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the Vienna-based political forum, Permanent Council as 

''the regular body for political consultation and 

decision-making ••• also for emergency purposes." The 

Chairman-in-Office (CIO) is likewise encouraged to an 

increasingly active role in his/her "executive" 

functions, using the Troika and personal 

representatives as well as in involving the Secretary 

General in all activities. The first indication of the 

use of such a broader room of manoeuvre' is provided by 

the Hungarian CIO's activities in the Chechen crisis 

(see below). 

(For OSCE activities within its structures, see Annex 

II) 

Consensus remains the main rule of decision-making 

within the OSCE, providing legitimacy for its decisions 

and actions. The pragmatic if sensitive flexibility is 

reflected in the political chapeu of the decision on 

structures which speaks of "consensus rule.§."· An effort 

to broaden the area of flexibility to the OSCE-UN co

operation failed in Budapest (see below). 

Conflict management 

The marginal role of the OSCE - as well as the debacle 

of the international community as a whole - in the 

conflict in former Yugoslavia was evident in the 

dramatic failure of the leaders to agree on including a 

joint statement to the Budapest Document6 regarding the 

ongoing war only hundreds of kilometres away. An 

operative role for the OSCE is envisaged for post-war 

reconstruction and arms control. 

At the same time, the Budapest Summit could look back 

with some satisfaction at the results of CSCE/OSCE 

conflict prevention and political crisis management. 



.. ···-·-·-,.---~--~·~--··~···~· 
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The OSCE has a moderately successful record of using, 

in an innovative and flexible manner, its instruments, 

the High Commissioner on National Minorities (HCNM) and 

various missions, in conflict prevention and political 

crisis management modes in the area of former 

Yugoslavia and former Soviet Union. (af Ugglas 1994) 

(For means of conflict management, see Annex III; for a 

list of OSCE operations, see Annex IV) 

HCNM was established in Helsinki 1992 as a "softly" 

intrusive instrument of early warning and early action 

regarding tensions involving national minority issues 

which have the potential to develop into a conflict. 

The approach of the HCNM is baped on impartial, 

confidential and co-operative involvement. He acts 

independently and does not require the approval by OSCE 

bodies or the state concerned. HCNM aims at containing 

and de-escalating tensions and acting as a tripwire for 

the OSCE's preventive diplomacy. HCNM's expert advice 

has played a significant role in several cases such as 

Estonia and Albania. (van der Stoel 1994) 

The instrument of a CSCE/OSCE mission has developed 1n 

an evolutionary manner from rapporteur missions to 

applicant countries to more targeted human rights and 

other missions to former Yugoslavia and to missions by 

personal representatives of CIO to conflict areas 

within the newly independent CIS states; the instrument 

of missions of long duration was first applied in 1992 

to the regions of Kosovo, Sanjak and Vojvodina 

dominated by national minorities within Serbia. (Hoynck 

1994) 

Among the OSCE missions of long duration (or resident 

missions) in the field (Hoynck 1994, 72; Survey of OSCE 

Long Term Missions 1995): 



25 

- the missions tC;osovo, Sanj~~- a~~ ~ojv~ere 
deployed to promot'e d~alogue between-auThorities and 
ethnic communities, collect information, act as a 
contact point, and give advice on legislation on human 
and minorities rights and democratic institutions; the 
function is preventing further or potential conflict 
within Serbia and Montenegro (there was no agreement 
with the Belgrade authorities to extend the mission in 
June 1993); 

h '. ~-~ "d . - t e m~ss~on t S opJe s a~me. at prevent~ng 
spillover from tli n other parts of former 
Yugoslavia to Macedonia;-· its means are monitoring 
borders (the UN peacekeeping force to Macedonia has the 
similar preventive function) and dialogue, contacts and 
assistance within the country; 

- the mission t stoni s to further integration and 
understanding betwee he ethnic and national 
communities in Estonia by using contacts, collecting 
information and acting as a clearing-house and a source 
of expert advice with the aim of supporting re-creation 
of a civic society; the mission, together with the 
HCNM, played a role in settling the crisis that led to 
redrafting the Estonian Law on Aliens in June-July 
1993, and it continues to monitor the naturalization 
process and implementation of Estonian citizenship 
legislation and other aspects of the problem of non
citizen population (Tornudd 1994; Lahelma 1994); the 
mission is of a temporary character and its function is 
conflict prevention; 

- the mission tn~~also serving conflict 
prevention, is ~~~lng citizenship issues and, as a 
further task, assisting Russia and Latvia in the 
implementation of agreements on retired Russian 
military personnel and dismantlement of the Skrunda 
radar station; 

- the mission t Georgia)is involved in facilitating a 
broader politica ett-Yement in the Georian-Ossetian 
conflict as well as, co-ordinating with the UN 
activities, in the Georgian-Abkhazian conflict; in 
Georgia as a wale the mission acts as a resource for 
democratic institutions_; __ _ 

-the mission to4;~=~)Rotfeld 1994) is, in a 
political crisis ~agement mode, facilitating a 
lasting and comprehensive political solution to the 
Moldovan-Trans-Dniestrian conflict; 

- the mission to~iki~~~;--Jwhere a peace process in 
not underway, is dep-l:oyed· to promote compliance with 
OSCE norms and development of democratic institutions; 



- the mission ~a~:~~ aimed at facilitating 
political managemen~-of the dispute over the Crimea 
between the central government and the regional 
authorities and political forces, by providing 
constitutional and economic expert advice and support; 

- the mission Sarajevo is deployed to support, 
through assistanc d-advice, the establishment and 
activities of Ombudsmen, as a first effort at 
reconstruction in Bosnia-Herzegovina. 
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Among the OSCE missions of political crisis management 
to the CIS region, those to Moldova·and Georgia are 
deployed in situations where a Russian-led peacekeeping 
operation is in place after a military conflict; the 
one to Tajikistan in a situation where a Russian
dominated peacekeeping operation is in place, in 
effect, to support the government, in addition to a 
strong Russian regular military force in a 
stabilization and border guarding function; whereas the 
one to Ukraine is involved in a political dispute which 
has not escalated to a military conflict. 

