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Introduction.  NATO enlargement and EU expansion: Challenges for the Newly Independent States

The purpose of this Report is to analyze the current situation of the so-called “frozen and forgotten” conflicts in post-Soviet states in the light of the latest evolutions. The importance and value of the Report derive from its goals and consist in the identification of a) the challenges of NATO and EU enlargement for the Newly Independent States, b) the role and limitations of external factors, such as the U.S., EU, OSCE and, especially Russian factor, in promotion of peaceful solution and c) the opportunities to create a successful case and to avoid a false model of such conflicts resolution. 

What are the chances of transferring various proposals, recommendations and scenarios for conflict resolution from research papers and memos into practical solutions? What happened in Istanbul? When will Georgia, Azerbaijan, Ukraine and hopefully Moldova join the Euro Atlantic community? How important is the Russian connection to “frozen and forgotten” conflicts? What is the business of ethno-political conflicts and how vested interests impact on the prospects for conflict resolution? Will Transnistria set a good or a bad precedent for reintegration of Moldova? What are the national and international mechanisms that can secure and guarantee the re-integration of secessionist regions and prevent their transformation from de-facto into de-jure independent states? 

I will try to address some of these critical issues of the post-Soviet conflicts, assuming from the very beginning that there is no general applicable solution and that each case is unique to some extent, and, thus, it requires different approaches, even though there are many similarities.

                                               *    *    *

The NATO (28-29 June, 2004) summit in Istanbul is an event of the greatest importance for the new European democracies that emerged after collapse of the Soviet Union and dissolution of the Socialist bloc. For the first time, the three former Soviet Republics – Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia - and other seven former communist countries, attended the Summit as Alliance’s full-fledged members. This is not just a new quantity parameter, but also a new quality of the post-WWII situation that, along with the EU enlargement, will have a serious impact on the contemporaneous world and particularly on the Black Sea - South Caucasian-Caspian turbulent region. The recent and most robust rounds of enlargement of NATO and the European Union (EU), as mentioned in the Istanbul summit communiqué, “are a major step toward a Europe whole and free” and “NATO - EU relations now cover a wide range of issues of common interest relating to security, defense and crisis management”.
 The Atlantic Alliance and enlarged EU provide unique chances to resolve conflicts in the new countries of the Euro-Atlantic Partnership, specifically those located in the strategically important Black Sea region. The recent round of NATO and EU enlargement offers the opportunity to turn the Black Sea-South Caucasus-Caspian area into a region of stability, peace and cooperation. Such transformation will simultaneously involve and affect the United States, the European Union and NATO in their new configuration, the new democracies involved in conflicts, and Russia, which has already been engaged in separate security arrangements in this area. 

When it comes to the Newly Independent States it is hard to find a subject that is more important, more controversial or more debated among the scholars than frozen and forgotten conflicts. After the collapse of the Soviet Union there have been eight ethno-political, territorial intra- and inter-state conflicts, and eight significant potential conflicts that have not erupted into violence. The majority of them have occurred in the Black Sea – South Caucasus – Caspian region, and they represent one of the biggest challenges to security and stability of this region. Such notions as Transnistria, Abkhazia, South Ossetia, and Nagorno-Karabakh are becoming more and more familiar not only to political, diplomatic and scientific communities, but also to the general public given the high importance of finding a durable peaceful solution to these long-lasting conflicts. The four Newly Independent States – Moldova, Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan - involved in these conflicts are known as “weak states” on their thorny journey toward economic reforms, democracy and nation building. Their combined population is less than 20 million people and their combined GDP is $12 billion, which is 12 times less than the turnover of British Petroleum, for example. The combined population of the separatist “rebel” quasi-state formations within Moldova, Georgia and Azerbaijan is around one million people and their territory and economic potential are even less important. What makes these countries very important is that they are caught in the crosscurrents of the  “great powers” interests.

 
Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan are situated at the crossroads between Russia, the Middle East, Europe, and Central Asia. In the light of latest developments in Iraq and Afghanistan, this position increases the area’s importance to the United States, Russia, Turkey, Iran and the international community at large. Historically, Moldova was a country on the confluence of the Turkish, Austro-Hungarian and Russian empires.        Following Romania’s acceptance into NATO, Moldova found itself at the frontier of the Euro-Atlantic Alliance, sharing 450 kilometers of its Eastern borderline.  Thus, the unresolved Transnistrian conflict and presence of foreign troops and armaments on its territory would pose a threat not only to the independence and territorial integrity of Moldova, but also to the region of South-East Europe as a whole. As emphasized in a Washington Post editorial, “Military records show that at least 38 Alazan warheads were modified [in Transnistria] to carry radioactive material, effectively creating the world’s first surface-to-surface dirty bomb.”
 An Associated Press (AP) correspondent also stressed that the “AP investigation involving interviews with a dozen officials and experts strengthened suspicions that Transnistria is a hotbed of unregulated weapons transactions” and a “repository of rocket-mounted “dirty bombs”.
 Daniel Twining, a director of the German Marshall Fund of the US, identified Transnistria as “a leading exporter of kidnapped women to Europe, a lucrative transit territory for illicit drugs, and a key link in the arms-smuggling network that peddles the Soviet Union’s former military hardware on the international market. If Al Qaeda has not gone shopping there yet, it is only a matter of time.”

Another reason of the high “visibility” of the region’s conflicts resides in their tragic consequences. More than 30 thousands people died in the fighting.  Nearly 1.4 million people have been displaced by civil wars in Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia, a figure close to 10 percent of their population
. Massive unemployment, closed borders, crippled economies, rising criminality, human trafficking, human rights abuse - all these disasters constitute a ticking bomb of unresolved conflicts, making them the subject of concern to the international community. In the light of the Global War against Terror, it is necessary to re-assess these conflicts or, as Thomas de Waal put it, to “reinvent” the Caucasus.
 

The latest developments in Transnistria, South Ossetia, Abkhazia and Nagorno-Karabakh caught attention of the major World forums, including the NATO summit in Istanbul, as well as of DC think tanks
, influential newspapers and journals. For example, recently published articles reveal quite an interesting vision on the Georgian peaceful democratic revolution based on its President Mikheil Saakashvili ”rules for revolutionaries”: “Burrow from within”; “Use nongovernmental organizations to help build a political base”; ”Create a political movement that is modern, media-savvy and well-connected to the West”; “Never show fear”; “Do not initiate violence”; “Cultivate your enemies”
. The inevitable question arises: how frozen these conflicts are and how forgotten they are?

The current status of these conflicts is best captured by the word “stagnation”.
 The irony of this situation lies in the fact that the existing status quo of “no peace, no war” reinforces violation of human rights and hampers the development of democratic institutions and civil society – the key elements of the broad definition of security introduced in the OSCE’s ongoing Helsinki process. At the same time, this false stability permits further consolidation of the separatist regimes and encourages their transformation into effectively independent state-like structures, which undermines the sovereignty and territorial integrity of the legitimate states. 

1. American vs. European approaches to “frozen and forgotten” post-Soviet conflicts

Accidentally or not, but all major challenges in the post-Soviet states usually happen in fall: the last presidential elections in Azerbaijan and the “rose’s revolution” in Georgia, supported by the “privatization generation”
; “Kozak memorandum”, which proposed a model of the “federalization of Moldova” as a solution for Transnistria’s reintegration. All these “revolutions” happened in the spirit of old Soviet traditions - in October or November.  Some Moldovan newspapers close to authorities predicted a “coup d’etat” after the Tbilisi scenario, an anti-communist “sunflower” putsch that would take place in Moldova in coming October, ostensibly “inspired” by NATO and EU enlargement. This idea, borrowed from the Soviet archives, is featuring George Soros as the “main instigator and sponsor” of the putsch, the representatives of the United States International Republican Institute (IRI) and National Democratic Institute (NDI) in Moldova – as its coordinators, and the leaders of opposition   parties – “Democratic Moldova” and Christian Popular and Democratic Party (PPCD) – as the main executants of this scenario.
 

