’ runs against the logic of Titoism by delivering change (biometric passports, tighter border controls) with no promise of anything in return. It will be interesting to see if it lasts. For the other Eastern Partnership states, there is little incentive to make ‘pre-accession’ reforms, which can be compared to strenuous exercises in the warm-up area, risking injury before the start of the actual game.

A third option is to broaden the balancing game by seeking links to the ‘WWW’ (the World without the West).
 Increasingly this will mainly mean China, whose expanding role in Eastern Europe has both an instrumental mercantilist logic and the geopolitical aim of balancing Russia. It is notable that in recent discussions between Russian and Chinese intellectuals, the Chinese sounded like EU officials, supporting East European sovereignty and opposing the idea of a Russian sphere of influence in the region.

As it has already shown in Africa, China imposes fewer conditions on its financial support, making the types of conditionality engagement that is the EU’s traditional modus operandi much more difficult. China’s powerhouse economy has also decoupled the ideas of democracy and prosperity, which were assumed to be different sides of the same coin in the Fukuyaman 1990s. In a world that is increasingly multi-polar in ideas as well as poles of influence, it is easier for East European elites to pick and chose. Ukrainian Foreign Minister Konstiantyn Hryshchenko says Ukraine should ‘use all that is best from China’s experience’.
 Eastern Europe as a whole will increasingly look at a broader range of development models. Georgian talk of ‘Singaporism’ – soft authoritarianism and a low tax, low regulation economy – used to make it an outlier, but the trend will spread.

Ukraine

Where does Ukraine fit in? Several factors should be noted that are specific to Ukraine.

The reputational damage that Ukraine has steadily suffered over the last few years. Some might date this as early as the fall of the first orange government in 2005; others to the parliamentary crisis of 2007, the gas crisis of January 2009, or the failure to implement EU and IMF agreements in the rest of 2009.

The length of the list explains the nature of the problem. It will also make the Titoist balancing game harder for Ukraine in the long-run. De facto blackmail in the short run may lead to disengagement by other powers in the long run.

The rest of world has become susceptible to the argument of stability-above-all in Ukraine. Orange politicians only have themselves to blame if Yanukovych exploits this to build up his domestic power.

Ukraine under Yanukovych has, however, surprised many observers by playing the balancing game so close to Russia. It is not yet clear which of five potential hypotheses explain this:

(i) Ukraine has been taken over by genuine Russophiles.

(ii) The turn towards Russia was solely motivated by the desire for cheap gas, and is therefore short-term. 

(iii) It is driven by a revival of joint Russo-Ukrainian corruption in complicated transit and arbitrage schemes.

(iv) Ukraine is playing a sequential balancing game: first it will try and get all it can from the Russians, then it will turn to the West.
(v) Yanukovych is using Russia to help consolidate domestic political control, which is his real priority.
Ukraine may have adjusted the game of balance as far as it wants, and no further. If it plays a game of ‘sequential bargaining’, however – now turning to the West having got most of what it wants out of Russia – it must work hard to repair the bridges it has burnt in the last few months (sending Brussels the wrong signals with Yanukvych’s first visit, giving the US no advance notice of the Kharkiv deal when Yanukovych was in Washington).

Without a NATO MAP and without wanting to join the CSTO (which would also threaten Titoism in the long run), Ukraine has a natural interest in novel security solutions, such as shifting Medvedev’s European Security Initiative out of the Corfu Process, where the OSCE is talking it to death, and reviving and expanding the 1994 Budapest Memorandum.

There is still plenty of space for creative thinking by Ukraine in this area, however. In fact, given that many EU states are wary of the Medvedev proposals, but accept that there are plenty of lacunae in the post-Cold War security order (and Ukraine is the biggest lacuna), new security thinking is potentially Ukraine’s key potential value-added to Europe as a whole, especially to states like Germany, and its burgeoning trilateral dialogue with Poland and Russia, that are interested in a more general discussion emerging out of the Medvedev proposals.

The Washington non-proliferation summit is a potential good example. Ukraine provided the Obama administration with the headlines it needed from an otherwise fruitless event last April; but it is unclear what Ukraine will trade this for going forward. The idea of revisiting 1994 and attempting to win retrospective credit for Ukraine’s renunciation of nuclear ambitions sixteen years ago is simply unrealistic. 