In another area of conflict, in Nagorno-Karabakh, the 

OSCE is since 1992 conducting a diplomatic effort 

(Minsk Conference on Nagorno-Karabakh or the "Minsk 

Group") aiming at a political settlement and is - on 

the basis of the Budapest decision - in the process of 

launching its first peacekeeping operation. 
=----"---'· --

In its response to the Chechen conflict after the 

Russian military intervention, the OSCE has, as its 

first instrument, used the personal representative of 

CIO. -----
After negotiations of the Hungarian representative with 
Moscow, a mission to Moscow and to the conflict area, 
including Grozny, by the personal representative and 
four diplomatic experts from OSCE countries was 
authorized by the Permanent Council and accomplished in 
late January 1995. The purpose of the mission, 
activating the ''direct and legitimate concern'' clause, 
was to review the human rights situation, facilitate 
humanitarian aid and discuss a future role of the OSCE 
in stabilization and re-establishment of'democratic 
institutions and to report back to the OSCE. The task 
of the mission did not include mediation of the 
conflict; its political settlement should be based on 
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respect for the territorial integrity of the Russian 
Federation, .the Russian constitution and OSCE 
principles. In the subsequent first decision, based on 
the account and recommendations included in the report 
by the mission to Chechnya, the Permanent Council, 
commending Russia for its co-operation, presented the 
role of the OSCE as a guardian of norms (concern over 
"the disproportionate use of force by the Russian Armed 
Forces", violations of human rights and respect of 
international humanitarian law); a facilitator of 
humanitarian aid (call for a humanitarian cease-fire, 
unhindered delivery of aid, unhindered access by ICRC, 
UNHCR); and a contributor-to a political solution of 
the crisis, based on "OSCE principles, respecting the 
territorial integrity of the Russian Federation and its 
constitution" (in discussions, restoration of 
democratic institutions, building a civic society and 
supporting and monitoring free and fair elections were 
mentioned) . 7 

Another type of OSCE operation in conflict management 
is the deployment of Sanctions-Assistance Missions in 

order to facilitate the neighbouring countries in the 

implementation of the UN sanctions imposed on Serbia 

and Montenegro and the arms embargo against all 

republics of former Yugoslavia. (Napolitano 1994) 

Peacekeeping 

Even though peacekeeping was constituted as a CSCE 

instrument for conflict management in the Helsinki 
Document 1992 (Helsinki Decisions, Chapter III), it had 

remained unused until Budapest. 

In Budapest, 
scope of the 

a step was made towards enlarging the 

OSCE's 
agreeing on a first 

security role to peacekeeping by 
OSCE "Chapter III" peacekeeping 

operation to Nagorno-Karabakh. The implementation of 
the decision remained subject to a 

supporting resolution by the UNSC, 

ceasefire and a 

as well as to 
·~._- ,. 

concluding the required military-operative planning for 
a multinational force. 8 

Another model of peacekeeping, OSCE monitoring of 
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"third-party" peacekeeping has been under negotiation 

in the CSCE/OSCE fora since 1993. The Budapest meeting 

failed to agree on such rules. 9 

The model was viewed necessary as Russia initiated - or 

was drawn into - peacekeeping operations unilaterally 

or within the CIS framework in several conflict 

situations in the former Soviet Union. The issue of 

peacekeeping in the CIS is of central importance for 

the OSCE's role as a security institution. The issue is 

linked more broadly with the integration of Rus_sia and 

the establishmentof a recognized status for the CIS 

within the inter-institutional security order. (Allison 

1994; Lucas 1994) 

The model .of co-operative peacekeeping, where 

individual countries or groups of countries would 

conduct the operations, was viewed necessary to place 

Russian/CIS peacekeeping in the CIS region within the 

OSCE normative framework and under an OCSE monitoring 

umbrella, as prospects for non~CIS countries 

participating in peacekeeping in the CIS area were 

negligible. The UNSC was the first to endorse a 

Russian/CIS peacekeeping operation as it·established a 

UN observer mission (UNOMIG) to the Georgia-Abkhazia 

conflict. The solution includes determining the terms 

of co-operation between the two missions. 10 

The two models represent different engagement and 

participation by the OSCE in peacekeeping; the key 

issues are the mandate, command and control and 

resources. (For models for OSCE role in peacekeeping, 

see Annex V.) 

Operations under the auspicies of the OSCE are mandated 

by the OSCE which is also in charge of command and 

control, whereas staff officers and troops are provided 
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by participating States as in the UN system. The 

"Chapter III" model envisaged - with detailed 

provisions - a UN-type operation of traditional 

peacekeeping where the OSCE would, in effect, take the 

place of the UN. At that time in 1992, a "Chapter Ill" 

CSCE operation was viewed unlikely, however, due to the 

inexperience and lack of organizational and material 

resources of the OSCE. A more likely possibility was 

seen in a "subcontracted'' operation where an ·OSCE

mandated operation would be conducted by more capable 

institutions such as NATO. Unexpectedly, the parties to 

the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict - after a ceasefire was 

in place - in autumn 1994 chose to prefer a full

fledged OSCE peacekeeping operation instead of other 

models under consideration. On the oher hand, a 

"subcontracted" ir any other NATO operation was not 

seen possible in the CIS area. 

Co-operative operations with third parties could be of 

two types. An operation by third parties could be 

merely commended by the OSCE which. would have no need 

for any active engagement as no problems in compliance 

with UN/OSCE rules would be envisaged. This model -

which at times has seemed to be the Russian objective -

has not been under active consideration. 

In the framework of the other co-operative model, the 

OSCE would be overseeing and legitimating the mandate 

and the command and control arrangement negotiated by 

the parties to the conflict together with the third 

parties providing the peacekeeping resources and, as a 

result the first two conditions, monitoring the conduct 

of the operation itself. This model which has been 

under active negotiation since the Rome Council 1993. 

Such a co-operative arrangement would be ·used on a 

case-by-case basis and in exceptional cases; the rules 

of OSCE and UN peacekeeping such as agreement on the 
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terms of reference by the parties, impartiality, 

ceasefire and an integral linkage with a political 

process would have to apply. A co-operative operation 

would not entail or prejudge a special position to any 

participating State. 

The OSCE and the UN system of collective security 

The Budapest meetl.ngfalYeo-in an effort- based on the 

so-called Kinkel-Kooijmans initiativepresented as a 

major proposal by the EU for the Budapest conference'' -

in reinforcing the OSCE's role as a regional 

arrangement in the functioning of the. UN system of 

collective security. 

The "OSCE first" model would strengthen the role of the 

OSCE - a regional arrangement in the sense of Chapter 

VIII/Art. 52 - as "a primary instrument for early 

warning, conflict prevention and crisis management in 

the region", which was adopted as a goal in Budapest 

Summit Declaration (par. 8]. The idea of joint referral 

of a dispute ''in exceptional circumstances'' - conflicts 

requiring solutions that would go beyond the competence 

and capability of the OSCE - to the UNSC was also 

accepted in principle. 