All these events demonstrate that Azerbaijan, Armenia, Georgia and Moldova continue to be in the “zone of political turbulence”. The latest evolutions in this region have turned upside-down the Western perceptions of local ethno-political conflicts and prospects for their solution. The most important, in my opinion, is the fact that for the first time during the last decade, the United States adopted a more balanced stance toward the situation in the region by redefining (smoothing) its Russia-first approach. This inspires hope for an equitable, long-lasting solution based on the principles of independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of the involved states. 

The United States approach to these conflicts differs in some important aspects from the European approach and this maybe crucial for their resolution prospects. The truth is that until recently the South Caucasus countries were not included in the “Wider Europe – New Neighborhood Initiative” of the EU and even their inclusion did not yet clarify their European perspectives. Similarly, there are still no clear prospects for Moldova to join the Stabilization and Association Process initiated for Southeast European countries. The European Union still has no definite strategy to integrate these countries. The former Prime-Minister of Moldova, Ion Sturza, made some interesting comments in this regard: “If you try to explain to Europeans that it is necessary to spend more money on Moldova or Ukraine or Belarus, they would say you are crazy. I am convinced,” continued Mr. Sturza, “the Europeans are too busy with internal problems – to busy with enlargement and strengthening the European institutions – that they are not capable of doing anything concrete for Moldova”.
 

At the same time undoubtedly because of the United States initiative the “frozen and forgotten” conflicts in ex-Soviet countries were brought to the international attention, including that of NATO. To confirm this hypothesis it is enough to mention recent visits to the region of Secretary of State Colin Powell, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, Deputy Secretary Richard Armitage, Assistant Secretary Elizabeth Johns, U.S. coordinator of assistance to Europe and Eurasia Carlos Pascual and many other American officials. I can’t help quoting in this context Mr. Wayne Merry, the American Foreign Policy Council Senior Associate, who recently said: “I do not seek to impose American values on Europe. But when Gerhard Schroeder sought votes by announcing that “America is different from Europe”, my response was “Yes, and thank God”.
 

Before I delve into details, I would like to make a short historical incursion on the subject based on my own experience as one of Mikhail Gorbachev’s advisors on Central and Eastern European problems in the period of sunset of the Soviet Union
. The question I will try to address is: was it possible to prevent the emergence of the so-called local conflicts, or, in the words of Georgetown professor Charles King, the “war of the Soviet succession”?

In October 1989 I found myself in Moldova, where events of national renaissance, especially in culture and language, had already taken place in the spirit of transparency and openness under Gorbachev’s perestroika and glasnost’ slogans. However, the leadership of the local party was responding to demands and peaceful demonstrations with “nyet”, “nyet,” and again “nyet,” as they considered such grievances to be the work of “nationalist extremists” and blamed Gorbachev for permitting such “freedom of expression and democratic disorder”.

A chance of finding a common ground between the then Moldovan government, emerging opposition national front and the representatives of Transnistria, to prevent the dismembering Moldova, and, thereby, the formation of a separatist creature, still existed. In my report, which as far as I know reached the office of the General Secretary without any editing (something that happened seldom
), I named the person who, in my opinion, was capable of calming the situation and preventing an escalation of the confrontation:  Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev. He could still bring the opposing camps to a civilized dialogue. Several days later, I found out that Gorbachev had decided to visit Moldova. The necessary materials as well as a detailed program were prepared. Three cargo planes with automobiles and security equipment arrived at the Chisinau airport.  Moldovan youths in national costumes waited for the General Secretary with the traditional bread and salt, and Chisinau was literally turned upside down. 

Unfortunately, something happened, as it always did. At the last moment, Gorbachev canceled his trip on the advice of Marshal Sergey Akhromeyev, a deputy representing Moldova (the Balti district) in the Supreme Soviet of the USSR. “There is nothing to do there, Mikhail Sergeyevich. They [Moldovans] are nationalists waiting for the borders to open up and to unite with Romania,” – this was the argument he used, as I found out later from one of Gorbachev’s counselors. Later on, the russophone leadership of Transnistria used the same argument to justify their boycott and separation from Moldova’s parliament, government, and other institutions of the independent and sovereign country. This was the first step into a conflict that from the very beginning was of a political and not of an ethnic character, thus different from the conflicts in the Caucasus region. The chance was lost.

Fourteen years later, on November 25th 2003, on the eve of the OSCE’s Maastricht conference, the Russian President Vladimir Putin, scheduled a surprising visit to Moldova to witness the signing of “federalization document” as a solution for the Transnitrian conflict of Moldova. This document (known as “Kozak memorandum”), elaborated in secrecy and bypassing OSCE and Ukraine as mediators, under the guidance of Dmitrii Kozak, a special envoy of the Russian president, was initialed page by page by Moldovan President Vladimir Voronin and Transnistrian separatist leader Igor Smirnov. Moldova was one inch from the so-called “solution” to Transnistria’s conflict and from creating a precedent in the region. But what kind of solution did this memorandum offer? This asymmetric federal set-up, if accepted, would have legalized and consolidated the Transnistrian criminal, in the words of Moldovan president, regime, condoned the stationing of Russian troops and ammunitions for another 15-20 years as “guarantors” of federalization; and given to Tiraspol’ veto-powers in federal policy making because of substantial overrepresentation of Transnistria and Gagauzia – another separatist region - in Moldova’s federal (central) authorities. If implemented, the Moscow’s ” federalism model for Moldova”, could be invoked as a precedent for similar federal solutions in Georgia for Abkhazia and South Ossetia, or in Nagorno-Karabakh conflict between Armenia and Azerbaijan. 

Alexander Rahr, a program director at the German Association of Foreign Policy in Moscow, mentioned recently that the political elite in Russia is increasingly treating the collapse of the Soviet Union as a mistake, and that the asymmetric federalization is, in fact, its vision of “a model of recovery of former Soviet republics”. The transformation of former Soviet republics into confederations, according to Rahr, would transform the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) into a quasi-confederation under unquestionable Russia’s dominance
. 

As fifteen years ago, everything in Moscow and Chisinau, Moldova’s capital, was prepared for Russia’s president arrival: cargo planes with automobiles and security equipment, honorary guard, Moldovan girls and boys in national costumes, traditional bread and salt… Fortunately, this time the visit was cancelled by President Voronin’s last minute rejection. The “Kozak plan” was put on hold, although it is not clear for how long. Moldovan President was informed by the then OSCE Dutch chairman Jaap de Hoop Scheffer, the U.S. Ambassador to Moldova Heather Hodges and the EU Council Secretary General Javier Solana about serious reservations that Washington and Bruxelles had concerning the Russian plan. Critical coordinating role was played by the OSCE Mission in Chisinau, headed by U.S.  Ambassador William Hill, and the then U.S. Special Negotiator for Eurasian conflicts, Ambassador Rudolf Perina, former U.S. Ambassador to Moldova. 