ONE EUROPE: A WIN-WIN STRATEGY OR A ZERO-SUM GAME

IRINA KOBRINSKAYA

Will Realpolitik prevail on the European continent? 

The return of Realpolitik into the realm of international relations became visible in the middle of the 2000s. By the end of the decade R. Kagan said: “the dreams ended and the history returned”. The cardinal changes were preconditioned by a number of varying factors. Suffice it to mention the following:

· the discord in Transatlantic relations, caused, or rather aggravated, by the war in Iraq;

· the initial phase of the shift of the United States from unconditional hegemonic leadership to a course aimed at sharing global responsibility with its European partners;

· institutional problems in the European Union, aggravated at the end of the decade by the global financial-economic crisis. Re-nationalization has become a means to stabilize national economies and societies. For many years the EU and NATO Europeanized Germany, now there are concerns regarding the Germanization of Europe;

· the accelerated and incomplete process of nation-state-building and national identity-building in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe. These modernist processes coincided with the post-modern phase of European integration and Transatlantic security building, and in these circumstances could not be fully accomplished. Thus, in the mid-2000s, well before the beginning of the crisis, re-nationalization, national-populism in the CEE countries became a serious headache for the European Union and its leading members;

· Russia’s changing position and influence in world affairs;

· the war in Afghanistan;

· the competition for recourses;  

· the global financial-economic crisis, etc.

Twenty years after the “velvet revolutions” the world is entering into the next phase of transition with unpredictable results. According to former Polish Foreign Minister Prof. A.D. Rotfeld, the future political system will be determined by three key processes: 

· the drift of the old and new global powers aimed at providing a dominant role in the global decision-making process;

· the gradual shift of the United States towards a policy of self-limitation, particularly in the regions which are not of high priority to American national interests; 

· the increasing number of weak and failed states, unable to provide for the need of their people.

M.T. Burrows, adviser to the US National Intelligence Council (NIC) and head of the «Global Trends 2025: A Transformed World» Project, regards the discord between national interests and global trends as a key problem of effective global governance in the future. 

Whether Realpolitik will prevail on the European continent depends on the duration of key factors? Currently the outbreak of Realpolitik is:

· partly a compensatory phenomenon, as it makes up for 10-15 years of illusions and snoozing, and in the CEE countries – for the delay and distortions in nation-state and national identity-building;

· of a geo-economic, rather than geopolitical, nature.   

Already at present, the scale of global threats, risks and challenges compels Transatlantic partners to overcome discord, formulate a new coordinated approach, and to share the burden equally in order to balance the rise of new world powers. 

In order to guarantee, firstly, Euro-Atlantic security, and to cope with instability in conflict-potential regions and, secondly, to secure sustainable economic development vis-à-vis the advent of the Asian powers, Transatlantic allies need cooperation with Russia.

By being included into the Euro-Atlantic realm Russia and its policy: 

· becomes much more predictable. Thus, the space for geopolitical rivalry diminishes;
· focuses on modernization.  Regarding the use of alternative energy sources in Industry; the next revolution in energy-saving technologies and, thus, the weakening of competition for resources and transit routes – which translates into the weakening of Russian energy companies’ positions – Russian leadership is focusing on modernization, cooperation with technological powers in order to prevent a negative scenario;
With closer Euro-Atlantic (US-EU-Russia) cooperation, the countries of Central Europe and Eastern European countries – CIS and Eastern Partnership (EP) members (Ukraine, Belarus, Moldova) lose both levers and incentives for political maneuvers to stir up Realpolitik.. 

At the same time the experience of the last 20 years is likely to strengthen the pragmatic approach regarding political, security and economic policies in the majority of the world as well as in the regional powers, and inevitably in the countries of the CEE and EP. The most recent examples – the Polish-Russian rapprochement and the Ukrainian drift towards Russia. 

But sensible selfishness and pragmatism are hardly equal to Realpolitik: while at first it may lead to a win-win situation, Realpolitik is a zero-sum game.

A New European Security Architecture: The Russian Approach.

