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Continuity in approaching security and stability issues
The aim of my paper consist in bringing to the attention of the roundtable, under the Agenda item Political and Security Dimension of the Black Sea Region, several topical problems pertaining to the important matter of security and stability in the zone. It give me a particular pleasure to congratulate the organizers of this outstanding scientific event for the inclusion on the Agenda of this item which I consider to be in perfect agreement with the provisions of paragraph 4 of the BSEC Istanbul Decennial Summit Declaration, adopted on 25 June 2002. This was indeed the beginning. Inspired by those provisions, we initiated, the following day, at the Istanbul ICBSS Meeting of the Board of Directors the process leading to the elaboration of the Document Ways and Means of Enhancing the BSEC Contribution to Strengthening Security and Stability in the Region. We noted with satisfaction that following an initiative of the BSEC Secretary General, “the BSEC Committee of Senior Officials decided, in early May 2007, to ask the ICBSS to prepare suggestions on how to move forward for its consideration by the BSEC member states, before the end of the year”
 
So far, so good. The high professionalism of the ICBSS, as a think-tank of excellence in the framework of the BSEC, was already demonstrated. There is no doubt about the capability of the ICBSS to elaborate, with the participation of scholars and experts in the field, a good and sustainable proposal, before the end of 2007. The real question which needs to be answered honestly is the following one: are the member states and, consequently, their senior officials ready to adopt a meaningful document on strengthening security and stability in the BSEC Region?

As far as ideas and suggestions are concerned, the present meeting represents an excellent opportunity for us to make pertinent contributions during our discussions. In this spirit, I intend to limit myself to the following issues: 
1. Frozen Conflicts

One of the disturbing realities and serious destabilizing security and stability factors in the Black Sea region is the so called “frozen conflicts”. So far, for different reasons and considerations, BSEC has avoided his implication in contributing to the settlements of these disputes. That attitude reflected what can be described as an application of the “ostrich policy”. Now it is the time for a “shift” from this nonproductive imobilism. “Now”, because we are witnessing major changes in the EU policy towards BSEC. The EU Communication on Black Sea Synergy – A New Regional Cooperation Initiative,   in conjunction with the BSEC Declaration on BSEC – EU Interaction: The BSEC Approach are a convincing demonstration of the determination of both organizations to move towards coordinated programs and actions in the area.

This explain why I am in full agreement with the following question of ICBSS Director General Dimitrious Triantaphyllou: “How could enhanced cooperation with the EU impact on the positive resolution  of the outstanding issues, including “frozen conflicts” in the region and what, if any, the BSEC’s role could be?” 

And I am equally in complete agreement with the EU Commission’s approach in this respect:

“3.3. The “frozen conflicts”

The Commission advocates a more active EU role through increased political involvement in ongoing efforts to address the conflicts (Transnistria, Abhazia, South Ossetia and Nagorno – Karabakh) and has proposed that EU should also look at ways of enhancing its participation e.g. in monitoring. Black Sea Synergy could offer one means of addressing the overall climate by tackling the underlying issues of governance and lack of economic development, lack of social cohesion, security and stability. Special attention must be paid to promoting confidence-building measures in the regions affected, including cooperation programmes specifically designed to bring the otherwise divided parties together.”  And so, the key words in cooperatively approaching the above mentioned conflicts are an “increased political involvement” from the part of the BSEC too. 

2. Fighting terrorism and his closest companion – separatism

I cannot see any difficulty for me to subscribe to the BSEC own evaluation of its “reasonably good record” of cooperation in combating organized crime, especially illegal migration, trafficking in human beings, drugs and arms, asylum, money laundering and financial and economic crime. 

The agreement on combating Organized Crime (1998) and its Additional Protocols of 2002 and 2004, all three legally binding, played a very significant role in helping to develop regional cooperation towards this end. We can ask ourselves if the record of the organization and its member states in combating terrorism is at a similar level of performance. In all probability the answer could not be entirely a positive one. The fact that the BSEC member states adopted the Statement of the Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs on Joint Measures in Combating International Terrorism (Antalya, 26 October 2001) is, in itself, a positive one. But this can only stress the need for a legally binding instrument (agreement, convention), within the BSEC framework devoted especially to fighting terrorism, which would be a major achievement of the Organization. Anyway, this represents a permanent huge task confronting all member states and BSEC as an institution. To my mind, in the BSEC region the task of combating terrorism should not be dissociated of the other one, that of fighting separatism. The experience demonstrated that very often terrorist acts (actions) are committed in order to help politically motivated separatists or secessionist objectives (projects). The Post Cold War period is plenty of convincing examples in that sense. In a broader historical perspective, one can say that they are concrete manifestations of the well known “fragmentation policy”, which seems to be more convenient to be used that the old colonial “divide et impera” dictum. This brings me to the idea of suggesting the conclusion of a BSEC Convention on Fighting Terrorism and Separatism in the Black Sea Region. In a way, this legally binding instrument will be similar to the Shanghai Convention on Combating Terrorism, Separatism and Extremism. It will be probably useful to recall that according to the Shanghai Cooperation Organization Charter, of 7 June 2002, the third main area of cooperation among its member states consists in the “development and implementation of measures aimed at jointly counteracting terrorism, separatism and extremism, illicit narcotics and arms trafficking and other types of criminal activity of a transnational character, and also illegal migration” (Art. 3).