At the same time, the Committee to Defend Moldova’s Independence and Constitution was set up at an emergency meeting on November 24, 2004. It united a democratic opposition movements and parties. The massive demonstrations culminated on November 30 with a 50,000 - mass rally protesting against such a “federalization model” and demanding the withdrawal of Russian troops from Moldova. Thus, only combined efforts of internal democratic opposition and external influence of OSCE, EU, and the U.S. saved Moldova from becoming a failed model of federalization. In this context it is important to mention that on November 27, 2003 at the OSCE Permanent Council in Vienna, the United States for the first time openly criticized Russia’s breach of the troop-withdrawal obligation, rejected the Kozak Memorandum and criticized the double-cross that had been perpetrated on the OSCE
. 

On July 12 at his meeting with some 130 Russian ambassadors, President Putin, in an unusual display of post-Soviet deference towards neighbors, emphasized that Russia should not assume that it has the right to dominate its relations with other ex-Soviet states, but should “to make Russia’s relations with CIS members as attractive as possible”
. He also mentioned that “the latest wave of EU and NATO enlargement has created a new geopolitical environment on the European continent” and “we must not adapt to it, but rather minimize potential risks and damage to Russia’s security and economic interests”
.  

How Russia and its close CIS allies understood “minimization of the risk” was clearly shown in a recent Statement, signed on the initiative of Moscow by nine presidents from the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) that participated at the CIS head of states meeting in the Russian capital on July 3, 2004. According to statement, the OSCE does not respect such fundamental principles as “noninterference in internal affairs and respect for national sovereignty”, is focusing “exclusively on the human rights and functioning of democratic institutions dimensions” instead of concentrating on “military-political, economic, and environmental elements”, on resolution of “frozen conflicts” on the CIS territory.
 It is en-premier when the OSCE is harshly criticized on such a level as ostensibly “ineffective” organization with a “double standards policy”. Only Georgian and Azerbaijan presidents declined to sign the communiqué.  In my opinion, this is a first extremely negative reaction of Russia and its CIS allies to the recent and most robust enlargement of NATO and EU. So, the hamlethian question is: is this enlargement a turning point in the geopolitical situation on the European continent that could decisively influence the situation in the conflict areas, or, remembering William Shakespeare, it is just “much ado about noting”? 

2.
What happened in Istanbul and how this can affect the frozen and forgotten conflicts in ex-Soviet area?

At a first glance, Istanbul NATO summit did not meet the expectations. The Alliance failed to designate any CIS states as potential candidates for future enlargement rounds despite the fact that Georgia and Azerbaijan voiced their aspirations to become NATO members in 2002 (November) and in 2003 (April) respectively. These countries submitted Individual Partnership Action Plans well before the summit in a hope for their official promulgation in Istanbul. It is important to remember that Azerbaijan, Georgia, as well as Ukraine, Moldova, Uzbekistan and other CIS countries, joined the U.S. – led anti-terrorism coalition and coalition-of-the-willing in Iraq, and provided strategically important airlift transit for allied forces from Europe to Afghanistan and Central Asia. Although some political annalists consider that NATO in Istanbul almost bypassed the Black Sea-South Caucasus Region
, I would like to stress some new aspects of Istanbul that proved its historical significance and influence the conflict’s resolution prospects.

a) For the first time NATO extended its strategic interest beyond traditional area, noting the importance of the Black Sea region for Euro-Atlantic security, and encouraging to engage with partners in the strategically important regions of the Caucasus and Central Asia” and Ukraine, whose “determination to pursue full Euro-Atlantic integration” was welcomed (Communiqué, articles, 31, 40, 41). The Istanbul summit confirmed univocally the Alliance support for the “independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of all states in the Euro-Atlantic area”, reaffirming “that NATO’s door remains open to new members” (art.3), mentioning particularly Albania, Croatia and Macedonia.

b) The Alliance’s summit urged its PfP (Partnership for Peace Program) partners to fulfill their commitments to the “protection of human rights and the other fundamental freedoms and values they have adhered” (Communiqué, article 27), to “achieve consistent and measurable progress in democratic reform”, especially regarding “the conduct of free and fair elections, the guaranteeing of media freedoms” (art.40). The inclusion of democratic dimension on top of the Alliance’s priorities along with the traditional political and military aspects of security is of particular importance for the ex-Soviet countries involved in conflicts with secessionist regions.

c) One of the most important conclusions of the Istanbul 2004 NATO summit concerns the adapted Treaty of Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) as a cornerstone of European security known as “Istanbul Commitments”, approved five years ago at the OSCE “s Istanbul Forum of the head of 55 states. These commitments provided: an unconditional withdrawal of all Russian troops from Moldova’s Transnistria region and liquidation of the “unaccounted- for-treaty limited equipment” – the stocks of Russian-supplied combat hardware - deployed with Abkhaz and Transnistrian forces; closing the Gudauta base in Georgia and setting a realistic date for the closure of Russian military bases in Batumi and Akhalkalaki as well as the establishment of the verification provisions of the CFE Treaty and the Istanbul Commitments implementation, and the fulfillment of the Treaty’s principle of host-country-consent 
. None of these provisions were implemented and this issue provoked sharp debates and criticisms in Istanbul regarding Russia’s reluctance to fulfill its obligation. 

The Russian Foreign Minister Serghey Lavrov stated, for example, that, unlike the CFE Treaty, the agreements on withdrawal were of political nature, rather than of any legal connotation. He also mentioned that the remaining Russian troops and weaponry could have been removed “a long time ago” had the “two countries” – Moldova and Transdniester (?!) – come to agreement.  In his turn, Jaap de Hoop Scheffer, the NATO Secretary-General, mentioned that NATO sees a “legal, not just political” link between the ratification of the adapted CFE treaty and Russia’s “Istanbul commitments” 
. Russia de-facto is trying to get out unilaterally from the Istanbul 1999 Commitments. Russia vetoed the final document on Moldova at the last December Maastricht OSCE ministerial reunion by refusing to fulfill its 1999 troop-withdrawal obligations. This attitude also caused Secretary of State Collin Powel’s harsh criticism during his January 2004 visit to Moscow at meetings with his Russian counterparts.
 

d) A new and, to some extend, an unusual evolution was the statement of Moldovan President Vladimir Voronin at Istanbul summit. He stressed that “complete and unconditional implementation of the Istanbul 1999 OSCE decisions regarding withdrawal of foreign [Russian] troops and ammunitions from Moldova is the most important condition for the improving the situation in the Eastern part of our country”.
 It was the first open and clear statement in three years of his presidency on this crucial issue for Moldova’s peaceful reintegration. For the first time Moldova was mentioned in a separate article (32) of Istanbul Communiqué: “We remain committed to partnership with the Republic of Moldova and encourage it to make use of Partnership instruments to take forward its aspirations of promoting stability in the region as a Partner of this Alliance”.  Along with the surprising three-hour visit to Chisinau of Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld – the highest-ranking US official that ever visited Moldova – this is a clear sign that finally something is happening that can lead to defrosting of Transnistrian conflict, which is apparently becoming not so forgotten. 

The Washington Post recent editorial on Secretary Rumsfeld stop in Moldova – “ a usually overlooked country”, “the poorest nation in Europe” – is asking, “Why bother?” The U.S. Defense Secretary stressed the commitment of the United States to a “reintegrated, sovereign Moldova” and said “it remains the position of all those [NATO] countries that they require that Russians fulfill their obligations with respect to the removal of troops.” That position ought to be a key element of the Bush administration’s reaction to Mr. Putin’s growing imperial ambitions”, concluded the Washington Post.