Initiated by Russia in 2008 the discussion of a new European, or rather Euro-Atlantic security architecture (EASA) offers a broad spectrum, depth and new ideas in Europe and in the United States. The Western approach, in some respects, is more bold and far-reaching than the Russian one. Recent proposals regarding Russia’s eventual membership in NATO put forth by a group of very influential and world-renowned German politicians, or the idea of special privileged status for Russia in its relationship with the EU, suggested by French Academician Hélène Carrère d'Encausse in the aftermath of President Medvedev’s successful visit to France, or the set of ideas articulated by State Secretary Hilary Clinton
 – all, a year ago, were either unimaginable or would sound as liberal wishful thinking. Today they have become issues of substantive dialogue and even political-military bargaining. 

In some ways, the discussion regarding the new European or Euro-Atlantic security, as stipulated by Medvedev’s initiative, is much more substantive than the draft of the European Security Treaty (EST) published on 29 November 2009. The EST draft is criticized in Russia and in the West for a number of reasons. 

Still, in the West there are hardly those who question the principle of the indivisibility of European security or reject equality in the new security architecture for Russia, which is in need. Experts and politicians in both Russia and – recently on a much wider scale – the West try to answer the questions put forth objectively by Russia, in order to find methods of improving an obsolete and ineffective security system which would include Russia itself.  

Why so? An ongoing discussion over EASA is due to the coincidence of objective and subjective internal and external political and security factors and interests, their synergy being enhanced by the global financial-economic crisis – a situation as rare as the parade of planets.
 The new Ukrainian administration’s surprisingly swift rapprochement with Russia, as well as the rapprochement in Russian-Polish relations before, and in the aftermath of, the Smolensk tragedy, add to this picture.  

The present situation is virtually unprecedented in history. The “velvet revolutions” era on the brink of the 1990s could be viewed, in part, as a parallel. Unfortunately, at that time the opportunities for a Russia-West rapprochement and integration were missed. But the 20th anniversary of the fall of the Berlin wall has also acted as an impetus to push forward the debates on the EASA. 

Though the current debate demonstrates good political will on the part of the West, the analysis of the discussions demonstrates the lack of understanding or the indifference or the neglect behind the rationale of the Russian initiative. For the West, with respect to the modernization of the European security system and in the face of real challenges, risks and threats, it is more important to know “how” to practically involve Russia, but not “why” Russia also needs or wishes it. 

This approach is understandable and justified taking into account the uncertainties regarding Russian internal development. Russian rhetoric remains ambivalent, sending controversial messages. Still, the analysis of Russian foreign and domestic policy documents, as well as policy per se, suggest that the rationale is based on three existential imperatives: 

· The necessity to modernize Russia. Modernization cannot be realized without an in-depth and full-scale cooperation with the West, first and foremost with the European Union; 
· To make Russia a state of law, a state of strong democratic institutions;

· To provide for an unquestionable acceptance of Russia as a legitimate member of the Euro-Atlantic community. To finalize – or come closer to the finalization of – the process of Russian identification as a European market, democratic, and regional power. Correct, proper rooting of this identity is a basic prerequisite for the realization of the two aforementioned goals. Identity building schizophrenia remains the key factor of Russian domestic and foreign policy decision-making. 

Thus the rationale is of a complex “intermestic” (international-domestic) nature but it is mostly based on the need of economic and political modernization.
 

In the meantime the rationale of Russia’s Western partners in looking for solutions to include Russia into the Euro-Atlantic security architecture is more of a hard security per se and of a political nature as well. Among the main tasks to be reached through closer interaction with Russia are:

· Coping with global security threats and challenges of a traditional and non-traditional nature (Afghanistan; the Middle East; nuclear and other WMD proliferation; terrorism; etc.);

· To neutralize the uncertainties and balance the eventual disparities connected with the rise of the new global centers of power, first and foremost China;
 

· To guarantee in the Euro-Atlantic realm the continuation of American leadership in the security sphere even in a new post-unipolar and post-unilateral world;

· To guarantee the effective functioning of NATO over the long course;

· To strengthen the positions and increase the profile of the European Union as a global political player; 

· To strengthen, when possible via cooperation with Russia in building a new European security structure, the national profiles of the leading European nations, both for international (EU, EU-NATO, relations with the US) and domestic political reasons. 

Thus, united by common threats, risks and challenges Russia and the West would want to reach common ground regarding the program and format of mutual actions without taking into account the specificity of each others’ rationale, which, in turn only deepens distrust and feeds the cold-war security mentality and logic. 