Where the meeting failed, however, was in agree1ng on 

procedural rules that would have made such a referral 

decision possible without the consent of the parties 

concerned - applying the "consensus-minus-the 

disputants'' principle in activating a mechanism not 1-n 

making a decision on substance. Furthermore, there was 

suspicion and disagreement on the idea of a~ OSCE 

report and recommendation to the UNSC attached to the 

referral decision. Another point of contention was the 

possible role of the OSCE regarding the implementation 

of a UNSC decision which might involve enforcement 

action under Chapter VII. 
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Countries involved in current or potential disputes 

were wary of losing their freedom of action in the 

choice of methods in the management of such disputes -

including the right, in accordance with Art. 35 of the 

Charter, of bringing any dispute to the UNSC or to use 

any other means os dispute settlement available. An 

OSCE decision would not, however, affect any rights or 

responsibilities under the Charter or the primary 

responsibility of the UNSC in international peace and 

security. 

An operative OSCE-UN linkage in conflict management 

would provide the OSCE ~ith a new mechanism which would 

strengthen its security role and emphasize the 

importance of OSCE joint action. 

(iii) Conclusions: significance of the Budapest 

decisions for the OSCE's security role 

The effects of the results from the Budapest meeting on 

the security role of the OSCE can be concluded as 

follows: 

Competence 

- The fundamental politically binding character of OSCE 

commitments remain unchanged. The issue of legal 

competence was touched upon and will. remain part of the 

future agenda. 

- The coverage of OSCE norms was extended to collective. 

policies in institutions and organizations. 

- The code of conduct enlarged the scope of the 

normative OSCE guidance to military transition, 
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strengthening further its legitimacy and usability as a 

reference source for behaviour. 

Capability 

- The political management aspect of decision-making 

was strengthened and emphasized. It should enhance 

various forms of OSCE executive action in conflict 

management. 

- With the decision on Nagorno-Karabakh, peacekeeping 

(military crisis management) will be added to the OSCE 

arsenal of instruments in conflict management, adding 

to its innovative and targeted role in conflict 

prevention and political crisis management. 

- A stronger structure for the OSCE in conflict 

management will enhance its position in the functioning 

of the inter-institutional security order. 

- The Chechen crisis has shown the status of the OSCE 

as a unique forum available for co-operative crisis 

management with Russia in sensitive situations which 

have an impact on its territorial unity and reform 

process. 

Authority 

- A succesful operation in Nagorno-Karabakh will 

increase the OSCE's prestige as it applies to a major 

conflict in the region. 

- The OSCE's actions in the Chechen crisis will be an 

important indication of its capacity in the political 

management of difficult issues. It can lead to a higher 

public profile of the OSCE and enhance its authority as 

a lead institution. 
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- The position of the OSCE as the only or principal 

forum for future arms control in Europe will keep it in 

the focus of national or collective security policies. 

Important challenges will be the interface of arms 

control and conflict management as well as the 

integration of regional solutions and specific national 

characteristics into a future arms control programme. 

- The dicussion on a future security model will give 

the OSCE an opportunity play a role in the future 

evolution of the relationship among the European and 

transatlantic security institutions. The OSCE can 

maintain its key normative and institutional function 

even in an evolving security order. 

3. Theory: explaining, predicting and prescribing the 

OSCE's role in providing international security 

Does the Organization for Security and Co-operation in 

Europe (OSCE) make the participating States co-operate 

in providing security for themselves and the region as 

a whole? If so, why and how? 

(i) Dichotomy in theory 

The study of international relations has recently 

produced two contending theories for explaining and 

predicting international co-operation, broadly 

categorized as neorealism and neoliberalism. Both of 

them are modern versions or modifications of their 

corresponding precursors, classical realism and 

liberalism. Neorealism stresses - in addition to the 

traditional variables of power and interest - the 

effects of the structure of the international system on 

the behaviour of nation-states (being, consequently, 



called also structural realism). Within neoliberalism, 

a dominant school of thought has focussed on the 

facilitating role of international institutions - or 

international regimes as a particular form of 

institutions - in the peaceful behaviour of states as 

actors and in the functioning of the international 

system more broadly, thus being called neoliberal 

institutionalism as distinguished from the more 

idealistic or ''naive'' (Keohane 1993a, 285) versions of 

liberalism such as commercial liberalism (linking 

economic interdependence with co-operative behaviour 

and, ultimately, peace), republican liberalism 

(democracy) or sociological liberalism 

(transnationalism). (Baldwin 1993, 3-4) 

34 

Although institutionalism can be presented as an in

between theory which borrows elements from both realism 

and liberalism (Keohane 1993a, 271-272) and is closer 

to realism than liberalism (Grieco 1993, 123); and even 

though the differences between neorealism and 

neoliberalism can be seen more in terms of relative 

emphasis or degrees than of diametrically opposing 

arguments (Baldwin 1993, 4-8), the neorealist

neoliberal dichotomy is a useful framework for 

theoretical interpretation of the doctrine and practice 

of the OSCE. Within the increasingly institutionalized 

and organized international system, the role. of such a 

complex and hybrid undertaking in international co

operation is a challenge to any theory. 

(ii) Characteristics of the international system 

The neorealist-neoliberal debate concerns propositions 
about the fundamental characteristics of the 
international system and their relationship with state 
behaviour, such as the meaning of anarchy and the 
position and nature of state as an actor; constraints 
of, and prospects for co-operation; r·elative vs. 
absolute gains as goals determining state attitudes 



towards co-operation; the priority order of security 
and welfare as objectives; intentions vs. capabilities 
as predictor variables in co-operative behaviour; and 
the significance of international institutions and 
regimes in international relations in general and in 
international co-operation in particular. (Baldwin 
1993, 4-8) 
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Neoliberal institutionalism is close to or similar with 
neorealism - and more distanced from liberalism - in 
interpreting the state-anarchy aspects of the 
international system; whereas in arguments about the 
significance of institutions as an independent factor 
as well as in optimistic evaluation of prospects for 
co-operation, institutionalism aligns with classical 
liberalism and differs from realism. 

Liberalist thinking about institutions and co-operation 
spills over to relativize the theses of structural 
absolutism about state as the principal and unitary 
actor and anarchy as the main shaping force in state 
preferences and actions; international institutions can 
mitigate anarchy's inhibiting effects on inter-state 
co-operation. Joint decision-making based on common 
interests allows for a variety of interactions, adding 
to independent decision-making emphasized by realism. 