3.
The Russian connection to “frozen and forgotten conflicts”

The Russian interests and the Russian military presence in the conflict zones is an inalienable component of the so-called “stability balance” or, in other words, “controlled [by Russia] instability”, and one of the most important factor that keeps these conflicts still alive but “frozen”. It is a part of the new Russian strategy, whose main priority remains the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), as President Vladimir Putin declared on July 7 in his Address to Ambassadors on Foreign Policy Goals and reconfirmed in his statement at a Security Council Session on July 19. He stressed that “lack of an effective Russian policy in the Commonwealth of Independent States, or even a pause in it, will unavoidably bring nothing other than the rapid filling of this political space by other, more active states.”
 According to this strategy and, specifically, to the adopted last fall Russia’s new military modernization doctrine, Moscow reserves the right to carry out preemptive military strikes abroad and to use military force on the territory of the former Soviet republics if it deems it necessary to do so. “Protection of compatriots” and national minorities’ rights within the CIS” can serve as a pretext for such actions
. As Sergey Ivanov, the Russian Defense Minister stressed, “millions of our compatriots live there. He also emphasized that it is Russia’s duty to support them on different levels, including “supplying energy to them at prices below international levels.”
 

During the last decade 100,000 citizens of Transnistria (whose total population is 650,000) became Russian citizen in accordance with the Russian Duma (Parliament) legal provisions. In the same period, and especially during 2002-2003, Russian citizenship was offered to the absolute majority of population of Abkhazia and South Ossetia (70-90%) without any consent from Georgia. Recently Duma adopted a new resolution to protect Russian citizens in these regions. Without any consent from the host countries - Moldova and Georgia - and against Istanbul 1999 OSCE decisions, Russia continues to maintain its military presence there: 1,300 personnel in Tiraspol (Moldova), 4,000 in military bases in Batumi and Akhalkalaki (Georgia). 

Russia practically holds the monopoly of peacekeeping in these conflict areas with one battalion in South Ossetia, three battalions in Abkhazia and one in Transnistria (out of the so-called Operative Group of Russian Troops – GOTR). Russian officials comment on it as the most important peacemaking factor in these regions. Andrei Kokoshin, Chairman of the State Duma Committee for CIS Affairs and Ties with Compatriots, mentioned that “the role of our peacekeepers is underestimated generally…Our peacekeepers are staying in Transnistria already for almost 12 years; in South Ossetia and in Abkhazia there is practically not a single person killed or wounded. Where can we see such a result of NATO’s peacekeepers?”

I do not want to go into details of the so-called “effectiveness” of Russian peacekeepers, but it is important to remember that direct implications of the Russian military forces and substantial deliveries of Russian military equipment played a decisive role in the separatists regimes’ victory over Moldova and Georgia in the local wars of Soviet succession twelve years ago and contributed to the freezing of these conflicts. Even the general military prosecutor of the Russian Federation recently recognized this fact. He confirmed that during 1992-1996, 150 units of military equipment and 3 thousand tons of different military patrimony of the Operative Group of Russian Troops (GOTR) were transferred to the separatist administration of Transnistria and this transfer was legalized by the Russian government post-factum, on July 17th 1996.
 

There is no secret that Russian military presence decisively contributed to the victory of Abkhazian secessionists in war of 1992, when SU-25 and SU-27 fighter aircrafts, tanks and other Russian heavy weaponry were used against Georgians with subsequent Moscow’s “successful” brokerage of a cease-fire under quietly proclaimed neutrality. The latest events in South Ossetia, where Georgian police forces intercepted and seized a Russian convoy with military equipment, including 160 unguided missiles, ostensibly destined for Russian peacekeepers, are very relevant. In 2002-2003 Russia already delivered a few tanks and armored vehicles to South Ossetia separatists in violation of the Treaty on Conventional Forces in Europe.  

Almost three years ago, on September 25, 2001, the United States Helsinki Commission held a hearing under the title “Moldova: Are the Russian Troops Really Leaving?” In my testimony as Moldova’s Ambassador to the U.S. at that time, I stressed: “The withdrawal of Russian troops, whose presence on our territory is against our Constitution, would undoubtedly create more favorable conditions for the final settlement of the Transnistrian conflict, as well as it would contribute to consolidating peace and security in the region.”
 Clearly, some progress was registered since that time, especially after the U.S. Ambassador William Hill was reinstated as a head of the OSCE Mission in Moldova in January 2003. As he mentioned in his presentation at a roundtable at the U.S. Institute for Peace (June 18th 2003), 20 trainloads with military hardware (15,000 out of total 43,000 tons) have been withdrawn from Transnistria. Unfortunately, separatist authorities repeatedly blocked the process under the motive that the Russian Federation is not fulfilling its promise to pay $100 million as a ”compensation for the damage.” 

Recently (on June 9-11, 2004), in the course of its visit to Moldova and Transnistria, an official delegation of 26 Ambassadors of the OSCE Vienna-based Standing Council expressed their deep concern about stagnation of the process and reiterated the importance to fulfill commitment assumed by Russia in Istanbul five years ago.
 General Boris Sergeyev, the commander of the Russian military group in Transnistria, was quite eloquent on this issue. He stressed that withdrawals of Russian ammunition could resume only if Moldovan authorities accepted at least one of the three demands of Tiraspol. In this context he indicated: Chisinau’s refusal to sign the Kozak Memorandum, the refractory attitude of Moldovan authorities towards a Russian financial compensation for Transnistria in exchange for ammunition withdrawn, and elimination of “Moldovan economic blockade” against Transnistria.
 The Russian commander reconfirmed de-facto the reluctant position of Russia to fulfill its commitment made at the Istanbul Summit by President Boris Yeltsin, and proved once again Russia’s intention to maintain its military presence in the region indefinitely. In this context it is perfectly understandable why some Moldovan opposition political parties and experts requested to exclude Russia from the Transnistria settlement negotiation mechanism, insisting that Russia is directly involved in military conflict and as a country that is keeping its troops and military equipment in Moldova it can not serve at the same time as an impartial mediator. 

Characterizing Russia’s politico-military involvement in conflicts on its periphery, Russian analyst Dmitri Trenin noted that “unilateral and forcible intervention by the Russian military, disguised as ‘peacemaking’, was in fact an instrument of imperial restoration, or at least of a frank pursuit of the Russian national interest.”

So, the question that should be addressed is: is it possible to make any peace arrangements in conflict areas and to avoid Russian involvement and mediation? Currently, attempts to marginalize or eliminate Russia from the conflict resolution process do not look very realistic. Unfortunately, it is impossible to do it. Russia is not, and never was, just an impartial, neutral observer. Russia is an internal, although an impertinent factor of these conflicts. Only the policy of inclusion of Russia with all respective responsibilities can lead to the solution, keeping Russia restrained by international agreements and protecting its CIS partners from a “new deadly embraces”. 

The changing environment after NATO and EU enlargement has opened a “window of opportunity” to build a new European security, political, and economical framework with forcible prospects for Russian participation in joint peacekeeping operations, conflict management, and conflict resolution initiatives in the former Soviet political space and particularly in Moldova and Georgia. Earlier opportunities for such involvement came with the May 2002 the U.S.- Russia and NATO-Russia summits that were reconfirmed at the NATO-Russia Council (NRC) meeting in conjunction with the recent Istanbul summit. In the words of the NATO secretary-general Jaap de Hoop Scheffer, the NATO-Russia relationship is strong enough to survive even the “frankest” discussions. He emphasized in Istanbul that “the 27 members of the NRC work together today as equal partners in areas, I think, that would have been unheard of just few years ago, including broad-based cooperation against terrorism and ambitious joint projects in theater missile defense and civil emergency planning…We’re also working to enhance the interoperability of our forces to lay groundwork for future cooperation”
. The Russian Defense Minister also mentioned these new tendencies during his visit to the United States
. 