Taking into account the interests of both sides in a qualitatively new type of cooperation,  cooperation a la permanent allies, the task of primary importance is to find a complex solution, which will allow:

· firstly, and in the near future, to prove the existence of the new Russia-Western security format. As suggested by German politicians, ‘it will be in the interest of both sides to  define concrete interim steps. This could include the NATO countries and Russia issuing a joint declaration, at the beginning of the accession process, to use none of their weapons against each other, and that their nuclear weapons serve only one purpose: to prevent the use of nuclear weapons’; 

· secondly, to go steadily ahead along traditional ways of arms control, disarmament and confidence-building measures (the CFE, START, ABM). Of course, of a decisive significance for the progress along this dimension will be a signing and ratification of a new US-Russian START treaty.   

Presently, Western partners in Europe and in the USA are putting forth clear-cut and sometimes break-through ideas and solutions, beginning with the opening of NATO’s door to Russia and including institutional modernization and arms control measures. 

The New European Security Architecture: Limits and Barriers

Towards the formation of the new European security architecture there are well-known and unpredictable obstacles. 

There are time limits, set by the electoral cycles in the United States and Russia. Problems would arise if the new START would not be ratified by Congress before the autumn elections. 

There is an open and hidden opposition to a new Russia-Western rapprochement on the part of many countries in the post-Soviet sphere (such as in Belarus or Georgia or Ukraine − countries which are receiving dividends from the controversies between the two parties).

But the most serious hurdle towards this endeavor is the opposition to a rapprochement in the West, particularly in NATO, and in Russia. As prominent German politicians openly admit, “there is no consensus over how to appraise and handle Russia, a fundamental question over which the members of the alliance and the EU are deeply divided. One of the key bones of contention is that, for historical reasons, the new members of NATO define their security as being directed against Russia, while the imperative for Western Europe is that security in and for Europe can only be achieved with and not against Russia. …For this reason, in its internal debate with Eastern European skeptics, NATO must make it clear what the alliance stands to gain if Russia is gradually brought on board as a full member”.
  

The Future of Euro-Atlantic Security

The process of building a new Euro-Atlantic security will not be revolutionary, but rather evolutionary – no expansion, no enlargement, no new structures. Small steps – big deeds. The aim – to build trust. Very significant in the initial and interim stages is arms control: the ratification of START, joint ABM, and the rehabilitation of the CFE;

In this new situation, neighboring countries are, de facto, in one boat with Russia and the West. How to define their status?

1. Non-allied status, declared by the new Ukrainian administration is regarded as positive and is supported by Russia and NATO. It closes the most irritant issue of NATO expansion. It is very respectful – but very demanding: it demands political stability (no weak state can afford this status); it is financially demanding;   

2. Thus, there is a need for comprehensive Euro-Atlantic agreements to lessen this burden:

· Non-use of force

· Crisis-management and conflict-regulation

· Coordination and inclusion into joint security activities

· Possible security guarantees;

Finally, a new Euro-Atlantic security system may not appear as wishful thinking, if all the stakeholders take into account the 3Cs: Crisis; China; Climate.   

CAN UKRAINE BE A GAME-CHANGER IN THE RUSSIA-TURKEY TANDEM?   

OPEN UKRAINE FOUNDATION’S ANALYSIS
As the European Union continues to show signs of disintegration, coping with the worst crisis in its history, a number of compelling questions arise regarding both the future of this union and of its surroundings. One man’s loss is another man’s gain. If there is one thing geopolitics doesn’t tolerate, it’s a power vacuum on the international stage. With the pains of the Euro-zone so clearly exposed, and the project of European unification so predictably – and yet with such bitter surprise  –  failing to function in crisis mode, the niche of Europe’s economic beacon may become vacant, at least for a while. Because the EU is weakening, it might mean a new game for a whole array of countries which only recently seemed clearly offside. 

It just so happens that at least three of these countries are situated within the Black Sea area: Turkey, Russia and Ukraine. Three different stories… Three geopolitical “stray dogs” hungry for success and recognition…Three political powers that only recently were regarded by the EU as outsiders, but now may find themselves positioned on Europe’s new horizon.  

Turkey has the longest history of relations with the European Union – a story of success and failure at the same time. For a number decades Ankara attempted to become in the eyes of the West (firstly vis-à-vis the United States, secondly vis-à-vis the European Union) an enclave and agent of influence in the Muslim world. Entire generations of young Turks were raised to the tune of the official pro-Western, pro-NATO and pro-EU mantras. 