Without going into a comprehensive or detailed 

discussion of all aspects in the neorealist-neoliberal 

debate, a few suppositions can be made, in an eclectic 
manner, about the doctrine of the OSCE (as explained 

above) as an individual of collective "theory" of its 

participants and about the practice of the OSCE (as 

outlined above) as an empirical indication of the 

significance of an institution in facilitating co

operation. 

The OSCE is not merely an institution created by a 

group of states; for its creators and users, the OSCE 

embodies also an idea of producing security and, 

consequently, represents an element - more or less 

significant - in their security policy doctrines. In 

the conclusion of an earlier study of the CSCE as a 

framework for an international security order (Mottola 

1993, 29), it was seen as representing the rationalist 

or Groatian idea within Wight's three philosophical 
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schools of international relations (Wight 1991; Yost 

1994), although realist or revolutionary elements could 

not be excluded due to the uncertain character of post~· 

cold war transformation. The OSCE cannot be placed in a 

realist-utopian or realist-idealist two-school world 

(Yost 1994, 278-279); it represents a third, in-between 

image. 

"Neonormativism" as an OSCE·theory 

The starting point in analyzing the theory or 

philosophy behind the OSCE is, undoubtedly, not 

neorealism but a parallel, alternative and 

complementary model, namely neoliberalism or - more 

specifically - "neonormativism". 12 A normative theory is 

evident in the CSCE/OSCE's historic and unchallenged 

norm-setting function, unifying the participants within 

a pluralistic political culture. The_role as a 

community of values has, furthermore, been - in time, 

in doctrine and in practice - a basis and precursor to 

widening its role as a security-policy institution. 

Despite the growing operational capability of the OSCE 

and its growing activities in the field, a typical view 

places the OSCE together with the more capable European 

and transatlantic institutions in a triangle 

relationship, prescribing_~~abour: t~e 

functi~~ is ,tlorm-formulati()J1..and ~ 
(_~ miir:ilgE!~E!n1: )'lithin the concep:t: __ o_fc CC)-operative 

security, whereas the EU, with its power of 

integration, is shaping the political-econ_Qll\ic order ------- --·-"'----

and NATO, with its military ability, is determining the 

balance of power and performing common military-
------------- -----

political functions, with the Balladur Plan as the EU's 
--------· -··--
link with the OSCE and NACC/PFP as NATO'S connection 

with the OSCE. (Waever 1994) 

The OSCE model of "mutually reinforcing" institutions 
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is not likely to change in the foreseeable future. The 

OSCE will not take over the core functions of, or build 

resources equivalent with, EU or NATO, but it will not 

remain a mere norm-formulator either. Its "niche" in 

security~enhancement and conflict management can grow 

in significance; recent examples being the Nagorno

Karabakh and Chechen crises. 

The OSCE and the crisis of state 

The OSCE is an effort in international governance 

without government; neither its decision-making rules 

nor its institutional structure are tuned to 

representing or reaching the competence or the 

capability of a world government. In fact, the 

legitimacy of its normative and operative decisions is 

largely based on the rule of consensus and the 

principles of sovereign equality, territoriality and 

equal and indivisible security. Attempts to dilute 

these norms are met with strict opposition. On the 

other hand, the OSCE as an institution reflects and 

manages the crisis of the state-centred international 

system and the inadequacy of the nation-state in 

providing its own welfare and security. The OSCE 

reflects and recognizes the complexity of the issues of 

state, sovereignty and identity. 

The CSCE/OSCE norms, in line with post-WW II 

international law and the Charter, legitimize state 

(rather than national) sovereignty and subordinate, in 

effect, national self-determination (of peoples) to the 

principles of inviolability of borders and territorial 

integrity. These legitimizing principles are called 

into question by tumultous periods, crisis, wars, 

however, and the international order has oscillated 

between state and nationality as the legitimate basis 

of sovereignty. (Barkin and Cronin 1994) 
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One of the strengths of the CSCE Final Act has been the 

clause on peaceful change of borders (Apunen 1975), 

which has facilitated the birth and universal 

acceptance of the new independent states in post-cold 

war Europe. But the OSCE will have to tackle further 

with national or ethnic aspirations of self

determination, most urgently with several open cases in 

the areas of former Yugoslavia, former Soviet Union and 

the Russian Federation. No consensus is possible for an 

OSCE common action encouraging or legitimizing 

separatism or splitting sovereign states but the OSCE 

code of conduct in internal conflicts and its norms 

stressing the respect for human and minority rights 

constitute, in practice, a reaction against overly 

strict non-interference. Sovereignty claims for re

created "authentic" communities, as a romantic 

challenge to the status quo, and as an outcome of 

''decolonisation of the past'' (Koskenniemi 1994, 258), 

can create situations where recognition policies 

escalate tensions rather than settle issues, unless 

those principles pertaining to the domestic domain are 

respected as well (Koskenniemi 1994, 267-268); 

Another key aspect of the issue of sovereignty is the 

growing role of ethnicity as a conflict source, which 

may rise from a security dilemma among groups within 

states after the "imperial collapse" of the central 

authority, if their identity or cohesion is threatened, 

making them stress security and survival over co

operation. (Posen 1993) Ethnicity and nationalism, 

constituting cultural parochialism, lead to conflicts 

over territory and a return of geopolitics in a new 

form in Europe. (Chipman 1993) The OSCE is meeting 

these challenges in the stability policy and conflict 

prevention mode, through the "legitimate concern" 

principle and ari advanced regime on the rights of 

national minorities. Demands for self-determination 
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will be satisfied by human rights and minority rights 

aimed at preventing or diminishing a security dilemma 

and not by creating new states. The OSCE is not 

encouraging political solutions based on pure ethnicity 

but it can use intrusive regimes in ethnic conflict 

resolution. 

Another means of mitigating the security dilemmas 

around the faltering position of the nation-state and 

the rise of the society into the security agenda is 

provided by the norms and principles, as well as 

mechanisms, that protect and support the identity of 

national and ethnic groups against perceived pressures 

such as migration. The dilemma is intensified as 

societal insecurity as integration in West is producing 

new foci of identification and fragmentation in East is 

leading to re-nationalization of foreign policy or 

ethnic politics. 