Indeed the EU/NATO enlargements provide powerful incentives for Russia to participate in bold, new institutional initiatives that tap increasing sophisticated European security architecture, recognizing, at the same time, its Eurasian security interests in the Newly Independent States.  One such initiative would be a joint NATO/EU – Russia Peace Consolidation Task Force under the aegis of the OSCE and its deployment in the former Soviet Union’s conflict zones. This multinational task force could replace, for example, the existing trilateral Russian-Moldovan-Transnistrian peacekeeping contingent in Moldova and could play an effective role in maintaining stability and security in this region.  It would be deployed for a limited period and enforced by the NATO/EU logistical, material, and financial support. It could also serve as a significant confidence-building test of Russia’s declared intentions to cooperate with the United States and its European allies in specific crisis situations. The task force would represent a novel institutional element to the Atlantic Alliance’s strategy for this region, whose place in the European geopolitical, economic, and strategic architecture has become increasingly important. 

The EU-NATO agreement, known as Berlin Plus, stipulates the main conditions of cooperation between these two organizations. Russia can be involved in the peacekeeping and peace consolidating missions together with NATO on the basis of the special Charter that regulates their relationships. Developing a constructive strategy for the greater Black Sea region would be the first great challenge of a “Wider Europe”. It would also transform this area into a priority for the EU, NATO, and the United States, as it was mentioned in the Bratislava joint statement of the prime ministers of the “Vilnius Ten” group of countries. Political analyst Vladimir Socor argues that such a strategy should address the traditional as well as new security threats, the protection of oil pipelines and transportation routs, the acceleration and broadening of security sector reforms, modernization of internal security forces, selective development of “niche” capabilities for the region’s countries to participate in coalition operations, and peacekeeping and conflict resolution.
 

At the same time, it is necessary to stress that the European Defense and Security policy is still underdeveloped and this is confirmed by the negative reaction of the EU member-states toward Javier Solana’s Report regarding the more active involvement of the EU in the settlement of the frozen conflicts. It is important not to overestimate “elasticity” and limits of an eventual NATO - Russia partnership in resolving conflicts in the former Soviet political space as there are still areas of disagreement on principles between Western institutions and Russia, especially on the Adapted Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE), as well as on the commitment of Russia to fulfill the 1999 OSCE Istanbul Agreement on the withdrawal of the Russian military forces and arms from Moldova and Georgia. A recent International Crisis Group (ICG) report on Transnistria contends that despite Russia’s comforting rhetoric regarding cooperation with the EU and the United States in conflict resolution and peacekeeping, “old habits appear to die hard. Russia remains reluctant to see the EU, U.S. or the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe play an active role in resolving the conflict because Moldova is still viewed by many in Moscow as a sphere of exclusively Russian geopolitical interest.”

4.
The economic dimension, political and security challenges for the region 

The post-Soviet countries are trying to consolidate their national sovereignty, find solutions for local conflicts by establishing a regional cooperation network, solve the problems of their economic dependence from traditional sources of energy, and avoid other traps of the Soviet heritage. In order to confirm it, it is sufficient to mention their desperate efforts during the period of independence to launch new mechanisms of economic cooperation and political relationships by creating and participating in the various organizations, such as: the Commonwealth of Independent States and the CIS Collective Security Treaty, the Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC) and the Black Sea Forum, the Central Asian Union and the Central Asian Cooperation Organization, the Power Customs Union, the Minsk Group and the Belarus – Russia Union, the Central Asian Trio, the Caucasus Four, the Caspian Five and the Shanghai Six, the Eurasian Common Economic Space and GUUAM etc. 

The Black Sea – South Caucasus - Caspian region represents a potential market for 400 million people from Europe, Central Asia and the Middle East.  It has the second largest oil and natural gas reserve in the world and has a foreign trade capacity of more than $300 billion. Russia and its Caspian Sea neighbors are already the world’s leading gas producers.
 The wider Black Sea region has the world’s largest reserves of minerals and metals, a skilled labor force and a sophisticated transportation infrastructure with numerous ports along the coasts of eight seas.  It is a historical bridge between European and Asian civilizations, with a long history of transcontinental commerce dating back to the Silk Road trace route, and a tremendous potential for tourism. BSEC countries are united by three common goals:  to take advantage of potential cooperation existing in the region, to integrate into the world economy, and to transform this area into a region of peace, stability and prosperity. 

Within a new NATO/EU security network, various sub regional organizations are coming to play a significant role in highlighting the economic benefits of conflict management and cooperation among their members. The Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC) organization may become potentially the most promising regional cooperation project of the developing European architecture. It can provide a unique base for the business community seeking access not only to the Black Sea rim, but also to the Caspian Sea, Central Asia and the Middle East.

The new NATO/EU strategic partnership in case of it successful implementation will deeply affect BSEC as a whole and each its member in part, and will provide new prospects for this organization as well as for the solution of the “frozen and forgotten” conflicts. Established by the Istanbul Declaration of the Heads of States and Governments in June 1992, the BSEC includes:  a) the former Soviet republics of Russia, Ukraine, Moldova, Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaijan which are also represented in other sub regional organizations (CIS, GUUAM organization that includes Georgia, Ukraine, Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan and Moldova, Euro-Asian Common Economic Space created by Russia, Belarus, Ukraine and Kazakhstan); b) the former socialist countries of south-eastern Europe, including a new (Romania and Bulgaria) and aspiring members of NATO that are also members of the South east European Stability Pact; c) Greece, a member of the European Union and NATO, and d) Turkey, a NATO member, whose role in the creation and functioning of BSEC is particularly important. 

At the same time, the BSEC is facing serious problems and challenges, especially after the Russian ruble collapse in 1998 and after the Turkish financial crisis. These events significantly discouraged investment in the region. According to Costas Masmanidis, the secretary general of the BSEC Business Council, the foreign direct investments (FDI) that this region has attracted in recent years is quite insignificant, amounting to less than one percent of global flows.
 Among the organization’s members, serious barriers to and disincentives for strategic investments persist because of burdensome bureaucracies, corruption, and frequently changing rules of the game. 

The economic recovery of Russia, Ukraine, Romania, Georgia, Moldova and other countries of the region may offer some hopes for the future. In past five years, after Russia’s financial collapse, few experts, if any, foresaw that its economy would grow by an astonishing 38%, that Russia would develop two or three times faster than the OECD’s members, and that FDI is expected to grow six fold.
  Yet, this growth is attributable to favorable oil and gas prices rather than to reforms and durable, self-sustainable factors. Russia’s dependence on the energy market is obvious:  energy export accounts for 15% of GDP, 55% of exports, and half of government revenues.
 As George Soros observed at the World Economic Forum in Davos, Russia was “cursed” with abundant natural resources that prevented it from diversifying its economy and that allowed the government to “persecute” the influential businessmen instead of pursuing needed reforms.

The Black Sea – South Caucasus - Caspian region represents a turbulent area facing challenges of transition to market economy and democracy. This uncertain and unpredictable situation is particularly characteristic of the countries of the former USSR, reconstituted somewhat in the Commonwealth of Independent States and divided by various conflicts, competing interests, and emerging terrorist and other security threats. Even the region’s two biggest countries, Russia and Ukraine, are facing serious bilateral problems as witnessed in their territorial dispute over the Tuzla Island, a five-mile strip of land in the key straight connecting the Azov and the Black Seas. 