And although Turkey’s pro-European stance did not quite yield the expected results vis-à-vis acquiring EU membership, the nation clearly gained from its bond with the West. Thousands of young managers received the best US and EU college education that money could buy. Once again, Western institutions of higher learning proved to be a most effective “soft power” tool of changing things globally, peacefully and – to a great extent – discreetly, simply by introducing exchange students to freedom and market economy. As a result, just like China, Japan, South Korea and India, Turkey is, in fact, run by the US/EU-educated elite – smart, creative and understandable to the world. 

Yet, despite these close bonds with the West, including NATO-membership and EU-candidate status, Turkey never really took off as a global power nor even as a regional leader; the reasons being both political and historic in nature, for Turkey and the EU alike. The result has become a bitter disappointment for Turkey and an engaged search for historic answers outside the conventional EU paradigm within Turkey’s elite. 

Nowadays things are changing dramatically. On the one hand, Ankara suddenly finds itself in the unusual role as creditor of some EU members and the rock of stability in the tempest of crisis, as evidenced by the freedom flotilla events, while on the other hand, Turkish-Israeli relations seem to have disintegrated and US-Turkey relations remain unstable.  Nevertheless, Ankara seems to be gaining leadership ground both in the Muslim world and in the Black Sea region. This new-found national self-consciousness obtained a powerful voice in the person of the acclaimed politician/intellectual, Turkey’s Foreign Minister Ahmed Davutoglu.  

His assertive “maximum cooperation” concept with Turkey’s neighbors is the new top-seller in the region’s political game plan, running in striking contrast to the EU’s rather shallow and insincere “Eastern Partnership” policy.  

Thus, is Turkey the new answer to the question of East-West dialogue in general, and the future of Europe’s East in particular? Does it have the potential to become an alternative gravitation pole to the EU? Do the Turkey-Iran-Brazil triangle, the Turkey-Armenia reconciliation and Mr. Davutoglu’s charter diplomacy mark the birth of a new regional and perhaps global super-player? 

The potential is clearly there. Yet, so are Turkey’s handicaps. (a) – The country is still split, torn by the domestic Kurd, Islamic and Cyprus problems. And (b) – any Muslim country, even with Turkey’s strong secularist credentials will encounter problems when attempting to exert its influence in the Christian world, especially along the northern coast of the Black Sea. 

Russia has its own game to play, including the Black Sea area. It is overconfident geopolitically, with the mindset of a global player inherited from the cold war period. This is Moscow’s gift and curse at the same time. A gift – because the Russian nation seems relatively united around the idea of restoring its own global status in the face of what it often perceives as the West’s conspiracy to undermine Russian influence on the regional and global scene (the recent “regaining of control” in Ukraine was a real shot in the arm for Russia’s self-confidence). A curse – because a truly effective Realpolitik, so ardently aspired by Moscow can hardly be successful in the long run, if based on previous last century’s illusions. 

Russia’s true enemies are not America and the murky global “behind-the-scenes government”, but its own inability to put the economy on a modern footing. As long as the EU and, for that matter, Turkey, outweigh Russia as regional economic role models, Russia’s chance at creating its own alternative gravitas to the EU will depend largely on the support of other regional powers. 

Respectively, the modernization impulse brought in by President Medvedev is Russia’s true chance to become a real regional leader, attractive and compatible in relations with the “near abroad”. 

On the other hand, the current EU crisis, Europe’s dependence on Russian energy supplies and the compromised “European idea”, create a good nurturing ground for all kinds of separate alliances between Russia and the “old Europe” powers, namely Germany, France and Italy. The more these nations warm up to Russia, the more reserved grow the Baltic States. And thus, all of a sudden, George Friedman’s recent prediction − that the EU will ultimately collapse not because of the traditional Germany-France animosity, but due to the new and old Europe’s different approach towards Moscow -- seems to be more than the usual American doom-and-gloom talk on the EU. 

The sale of French amphibious vessels to Russia, the building of the North Stream pipeline, the newly invigorated discussions regarding Moscow’s association with the EU and reanimated idea of re-shaping NATO, so that Russia can join in, – all demonstrate that, “old Europe”: (a) needs Russia at least as much as Russia needs “old Europe”, (b) is ready to offer  Russia a new niche in its foreign policy and (c) has a very vague idea what kind of niche this is going to be. 