The security of a state is about survival and its key 

criterion is sovereignty, and the security of a society 

is about identity. Both forms of security can be 

supported by the OSCE in the framework of its 

comprehensive concept of security, defusing factors 

contributing to uncertainty, tension and instability 

within societies. Societal security is, however, a 

challenge to a state-based institution as identity can 

be transferred to different levels from a group to a 

nation to a community, while the OSCE - at least yet -

cannot be viewed as a focal point of identification. A 

challenge for the OSCE would be to gain the position of 

security expectation and identification of the 

governments and publics. (Waever et.al. 1993, 196; 

Waever 1994a) 

Democratic peace 

The normative emphasis in the OSCE doctrine leads to 



republican liberalism: is the security philosophy 

represented by the OSCE based on the theory of 

democratic peace as an empirical, prudential and 

normative argument? (Russett 1993, 4) 
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Clearly, the CSCE/OSCE post-cold war concept of 

security is predicated on the effects of democratic 

transition not only on the prospects of peace but on 

security and stability in the broader sense. The 

Kantian theory of perpetual peace among democracies is 

not questioned in the CSCE/OSCE normative and political 

"acquis". Furthermore, commercial liberalism- and, as 

its modern version, political and economic integration 

as a peace factor - has a strong place in the OSCE 

policy promoting political and economic stability, 

support to transition, and unification. 

Enlarging the zone of democracy and civility is not 

without its problems. The process of democratic 

transition is uneven and uncertain in the OSCE region. 

There are signs of parochialism and decline of the 

authority of democratic norms and institutions even in 

the established democracies. Furthermore, the theory of 

democratic peace does not exclude conflicts between 

democracies and undemocracies. 

The road to security by democratization is long. Even 

though normative and institutional constraints are 

mutually reinforcing in producing the phenomenon of 

democratic peace, the more powerful constraints to 

violent behaviour are normative rather than 

institutional, whereas institutions are easier to build 

than normative traditions. (Russett 1993, 119-120) ---

Initially, creation of democratic institutions can lead 

to ethnic or other internal conflicts - a paradox which 

the post-cold war Europe has witnessed and the OSCE has 
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recognized. The answer must be stronger institutions 

and patient efforts at creating democratic traditions 

and introducing the political culture of non-violent 

conflict resolution. Democratic transition is a 

strategy of an international security order being 

socially constructed from bottom-up, with the norms of 

the domestic domain extended to the international 

arena. (Russett 1993, 137-138) 

The issue of common interests 

The crucial difference between the two main theories in 

explaining co-operation is focussed on the significance 

of intentions, motivations and objectives for states 

acting unilaterally or collectively through 

international institutions. 

Admitting that relative capabilities are significant, 
institutionalism places a stronger emphasis on 
intentions, interests, information, and learning. In 
simple terms, the theoretical issue is highlighted by 
the dichotomy of relative and absolute gains in 
interest calculation and articulation. When neorealism 
maintains that relative gains, preventing others from 
achieving advances in relative capabilities - who gains 
more? - is the attitude guiding co-operation, in 
addition to the fear of cheating; neoliberal 
institutionalism maintains that states can articulate 
common interests in the pursuit of absolute gains from 
co-operation through institutions; the worry is not so 
much on being cheated or on one-sided losses but 
partners' compliance with common norms and, 
consequently, losses for the totality. (see, Grieco 
1993, 132) 

Institutionalist theory is rationalist; states are 
rational egoists. The theory does not predict universal 
co-operation or a common utility function simply from 
economic interests or values of democracy; what it says 
is that where common interests exist, and an 
opportunity to absolute gains in security and welfare 
exists, co-operation is possible and can be achieved 
and institutions are put to use. The institutionalist 
theory is conditional; mutual interests are taken as 
given. Co-operation and the survival of institutions is 
not only possible through hegemonic dominance or 
balancing by powers. (Keohane 1993a, 273-278) 
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The question of common interests is the key aspect in 

distancing institutionalism from realism. The OSCE 

states see common security interests and seek absolute 

gains, first of all, in the process of political and 

economic transition to democracy and markets. Another 

utility is accrued from the functioning of 

authoritative joint conflict resolution, a common goal 

which is, however, more contentious and sensitive in 

practice. 

As a security-seeking institution run by the engine of 

common interests, the OSCE is predicated on peaceful 

change in the domestic and international order. Through 

neonormativist and institutionalist practices, the 

institution will change together with its environment. 

The strategy calls for preventing or overcoming the 

forces of parochialism or unilateralism, which may lead 

to stagnation or fragmentation of the evolutionary 

security order. As a form of structural chang_~, 

transition is placed against decline in democratic 

domestic and co-operative international institutions. 

Dynamics determining the success of neonormativist 

institutionalism works on the level of actor intentions 

and on the level of institutional structures: 

neonormativism - parochialism 

transition - decline 

Institutions have a staying power and a capability for 

adaptation. The CSCE/OSCE is an example of this 

phenomenon. In the post-cold war transformation, where 

realism predicts an intensified security dilemma and 

conflict due to hypernationalism and multipolarity, 

institutions can have a stabilizing influence and 

facilitate self-interested co-operation. The end of the 

cold war has opened up a broad area of common interest 



43 

among the participants which has carried the CSCE/OSCE 

forward. 

The OSCE has proved to be an adaptive institution, used 

by the participants, on the basis of a wide area of 

specific mutual interests, for co-operation leading to 

absolute gains. But the normative and political 

principle of sovereign equality, and the limited scope 

and soft nature of collective action have acted as 

safeguards against gains favouring some partners and 

hurting others; they have also guarded against the use 

of the OSCE for compellance actions threatening a 

partner's supreme interests of security and survival. 

Furthermore, even though transition and stability are 

in a common interest, the weaker partners are keen to 

ascertain that decision-making rules give them an 

adequate and equal voice. 

The question for the future is whether the weakness of 

the OSCE, in terms of its competence and capability, is 

a crucial "strength". In its present shape, the OSCE 

will not produce a threat to survival, but it creates 

areas for common interest formation for the 

participants. Furthermore, one can ask whether a 

stronger OSCE, with an enlarged competence and 

capability for intrusive common action, would 

accentuate the realist aspects of world politics within 

the OSCE. With a greater potential for change through 

the common institution, risks of cheating and relative 

gains become greater, and more power and capability 

will be used by participants to secure their interests. 

The relative power differences will become more 

significant. The result may be a concert of powers 

within the OSCE. To prevent such a demise, a stronger 

OSCE as an institution based on inclusiveness, equality 

and consensus would call for a firm normative ground 

with a strong compliance pull. 
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(iii) The OSCE as a security regime 

The theoretical question around the OSCE is what kind 

of ''governance" it does or can deliver in the field of 

security. Does it as an institution, as an intervening 

variable make states search for co-operation instead of 

relying on self-help stragies in an international 

system which is constitutionally based on anarchy? A 

leading school in the "governance" field is_ regime 

analysis, which includes both a contract-oriented and a 

behaviour-oriented approach to explaining the will and 

capability to co-operation. (Rittberger 1993) 

The OSCE can be presented as a security regime or a 

number of regimes in specific issue-areas. It is a "set 

of principles, noms, rules and decision-making 

procedures"; actor expectations converge around the 

OSCE which has become a reference point for actor 

behaviour. Originally, the CSCE was a contract-oriented 

regime; gradually the CSCE/OSCE is becoming also a 

behaviour-oriented regime. The question is how strong 

the rules of legitimate or admissible behaviour within 

such a "voluntary, non-hierarchical self-regulation" 

(Mayer et.al. 1993, 398) are in producing nom 

compliance. 