Establishing the GUUAM organization by leaders of Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan and Moldova in Vienna in 1996 (Uzbekistan joined in 1999) reflects the complex configuration of controversial interests of these countries.  The proclaimed goal of GUUAM became defending security interests of the member countries under the provisions of the CFE Treaty that came into force in July 1992. Among the priorities of GUUAM one can mention withdrawal of Russian troops and munitions from the so-called “flank” zones – Georgia and Moldova; reinforcement of border and customs control; contribution to the establishment of the Eurasian, Trans-Caucasus transportation corridor (TRACECA); combating aggressive separatism, extremism, organized crime, illegal drugs and human trafficking, etc.

Russia has made it very clear that it disapproves of GUUAM, considering it a pro-American organization, an “artificial structure which exists thanks to American money” and which “is designed to counter the so-called Russian neo-imperial ambitions,” in the words of V.Trubnikov, the Russian Deputy Foreign Minister.
 Yet GUUAM has not become a real counterbalance to Russian influence in this area, nor has it resulted in a common economic space or in an attractive area for foreign investments. The organization is losing its momentum, despite the U.S. support and attempts by some of the region’s leaders to revitalize it. From the very beginning this was a top-down initiative and today, with the exception of Ukrainian president Leonid Kuchma, all other “founding fathers” already have left the political stage. After the establishment in 2003 of the Euro-Asian Common Economic Space (CES) under the Russian leadership and with Ukrainian participation, it is unlikely that GUUAM will become a prosperous economic organization in the near future. 

On May 23-24, 2004, during the meeting with his counterparts from Ukraine, Belarus and Kazakhstan in the Ukrainian Black Sea resort of Yalta, Russian President Vladimir Putin stressed, “Our aim is to create a new union which will be an engine of growth in Eurasia. We can achieve concrete results by 2005 – 2006.”
 The CES was modeled loosely after the European Common Market, a prototype of today’s European Union. Among the main obstacles to achieve economic goals of the CES and GUUAM are: corruption and bureaucracy; differences in national legislations and various path of economic reforms; chronic lack of enforcement in implementing concrete projects and conflicting interests of regional integration. For Ukraine, as critics often point out, being a member of CES with its “supranational regulatory body and unified tariffs policy” as it is envisaged in the agreement, might create serious obstacles to Kiev’s intentions to join the EU and the World Trade Organization (WTO). EU officials however, remain closed-minded to the official statements of Ukraine, Belarus and Moldova to join the European Union, maintaining that this issue is not on the Brussels agenda.

5.
The business of “frozen and forgotten” conflicts: how much do they cost? 

The business of ethno-political conflict is a multifaceted problem and better understanding of it will improve the chances of conflict prevention and post-conflict rehabilitation
. There are at least three aspects of this problem:

a) The economic and strategic interests of international community, first of all, of western markets, are strongly motivated by the Caspian energy resources and pipelines from the Caspian Sea. These reserves represent about 3% of the world’s oil reserves (compared with the North Sea with 2% and the Middle East with 65%) and 4% of the world’s gas reserves (compared with the North Sea with 27% and the Middle East with 34%)
, although some experts are considering the talk of Caspian oil nothing else than a “spectacular bluff”. Their assumptions are based on the fact that on the pledged $42 billion, no more than 8 billion was invested in Azerbaijan in the past decade and that from 21 international contracts, signed in the middle 90s in the framework of the “deal of Century” concessions, only five remain in the works, and only one – the AIOC led by British Petroleum is producing a considerable amount of oil
. 

Even with their opponents’ doubtful arguments, if implemented these projects can make a critical difference to the enlarging Euro-Atlantic world, both in terms of pricing and in terms of diversification of energy supplies. The Azeri oil extraction project and the oil and natural gas transporting pipelines, Baku (Azerbaijan) -Tbilisi (Georgia) - Ceyhan (Turkey) (BTC) and Baku-Tbilisi-Erzurum (BTE), can contribute to the increase of Azerbaijan’s annual revenues by $700 million with prospects for at least $25 billions contracts in a near future. It will also have an important positive impact on the Georgian economy. Direct foreign investment attracted by the BTC oil pipeline and the BTE natural gas pipeline can increase Georgia’s GDP growth from 6.5 percent in 2003 to 9 percent in 2004, and to 12 percent in 2005.
 Moreover, the BTC and the BTE (also known as the “New Silk Road”) are the projects of significant economic and political importance for the U.S., Russia and other countries, particularly in Western Europe. However, the interests of these countries may differ and at times contradict those of the Black Sea – South Caucasus - Caspian countries.

 Speaking at the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute Forum on May 17, 2000, Andrei Urnov, chief of the Working Group on the Caspian Sea in the Russian Foreign Ministry, complained that Russian policy in the region was "not sufficiently active and creative" and that Russia’s interests in the area "should be upheld and promoted in a more persistent way.” Mr. Urnov insisted that the “oil and gas routes should not be politicized,” emphasizing that “the capacity of Russian oil pipelines at the western borders of the country is used only by half,” and that already existing Russian pipelines “fully meet all requirements for the Caspian oil and gas transportation”. Russia’s interests, in other words, oppose those of the BTC and BTE countries.

The implementation of the Caspian transit project with a pipeline crossing Ukraine or Romania and with an eventual connection to Moldova can make a critical difference for Ukraine and Moldova as well by diversifying their sources of energy deliveries and by reducing their dependence from one – Russian - source. For example, Moldova owed more than $1.2 billion for natural gas deliveries to Russian Gazprom, of which more than $961 million dollars  (80%) is the share of the separatist Transnistrian region
. 

b) The economic development and reforms in countries affected by ethno-political conflicts can reduce the pressure of socio-economic hardships (unemployment, lack of training, single-resource dependency, ethnic/class disparity etc) that served as a fertile soil for crimes, extremism and separatism. The economies of all these countries are now in a good shape and this inspire some optimism for the population of their separatist regions as well.  For instance, Moldovan economy for the fifth consecutive year enjoyed strong positive growth of 5 – 7% annually (7.8% in 2002 and 6.3% in 2003). This growth represents the first positive results of reforms promoted by predecessor’s of current communist authorities governments and of a very consistent foreign, and first of all American assistance. The economic expansion is fueled also by strong household consumption caused by big money influx – over $1 billion per year that equaled two annual budgets - from almost one million Moldovans (thirty percent of country’s population) that work abroad. To this evolutions contributed also the improved economic situation of Moldova’s main trade partners: Russia and Ukraine and to some extent – Romania. The most important is the fact that 75% of this positive economic trends was assured by rapidly growing private sector. Taking advantages from these reforms, Communist governance that won last parliamentarian elections (2001) at the same time harshly criticized its predecessors’ democratic governments for ostensibly “destroying the country by disastrous reforms and privatization”. 

Obviously the success or failure of the former Soviet states, of their reform program will be decided by the fate of the economy whether he stands or falls. The Georgian government, according to its Prime Minister Zurab Zhvania was engaged in an “aggressive privatization policy”, with the intention to sell around 100-150 businesses every month. Georgian authorities are trying to attract foreign investors, particularly from Russia. An impressive Georgian-Russian business forum was organized in Tbilisi on May 28-29
. Almost two thirds of arable land had been privatized. But the prospects of recovery of Georgian economy are linked with the pipelines (BTC and BTE) that will cross Georgia (248 from 1,767 kilometers), and that should be finished by October 2004.