Ipso facto, as the EU seems to be weakening, Turkey and Russia have a strong, albeit profoundly different from each other, political disposition. Whereas Erdogan’s and Davutoglu’s Turkey will try to think European politics anew, creating new alliances and, in fact, a new, alternative mini-Europe of outsiders, Putin’s and Medvedev’s Russia will be tempted (and probably succumb to temptation) to play the old Realpolitik games with her 19th-century allies in the West. 

This does not mean that “Turkey-Russia” hasn’t the potential to become one of the new European tandems broadening Europe’s horizons, especially in the Black Sea area. Yet, it will take a serious change in the mindset to make this tandem work – both because of these two countries’ different historic backgrounds and because of their de facto competition in the region.  

The tandem can become a triangle if the third “stray dog” joins in – Ukraine. Of course, recalling Ukraine’s recent record, here we cross the line from the subjunctive mood to a mere hypothesis. Ukraine’s problem is that, historically and geopolitically, it was handed a great set of cards, but had no political elite to properly play them. In many ways it is reminiscent of the Turkey of fifty years ago – randomly stumbling through time and space like a drunken rider on a precious thoroughbred. It lacks both Russia’s self-confidence and the shrewdness of Turkey’s new elite. It has a deeply split society and constantly changing rules in the economy. 

Yet today’s time runs faster than fifty years ago. Considering Ukraine’s huge human, natural, industrial and agricultural potential, a couple of years (a decade, more likely) of stable development can work wonders. Hypothetically, the new government can at least promise as much. This is a government with the right answers (normalizing relations with Russia, focusing on the economy, drifting from empty EU-membership rhetoric to a feasible rapprochement with Europe on such issues as the FTA and a visa-free regime), but the wrong reputation. By giving the country at least some stability and self-confidence (a successful Euro-2012 can do that) Mr.Yankukovych might do one half of the job and start doing the other half – uniting the nation and patching up his own reputation. In order to do so, he will need to accomplish a real, not merely declarative “strategic balancing” act and avoid the danger looming over Ukraine – a de-facto surrender of sovereignty to Russia. 

However, there are at least three reasons why Ukraine has a good chance to omit this pitfall. For one, unlike Russia, the country does have a strong civil society (a rare positive heirloom of the Orange Revolution), which will attempt to exert influence over the government. Secondly, yielding full authority to Moscow cannot be in this government’s expense budget (let us be mindful of the fact that Ukraine’s and Russia’s oligarchs compete rather than complement each other). Thirdly, bearing in mind the contradictory record of the Russo-Byelorussian Union, Moscow itself is not quite ceratin what to want from Ukraine. 

While the real “slap in the face” in the form of Ukraine’s NATO-integration seems to have been  averted, Russia needs some breathing space to formulate a new Ukraine strategy which not necessarily will entail Ukraine’s absorption (a much too ambitious target with too much to lose if it’s missed). 

Summing up, Minister Zlenko’s old maxim that Ukraine needs to bridge the gap between being an important territory and being an important power, remains valid. President Yanukovych’s decision to immediately stop following the EU lead on the international stage was a significant one. The “Ukraine fatigue” can become the “Ukraine intrigue”. The “strategic balance” between Russia and the West, if implemented effectively (after all, this is what both the East and West were silently expecting from Kyiv) might become a trademark of President Yanukovych’s success. Or, for that matter, his failure, if like many pro-Western forces in Ukraine predict, an effective balancing act between Russia and the EU is physically impossible. 

Mr. Davutoglu’s recent outreach to Ukraine with a proposal to start a real, full-fledged strategic partnership in the Black Sea area coupled by the upcoming Kyiv visit of Premier Erdogan, will add new colors to the “Ukraine intrigue”. Official Kyiv is torn between the traditional concerns vis-à-vis the “Islamic factor” in Crimea and an opportunity to start a very promising, bold political game, with Turkey and Russia on board. It will be a test for new Ukrainian diplomacy – whether it (a) has the guts to simply enter this new game and (b) can bring some added value to the table. If Ukraine gives a positive answer to both these questions, the Black Sea can become a cradle to a daring political experiment called the Russia-Turkey-Ukraine political and economic triangle. 
	The opinions expressed in the publication do not necessarily reflect the positions of the Black Sea Trust for Regional Cooperation, a project of the German Marshall Fund of the United States.
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