Characteristics of a regime 

Regime theory is an institutionalist theory. The 

largest part of empirical and conceptual regime studies 

deal with economic welfare and other functional, non

security issues. In fact, this is the case with most 

institutionalist research whereas neorealism tends to 

concentrate on security - which is why the study of 

security regimes is - if not paradoxical at least -

challenging. 

The OSCE as a security regime with a broad normative 



45 

basis and a limited and narrow functional capability is 

both an easy and difficult case. The concept of 

comprehensive security will not pose such a challenge 

to the neorealist argument as it includes non-politico

military functional sectors. The OSCE as a security 

regime is not only about a specific politico-military 

issue-area but, in a holistic manner, about a broad 

. field of activities which are perceived to be part of 

(comprehensive) security in the modern sense. 

A study of another comprehensive security regime, The 

Iroquois League (1450-1777), concludes with a 

comparison among the categories of no regime, limited 

regime and strong regime. (Crawford 1994, 385) The OSCE 

is strong in the normative framework (strong norms, 

emphasis on co-operation) and institutionalization 

(high, regular consultation, conflict resolution 

procedures) and limited in membership (not all 

democracies), trust, community (not a pluralistic 

security community), ethnocentrism (moderate), response 

to threats (not collective security), but it is clearly 

a regime. The OSCE is not a league or an alliance 

created because of, or for, external challenges; the 

OSCE is aimed for relations among the participants. 

Among the lessons drawn from the study relevant to 

conditions fostering a security regime (Crawford 1994, 

378-380), many are present with the OSCE. 

- A security regime is formed when the interests of 

actors converge around virtues of co-operation and its 

future prospects; not if imposed by a hegemon or by 

constraining the domestic or foreign policy autonomy of 

states. The post-cold war OSCE is part of a broader 

transformation process but there is no external force 

behind its growth or identity formation. 
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- The intensity of the security dilemma can be 

decreased gradually by reducing uncertainties and 

promoting economic interaction which may lead to an 

identity community strengthened by 

institutionalization. Gradualism is an inherent element 

in the OSCE strategy. The question of forming an 

identity community is open; its weakness is part of the 

credibility gap with the OSCE. 

- The practice of renewal of mutual commitments can 

foster the maintenance of a security regime. This is 

being done by OSCE summits, but in the long run another 

Helsinki I-type conference may be needed. 

- The breakdown of a security regime can be caused by 

experiences of wars being forgotten or by too limited a 

regime (lacking in institutionalization, identity 

community), by shifting capabilities or by exogenous 

shocks. A shift in capabilities could be a resurgent 

unilateralist Russia or a withdrawing isolationist 

United States. 

Russia's choice in foreign policy between a more co

operative or unilateralist, between an integrative or 

isolationist direction is dependent upon the evolution 

of its domestic politics and power structure. The 

linkage is interesting in the light of the experience 

with perestroika. Is Russia's future behaviour 

neorealist or neoliberal? 

A strong case has been made that the Soviet foreign 

policy change under Gorbachev cannot be accounted for 

by structural or funtional factors alone but the role 

of ideas has to be added. The end of the cold war is 

explained by transnationally - including through the 

espistemic communities - transmitted ideas of common 

security which won access to the political system. 
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(Risse-Kappen 1994; Powell 1994) Actors -and thus 

domestic politics - can fundamentally transform the 

international system by changing political conventions 

more rapidly than structures can change. This cause

effect chain can lead into a cold war (Stalin) or away 

from a cold war (Gorbachev). (Koslowski and Kratochwil 

1994) 

Regimes - if they work - prove that governance without 
government is possible. Normative institutions that 
effectively regulate social interaction do not need a 
central authority. Governance is a result of non
hierarchical, voluntary, international collective self
regulation and self-organization of states. Regime 
theory conveys a notion of non-hierarchically ordered, 
yet non-anarchical international politics where 
collective action is possible. (Mayer et.al. 1993, 398; 
402) 

Governance is order plus intentionality; obligations do 
no emanate from a hierarchical or compelling norm- and 
rule-setting process (government) but from voluntary 
agreements to play by a set of rules which are binding 
in the sense that they convergent expectations and 
govern behaviour. (Mayer et.al. 1993, 393) 

Regimes can be identified on the basis of explicit 
rules and procedures, or, on the basis of observed 
behaviour. Rules need not be "effective"; regimes arise 
when states recognize agreements as having continuing 
validity. Regimes can be identified by the existence of 
explicit rules that are referred to in an affirmative 
manner by governments, even if they are not necessarily 
scrupulously observed. (Keohane 1993, 27-28) 

The sociological concept of institution as sets of 
rules (formal and informal) that prescribe behavioural 
roles, constrain activity and shape expectations; 
formal IGOs, transnational, regimes, conventions; 
international regimes are institutions with explicit 
rules, agreed upon by governments, that pertain to 
particular sets of issues in international relations. 
(Keohane 1993, 28-29) 

---- z 
The OSCE is strong lon legitimacy and it will grow as a - ·- --•----····-

non-hierarcli~cal and voluntary order. The role of the 

OSCE as a guardian of explicit norms which are referred 

to by participants will be sustained. But the 
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effectiveness of the OSCE as a security regime is a 

question that cannot be avoided. The OSCE prescribes 

roles and shapes expectations but it has to govern 

behaviour as well. 

Regime effectiveness 
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Regimes can be analysed and explained by neorealist or 

neoliberal terms. This dualism is a key to the OSCE's 

future as a community of values and a security 

institution. 