Other countries from the region also registered quite impressive economic records. Armenia, for example, despite its landlocked position and a ten-year imposed transport blockade, was the first among ex-USSR states to achieve GDP growth of 9.6% in 2001, 12.9% in 2002 and a remarkable 15% in 2003
. Especially promising is the sector linked to technology services and the software industry that used to be a strong argument in favor of country’s accession to the World Trade Organization in February 2003.

Azerbaijan economy had been increased by 68% during last 6 years, the growth being linked first of all to the $3.6 billion oilfield and pipeline development project with a projected capacity of 50 million tons per annum (443 kilometers on the Azerbaijan territory)
. The economic recovery of Armenia and Azerbaijan and acceleration of democratic reforms will undoubtedly lead to the stabilization of the situation in this region as a whole, and will contribute to the transformation of Nagorno-Karabakh disputed territory into an “economic bridge” between the two countries. This can facilitate the negotiations process, the identification of an option similar to Key West formula that brought the two sides in 2002, as Rudolf Perina, the then special U.S. negotiator, observed  “incredibly close to the solution”
. Abkhazia and South Ossetia can play the same role of a “bridge” for Georgia – Russia relations and cooperation.

c) The political economy of vested interests, crime, corruption and violence, are ingredients of the “cocktail” of frozen and forgotten conflicts. Along with the foreign (Russian) military presence, vested interests of corrupt regional elites are another factor perpetuating fragile stability balance. As Charles King, professor of Georgetown University observed, the so-called “local conflicts” in the ex-USSR represent in many aspects the “war of local elites of the Soviet succession” with very significant personal interests to get the biggest slice of this succession “cake”
.

The case of Transnistria - a small piece of land along the Nistru River, is very eloquent. Representing just 12% of territory and 17% of Moldova’s population, by the time of the collapse of Soviet Union this region accounted for about 40% of Moldova’s GDP, more than 35% of its industrial output, including 90% of electricity, all steel, rolled metal, industrial equipment and construction materials. In Transnistria is located the largest in Balkans hydroelectric power station - “Dubbosarskaya GES”, the most modern in the ex-USSR Steelworks - Rybnitsa MMZ, the biggest in Moldova cognac factory - Kvint. This over-industrialization of Transnistria was a result of Soviet leadership’s “divida et impera” (“divide and rule”) approach: to divide Moldova by developing the industrial potential of Transnistria, the territory, which was occupied by the USSR since 1918, much earlier than the rest of Moldova. 

For the past 13 years, the so-called “red directors,” the communist managers of state-owned enterprises, have controlled the territory of Transnistria. The majority are Russian citizens who moved to Moldova from various regions of Russia and were united by the “Sheriff Company,” run by the “President” of Transnistria, Igor Smirnov, and his son Vladimir. According to some data of Moldovan experts, the annual turnover of the Sheriff Company (around $ 2 billion) – is 5 times bigger than the budget of Moldova and 25 times bigger than that of the “Transnistrian Moldovan Republic.” The sources of such wealth include money laundering, smuggling and trafficking. Contraband and smuggling of weapons, alcohol, oil, drugs, pharmaceuticals, tobacco and other goods on Tiraspol-Odessa line are bringing these $2 billion a year to Smirnov’s regime, whose budget has amounted to a total of $85 million.

Transnistria, as mentioned by Rudolf Perina, the former U.S. Ambassador to Moldova, became the biggest “black market” and “duty free zone” in Europe. Big profits clearly shape the interests of the local elite, who want to preserve the status quo for as long as possible. There is some evidence that the trail of “dirty money” winds through Tiraspol, the capital of Transnistria, to Chisinau, the capital of Moldova, to Kiev and Moscow.

Although the industrial output decreased during the last decade by 2.5 times, agricultural - by 4 times, Transnistria’s economy still managed to exist, and separatist authorities are continuing successful state building, being leaded by the same elite and the same “president”. During last few years in Tiraspol were built one of the biggest and most modern in Europe stadium, that cost was over $100 million, and a monumental Russian orthodox cathedral. This apparent “paradox” can be explained very easy by simultaneous existence of the two parallel economies:

1) The official economy that avoided collapse because of massive external subsidy, primary free gas delivery from Russia (Transnistria’s unpaid debts to Russian Gazprom amounted almost $1 billion), liberalization of foreign trade and partial reforms undertaken by authorities under the pressure of complete economic fiasco, and

2) The unofficial or informal economy that constitutes at least 50% of the officially calculated GDP. The separation from Moldova provided a large window of opportunity for shadow economic activities. 

The main mechanisms of money laundering and corruption are trafficking in women (40% of Moscow’s prostitutes came from Transnistria); transit of excise goods through Moldova’s customs on the border with Ukraine and Romania (60% of oil product and 90% of alcohol and tobacco annually imported by Transnistria constituted contraband goods and represented fiscal evasion for Moldova’s budget and Transnistria’s as well); illegal weapons traffic. Transnistrian enterprises of the former Soviet military-industrial complex are still producing not only simplest armaments, like 9 mm submachine gun, 9 mm pistol PM, but also Mobile Launcher Rocket System BM-21 (type “Grad”), 82 mm and 120 mm Mortars, antitank grenade launchers (SPG-9 and RPG-7), that can be seen on the pictures of Al Qaeda terrorist and their hostages. So, Transnistrian leader Igor Smirnov’s declaration on June 2 that they “constantly provided material assistance to South Ossetia” and “if necessary, “we will also provide comprehensive military assistance”, referring to the agreement signed in 1994 by Transnitria, Abkhazia and South Ossetia on “mutual assistance in the event of aggression”, this should be taken very seriously.

6.
Concepts and prospects for Transnistria’s conflict resolution.

Until recently some of the international and American experts, including Ambassador R. Perina, considered that the Transnistrian conflict to be the closest to a peaceful solution because of a combination of favorable factors. The reintegration of the separatist region of Transnistria into Moldova through the federalization initiative proposed in July 2002 by Russia and Ukraine, under the aegis of the OSCE, was the most detailed proposal ever offered for settling this conflict, now more than a decade old. In February 2003, President Vladimir Voronin, leader of the Communist Party of Moldova that won the last parliamentary elections in February 2001, proposed a Plan of Final Settlement of Transnistria Problem by elaborating and adopting through referendum a new Constitution of the “federalized” Moldovan state. 

These initiatives, supported at that time by the United States and the European Union, were rejected by Moldovan civil society, the political opposition, and the majority of local and many international experts, as a “plan that would lead to the establishment of the Russian protectorate over Moldova”. It is doubtful that the separatist leaders will accept the proposal for an asymmetrical federalism, even in a “modernized Kozak memorandum” version. They continue to insist on a federation with a contractual basis, a kind of Serbia-Montenegro state formula, which can lead to a more or less civilized “divorce,” rather than the re-integration. Obviously, there is no single, ideal federal form. It is an axiom that democracy and economic recovery of the territories that are subject to federation can be assured through federalization only if democratic values and economic reforms are supported from the very top, on the “federal level”. This is the only way to avoid the phenomenon of authoritarian elitism in central (federal) and local governance.  Wim van Meurs, senior research fellow at the Center for Applied Policy Research of Munich University, considers that “a federalized arrangement that would leave the Tiraspol’s regime and its economic appendages in place would be helpful neither for Moldova nor for the EU. A state has to be strong enough to afford a federal arrangement rather than too weak to avoid it.”