According to neorealism, regimes affect capabilities 
and interests, serve as a source of influence, alter 
the underlying power capabilities of states, and 
calculations of interests. Within the neoliberal 
framework, regimes affect state action by altering 
bureaucratic practices and rules, by promoting 
learning, by altering ideas about the legitimacy and 
value of practices, by becoming embedded in normative 
networks, by increasing the political salience of 
issues and changing the domestic balance of power. 
(Keohane 1993, 29-30) The dualism can also be 
formulated by stating that the resolution of liberal 
and realist arguments will depend on whether market 
failure or distributional issues best describe the 
range of issues involving international politics. 
(Krasner 1993, 140) 

In liberal regime analysis, the problem at hand is to 
establish that laws and norms exercise a compliance 
pull of their own, at least partially independent of 
the power and interests which underpinned them and 
which were responsible for their creation. Co-operative 
behaviour can arise between self-interested actors, 
based on reciprocal benefits. (Hurrell 1993, 52-53; 57) 

Regimes are seen by realists as being created by, and 
dependent on, power .and distribution. International 
regimes are produced to promote the interests of 
particular actors. Regime creation and maintenance are 
a function of the distribution of power and interests 
among states. (Krasner 1993, 139-140) International 
regimes on human rights depend on whether more powerfuL 
states are willing to enforce the principles and norms 
of the regime; only then are regimes consequential. A 
case in point is the minority rights regime of the 
League of Nations system. Human rights regimes are not 
to rectify market failures but to alter relationships 
between rulers and subjects. (Krasner 1993) 



Security regimes need not cover the entire area of 
security; there are regimes in narrower sub-areas of 
security policy. Regimes exist when all four elements 
(principles, norms, rules, procedures) are present. A 
regime in a given area affects (if obeyed) parties' 
behaviour by channelling or terminating unilateral 
self-help. An example is the European military order 
(CSBMs, CFE, INF). (Mliller 1993, 361) 
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The OSCE as a regime can be analyzed from the viewpoint 

of structure and power. Conflict· management, in 
particular, military crisis management is an area where 
influence is accumulated and power used by such capable 
actors as NATO as an institution and Russia as a leader 

in its actions within the CIS region; crisis management 

creates its own "architecture". 

Another angle is provided by the "stick and carrot" 
effect in norm compliance. The norms of democracy and 

market economy are applied if it is rewarded with the 
perspective of EU membership - like in the context of 

the Balladur Plan - whereas there are countries whose 
immediate security interests supplant any fears of 

sanctions from deviant behaviour. 

A whole category of questions regarding regime 
effectiveness is provided by Russia's integration with 

the OSCE as a community of values as well as a security 

institution. The integration of the new independent CIS 
countries within the OSCE norms and practice is pursued 

through support programmes aimed at influencing 
domestic bureaucratic and political elites. 

In the area of military security, the OSCE can be seen 

as a network of specific regimes on CSBMs and openness. 

In the future, the role of the OSCE will be enlarged to 

European arms control as a whole. 

Within the OSCE, the effectiveness of the regime on 
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human and minority rights (see Packer 1993) is not 

dependent on the use of power; compliance is sought by 

persuasion and quiet diplomacy. On the other hand, the 

ideological hegemony of Western democracy in the post

division Europe can be seen as a factor in regime 

formation. 

The future of the OSCE as a security regime 

The problem of regime effectiveness remains a central 

issue for the future of the OSCE. In realist theory, 

co-operation is a matter of convenience that can be 

abandoned unilaterally if unilateralism gives greater 

promises of net benefits. ·Effectiveness is not a linear 

or accumulating phenomenon. In neoliberal theory, 

however, regime effectiveness can be built and pursued 

through a persistent doctrine and practice. 

Within the neoliberal theory, four approaches promise 

and predict ways through which regimes affect state 

behaviour. (MUller 1993, 362-363) 

- The neoliberal-utilitarian approach assumes that 

states prefer certainty about the course of future 

competition and calculate costs and benefits. States 

review their cost-benefit analyses and the stability of 

co-operation, draw conclusions and adjust their 

behaviour. Within the European security order, 

uncertainty about the architecture of various 

institutions remain; the OSCE will play an important 

networking and stabilizing function in its future 

evolution. 

- Pure institutionalism maintains that states comply 

because regimes exist. Institutions assume a power of 

their own and socialize members. Regime norms and rules 

help states reduce the burden of decision-making by 

creating incontestable rules of decision selection. 
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Even though the OSCE is weak on compellance, it is 

strong on routine communication, consultation and other 

procedures which provide a framework for partners' 

policy-making within a permanent joint forum. 

- According to theories of knowledge, regimes create a 

framework for learning by states. States can test the 

adequacy of co-operation instruments and improve regime 

structures. This is a continuing process within the 
OSCE. 

- Complex institutionalist theory sees regimes embedded 

in networks of norms and institutions. Compliance 

occurs because the normative .systems work as frames of 

reference that reinforce compliance in regimes. The 

future of the OSCE lies in producing a gradual_i!;;t and 

reinforcing impact on compliance. 

Concluding remarks 

The Organization for Security and Co-operation in 

Europe (OSCE) is an effort in international security 

torn between dichotomies and paradoxes in theory and 

practice. The OSCE pursues governance without 

government while being predicated on strengthening the 

authority of its institutions. It follows 

institutionalism while placing a strict emphasis on 

-·sovereignty and equality of its participants. A product 

of the state-centred system, it has created a strong 

linkage between domestic and international norms of 

behaviour. It conducts =~Il_~__lict_II\al'lagement without 
instruments of compellance. 

The evolution of the OSCE as a community of values and 

a security institution should be analyzed in 

interdependence with its environment. The OSCE is 



affected by the contending policies of neonormativism 

and parochialism in the post-cold war order in Europe, 

and by the outcome of the parallel changes of 
---------·-------··- - ··- -· .. ~ - --

transition and decline in its structures. At the same 

time, the OSCE is in place to affect intentions and 

mold structures. 
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_The stronger the OSCE becomes as an institution in 

terms of its competence, capability and authority, the 

more intensified this challenge will become. The OSCE 

will have to tackle forces that go against its own 

logic of providing security. 

Notes 

1. I have developed the character and role of the CSCE 
as an accountability regime and a security institution 
in co-operative security for Europe in an earlier 
article (Mottola 1993). An acc_ount of the CSCE Paris 
meeting 1990 and its aftermath is Lehne 1991 and of the 
CSCE Helsinki 1992 meeting and its significance is 
Heraclides 1993. 

2. For the background and character of the decalogue of 
the Final Act, see Apunen 1975. 

3. For accountability, see Brown 1992, 160!167. 
i 

4. The only exception is the Convention on!Conciliation 
and Arbitration which is, however, binding '1 only on 
those countries that have ratified it; the,Convention 
which entered into force in the days of the Budapest 
·summit (5 December 1994), is an exception tto the OSCE 
practice of inclusiveness - the decision w~s made 
within the CSCE framework (Stockholm Council 1992) but 
not to apply automatically to all but to those willing 
to enter into the convention. 

i 

5. The Russian proposal is included in the icompilation 
of pre-Budapest proposals (CSCE Secretariat DOC. 621/94 
Rev. 1) . ! 

6. Only a separate short appeal to conflicting parties 
was issued, with Bihac as the most urgent concern. 

I 



7. The CIO's statement in the Permanent Council, 12 
January 1995 (DOC. 40/95); Report of the Per-sonal 
Representative of CIO, 1 February 1995 (DOC. 146/95); 
Decision·by the PC, 3 February 1995 (DOC. 154/95 Rev. 
1 ) . 
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8. The High Level Planning Group (HLPG) is working on a 
plan of a multinational force of some 3.000 men. (See, 
CSCE'94. Bulletin of the Finnish Committee for European 
Security. No. 4, 8-9). The operation would receive 
technical advise and expertise from the UN. According 
to informal sources, the force could be one-third 
Russian, one-third other CIS and one-third non-CIS OSCE 
countries. 

9. The chairman's perception of a possible compromise 
was communicated to the Budapest conference (DOC. 
300/Rev. 11/3 December 1994). 

10. UNSC resolution 937 (1994). 

11. The original text issued ap an OSCE document 
(DOC.828/94) and the EU proposal as (CSCE/BC/WG1/2/16 
November 1994). 

12. The concept "neonormativism" is used by Professor 
Osmo Apunen of the University of Tampere in a review of 
an article by the present author on the change in the 
Finnish security-policy doctrine from the cold war to 
the new Europe (Apunen 1994). Apunen's scepticism over 
the ability of a foreign policy based on 
"neonormativism" to overcome the iron laws of realism 
or the return of parochialism in Europe, including 
possibly within the EU, or a non-co-operating Russia 
prompted a reply outlining the security strategy within 
the OSCE framework as a rational form of such 
"neonormativism" (Mottola 1994). 
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Annex I 

INSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURE OF the CSCE 

Fora for political consultation, management and 
decision making 

Summit (next 1996 in Lisbon; further frequency open) 
Ministerial Council (once a year) 
Senior Council (twice a year) 

Economic Forum 
Permanent Council (PC) 

Chairman-in-Office (CIO); Troika 

CSCE Parliamentary Assembly (PA) 

Permanent organs and bodies 

Secretary General (Vienna) 
Secretariat (Vienna) 

Conflict Prevention _C:.E!-~"f:_re ( CPC) 
Off ice (Prague) 

Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights 
(ODIHR) (Warsaw) 
High Commissioner on National Minorities (HCNM) (Hague) 
Office for Sanctions Co-ordinator (with EU, Brussels) 

PA Secretariat (Copenhagen) 

Fora for negotiation and discussion 

Forum for Security Co-operation (FSC) 
· CFE/Joint Consultative Group (JCG) 
Open Skies Consultative Commission (OSCC) 

Fora for follow-up 

Review of implementation (FSC, ODIHR) (annual) 
Review meeting (Vienna) (pre-Summit) 



Annex II 

i 
' 

ACTIVITIES AND OPERATIONS WITHIN THE OSCE ~STRUCTURE 
I 
I 

i 
Activities I 

Consultation, decision making (PC, SC, coJncil) 
(policy, current issues, conflicts) I 
Negotiation (FSC) (politico-military issues) 
Joint action (operations in early warning ,I conflict 
prevention, crisis management, peacekeeping; peaceful 
settlement of disputes) 

Mechanisms 

Emergency meeting (Berlin mechanism) 
Unusual military activities (Measure 17) 
Stabilizing measures for localized crisis 
Human dimension (Moscow mechanism) 
Peaceful settlement of disputes 

situations 

Valletta provisions 
Court of Conciliation and 
Directed conciliation 
Voluntary conciliation 

I 
Arbitrdtion 

I 
Peacekeeping 

Operations 

Missions under the human dimension mechanism 
Missions under the unusual military activ~ties 
mechanism 
Activities by HCNM 
Elections monitoring by ODIHR 

Missions by era 
Personal representative of era ' 
OSCE missions of long duration (fact-finding, 
rapporteur, good offices, monitoring) ! 



Annex III 

CONFLICT CYCLE AND MEANS FOR INTERNATIONAL CONFLICT MANAGEMENT 

reconstruction 
' of society 

' 

war-making 

USE OF MILITARY 
COUNTER-FORCE 

military 
sanctions 

POLITICAL 
RESOLUTION 

peace
building 1 

I 

I 

I 

I 

1 early warning 
fact-finding 

'- I 
' X 

I 

I 

I 

economic sanctions--~--
peace-enforcement 

assessment 
mediation 

humanitarian operations 
peacekeeping 

CRISIS 
MANAGEMENT 

preventive 
diplomacy 

CONFLICT 
PREVENTION. 

peaceful 
settlement 
of disputes 
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Annex IV 

OSCE MISSIONS IN PROGRESS 

Area Deployment Profile 

CSCE missions of long duration 

Kosovo 
Sanjak 
Vojvodina 1992-1993 conflict prevention 

Skopje 1992 conflict prevention 

Georgia 1992 crisis management 

Estonia 1993 .conflict prevention 

Moldova 1993 crisis management 

Latvia 1993 conflict prevention 

Tajikistan 1994 crisis management 

Sarajevo 1994 reconstruction 

Ukraine 1994 crisis management 

Missions by personal representative of CIO 

Chechnya 1995 

Mission under planning 

Nagorno-Karabakh 
- Minsk Group 
- IOPG/HLPG 

1992 
1993/1994 

crisis management 

peace-building 
peacekeeping 
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Annex V 

MODELS FOR OSCE ENGAGEMENT AND PARTICIPATION IN PEACEKEEPING 

Operations Mandate(m) Command and 
control(c2) 

OSCE role Acceptance(a) 
Verification(v) Monitoring(m) 

Operations under the auspices of the OSCE 

1. Chapter III OSCE (m) 

2. Subcontracted OSCE (m) 

Co-operative operations with 

3. Commended Confl+ 
third 
parties (m) 
OSCE (a) 

4. Third-party Confl.+ 
third 
parties (m) 
OSCE (v) 

ISTITUTO AFFARI 
1a1 INTERN.1,ZI:JNAll- ROMA 

OSCE (c2) 

Sec inst (c2) 
OSCE (m) 

third parties 

Third 
parties (c2) 

Third 
parties (c2) 
OSCE (m) 

Resources 
Support(s) 
Troops(t) 

Part Stat + 
Sec inst (s) 
Part Stat (t) 

Sec inst (s) 
Sec inst 
members (t) 

Third 
parties ( s) 
Third 
parties (t) 

Third 
parties ( s ) 
Third 
parties (t) 