In the last few months there has been no lack of various “ grand strategies,”  “shocking plans” and “extravagant concepts” that pretend to help to resolve these “frozen and forgotten” conflicts, particularly in Transnistria. On June 1, just before the Istanbul NATO Summit, Moldovan President Vladimir Voronin launched the idea of a Stability and Security Pact for the Republic of Moldova (SSPRM) – some kind of “multilateral compromise” between Russia, the USA, Romania, Ukraine, and the European Union (EU). This settlement would guarantee: a) territorial integrity of the Republic of Moldova (RM); b) participation of the entire society in a free democratic process on the territory of Moldova; c) recognition of cultural, ethnic, and linguistic diversity as the basic value of the Moldovan multi-ethnic state; d) creation of a unique defense space of the RM on the basis of permanent and strategic neutrality of Moldova and e) complete and definite settlement of the Transnistrian problem on the federative principles of state organization. Nevertheless, opposition and civil society representatives as well as independent analysts harshly criticized this presidential idea as an obviously populist initiative in the pre-electoral year designed to secure the communist party to remain in power and “to institute an international protectorate for the RM.”

On June 9, 2004, Stanislav Belkovski, Director of the Russian Federation Institute for National Strategy, reiterated his “plan” for settlement of the Transnistrian conflict. His idea was that “recognition of independence of Transnistria and Moldova joining Romania is the only solution for Moldova integration into Europe.”
 According to Liviu Bota, the Romanian Ambassador to the OSCE and former UN Secretary General representative in Abkhazia, Belkovski’s idea, which he claims is supported by President Putin by“97%”, is a “provocation that does not deserve attention.” 

On July 21 Moldova announced its withdrawal from the 5-party talks – Russia, Ukraine, Moldova, Transnistria and OSCE – after Tiraspol regime closed down all Transnistrian schools teaching Moldovan in Latin script. It is important to mention that this occurred just one day after the OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities Rolf Ekeus visited Tiraspol and was assured by Transnistrian authorities that “the problems with these schools registration will be solved”. Vladimir Voronin, the Moldovan president, identified this conduct as “inadmissible ethnic and linguistic cleansing in the center of Europe” and characterized the situation as “capitulation of all mechanisms of conflict settlement in the face of unilateral acts by Tiraspol administration”. On June 22, Transnistrian authorities illegally established two border-crossing posts near Varnitsa, a village that is under Moldova’s control. Each post has been manned with 3 border guards, a tax service, customs service officers and a special militia subdivision. This happened exactly at the time when the OSCE Chairman in Office, Bulgarian minister of Foreign Affairs Solomon Passy visited Moldova and met with Transnistrian leader.

The developments in Moldova since the communist party’s victory in the elections in 2001 paint a bleak picture. Formally, Moldova is a parliamentary system with an effective legislative power and a symbolic president. In reality, during the past three years Moldova has evolved into a “super-presidential” regime with the communist party reestablished in its traditional status as the so-called “people’s party.”  According to opposition leaders, the resurgent communist nomenclature is introducing “slowly but confidentially” a totalitarian regime in Moldova.
 Since the party of Moldovan communists became a ruling party through a “democratic and fair” elections, a series of setbacks away from the achievements in democratic development were registered:

· the old Soviet territorial-administrative structure was re-established under the slogans “to bring governance closer to population” and to reduce the bureaucracy; de-facto the results of this counter-reform were just the opposite with a significant increase of the administrative institutions and their cost;

· the communist leadership launched a strategy of the revision of the land privatization and the reestablishment of the collective cooperatives (the Soviet kolkhozes) under the false motives of land consolidation and inefficient private farms; 

· the investment climate has degraded during the last three years in spite of the statements made by the ruling party and government leaders that Moldova intends to integrate into the EU;

· Moldova under communist control registered serious setbacks in democracy development, free mass-media activity and election process that became a subject of concern and increased attention of the European organizations;

·  the separation of the three branches of power legitimized by the Constitution is no longer respected. “Justice” is in hands of the ruling  authorities;

· the abusive number of checks has been undertaken by various controlling organs.  Moldova did not qualify for the Millennium Challenge Account programs because of a widespread corruption;

· the excessive state intervention into entrepreneurial activities has become a normal practice.

All these negative evolutions seriously undermine the image of Moldova and weaken not only its European perspectives, but also the prospects for reintegration of the separatist region of Transnistria. According to a recently conducted survey, 58% of Moldova’s population thinks that the country is on the wrong track, the biggest failures being related to the current Government’s ineffectiveness in fighting poverty and its inability to solve the Transnistria conflict. The nation-, democracy-, and state-building are the facets of the same process of consolidating the independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of the country. The crucial end is to strengthen the Moldovan state, to create a viable, democratic and autonomous Moldova that is capable to follow its European vocation and to start building larger pro-European constituencies on both banks of the Nistru River.
 

Conclusions and recommendations.

1. The resolution of “frozen and forgotten” conflicts in the post-Soviet states requires first of all political will from all engaged parties. Even the most perfect model of federalization as an eventual solution for the reintegration of separatist regions has no chances to be implemented without political will and serious engagement in negotiation process. Otherwise we will have only imitation of negotiations that will produce false solutions. At the same time it is less harmful to maintain the existing status quo of these conflicts, than to propose an option that will contradict the principles of independence, territorial integrity and sovereignty of internationally recognized Newly Independent States.

2. It is obvious that the existing mechanisms and format of negotiations that were established a decade ago and that played its role in freezing the “hot spots” in post-Soviet area are exhausted. Neither OSCE, nor UN or EU proposed some new mechanisms and approaches. Even the new “Wider Europe – New Neighborhood Initiative” (EU-NNI) only recently included South Caucasus region and provided only some “long-term possibilities” for the EU’s neighbors to have “a stake” in the “single market” through their future access to the free circulation of goods, services, capital, and labor. The conditionality of the Wider Europe policy – “internal reforms and democratization for a stake in the EU market” – simply does not work. There is no strict conditionality of timetables and benchmarks envisaged for the WE-NNI Action Plans that these countries are elaborating. After all, Brussels’ Wider Europe initiative for its new neighbors without any clear EU membership perspectives can discredit this great idea rather than provide a strong incentive for ex-Soviet countries to follow the roadmap of reform and democratization.

3. The existing format of negotiations – penta-lateral in case of Moldova and Georgia’s conflicts, and the existing mechanism of guarantees are outdated and ineffective. Only inclusion of the EU, United States and Romania (in Moldova’s situation), in the new negotiations formula along with already existing mediators can ensure a balanced and constructive approach and can provide a required guarantee for durable and equitable solution. 

4. The internationalization of peacekeeping forces in the framework of NATO/EU mission with participation of Russian contingent as equal with other countries peacekeeping forces should replace the existing, for example, in Transnistria peacekeeping format: Russian – Transnistrian and Moldovan forces with significant dominance of Russian forces. There should be no illusions about marginalization or elimination of Russia from the process of negotiations and peace building in the region. Vice versa, full-fledged inclusion of Russia with strict observance of its international commitments, including Istanbul commitments, can provide a solution for defrosting conflicts. This external support is absolutely necessary, but still not sufficient condition for conflict resolution.

5.  The resolution of the conflicts in the post Soviet states may be possible only with support of strong and vibrant civil society, non-governmental organizations, with widespread inclusion of free press, TV and radio. The sine-qua-non conditions for re-integration of separatist regions into the internationally recognized NIS are fair, free and democratic elections, respect for human rights and rights of minorities, their active involvement in the struggle against illegal immigration, human trafficking and organized crime.
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