3. Risks of WMD proliferation and illegal trafficking in the Black Sea Region. 

This issue was discussed in depth at the recent Seminar on “How can the Black Sea Region contribute to improved global security” convened in Bucharest between 8 and 9 June 2007 by Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Romania, Royal Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Norway and EURISC Foundation – Romania. To my knowledge, it is for the first time when this particular danger for our region was analyzed in such a framework. To begin with, an important positive fact needs to be underlined, namely that all BSEC member states are parties to the three more significant treaties, establishing the international regimes for weapons of mass-destruction – nuclear, biological and chemical weapons, NPT, BTWC and CWC respectively.  But this doesn’t remove the entire danger of WMD proliferation, which is considered as the most troubling security issues, and no country can consider itself immune. The strategic location of Black Sea ports and infrastructure is another aggravating factor in this respect. As it is known, since 1995 IAEA maintains Illicit Trafficking Data Base (IDTD) which contains information on incidents involving illicit trafficking and other unauthorized activities involving nuclear and other radioactive materials. Since 1993, around 270 cases have been reported to the ITDB by Black Sea littoral states, 30% of which can be classified as “illicit trafficking” incidents. Additional 100 reports about alleged incidents in the Black Sea littoral states have been collected from open sources, 40% of which include elements of “illicit”.

The following eight problems which need national or cooperative intergovernmental solutions were identified by experts during the discussion:

· States often lack effective institutional structure in regard to WMD trafficking;

· The growing web of WMD agreements will give rise to the need for even more efficient coordination within governments, between ministries and departments and with other stakeholders, to ensure interagency cooperation;

· Consequence management: who is coordinating what?;

· All states need to adopt legislative measures: chemical, biological and nuclear weapons (area of accountability of items, physical protection, border controls, law enforcement);

· Need to fill in gaps by preventing both state and non-state actors from related activity;

· Competition, rather than coordination between organizations and states leads to overlapping work and inefficiency;

· To date, no interagency consultative process in the Black Sea Region exists;

· Relevant national organizations need to cooperate bilaterally and multilaterally.

All these issues deserve a careful and responsible attention not only on the part of littoral states, but from the part of all BSEC member countries and of the Organization as well.

4. Energy Security

As is generally recognized by specialists and politicians alike, a matter of greatest importance for the BSEC region concerns the energy security. By its dimension, it is, obviously, a question of global concern. For a number of well known reasons, this issue is of particular interest for our area as such, but equally for Europe as a whole. Without having the same meaning for various countries, energy security involves essentially: a) the security of supply; b) the security of demand; c) the security of transit countries; d) the stability and reliability of contractual arrangements on energy, and e) the safety of critical infrastructures as well as of their personnel. As emphasized recently, despite their different interests, all categories involved (producers, consumers and transit countries) have a major common interest: ensuring the smooth functioning of energy market, with a rational balance between the security of supply, the security of transit and the security of demand; agreed standards for the proper maintenance and safety of energy infrastructures; coordinating market liberalization with an effective regulatory mechanism for energy transit and trade
. In the light of experience, including the most recent one, it seems to be of outmost importance for all three categories of actors to respect and implement three vital interrelated requirements in the field of energy transactions, namely: transparency, predictability and irreversibility. 
From the above it appears to be absolutely clear that energy security and energy policy at large “is not solely an economic concern but one which involves political and security imperatives”
. Concluding this point, I would like to submit to your attention the suggestion formulated at the just mentioned Bucharest International Think Tank Meeting regarding the elaboration of a Regional Strategy for the Protection of Critical Energy Infrastructure in the Wider Black Sea Area. Such a strategy, to be elaborated in the framework of BSEC, with the direct implication of ICBSS, should take into consideration all relevant aspects, needs and experiences in the field. 

5. Safety of Critical Infrastructures

In recent years, this issue became a problem of special preoccupation world-wide. And rightly so, if one takes into consideration the impact of such infrastructure on human, national and international security. It is generally accepted that categories of critical infrastructure include vital sectors, such as: energy, in its large sense, information and communication technologies; water supply; alimentation; health; financial; defense and public order; administration; transport; chemical and other sensitive industries; air traffic, ports and navigation.
It is thus obvious that critical infrastructures represent large-scale dynamic systems, prone to multiple threats and posing risks themselves (e.g. electric power system, transportation system, and water supply, information and communication systems). Current societal needs continue or even increase to fully address such systems, in many respects due to their performed functions within the society. 

Obviously, ensuring safe functioning of every sector or system of critical infrastructures is within the responsibility of every BSEC member state. At the same time, the development of cooperation among all countries of the region, under the BSEC aegis, will be of greatest interest and help for every state in the area, contributing to the consolidation of security and stability in the entire zone. This can become, indeed, a special chapter of cooperative security strategy in the Black Sea Region. 

6. For a politically engaging document 
Given the particular importance of the problem of security and stability in the Black Sea Region, it is necessary to pay due attention to the nature of the document to be adopted. Ideally, a legally binding instrument will be preferable. But realistically thinking, such an approach does not appear to be an achievable objective. On the contrary, what seems to be more feasible, at least as a first step, is the elaboration of a politically engaging document. This cannot be simply a “working document”, expressing a series of considerations and good intentions, but without the desirable political impact and practical significance. In my view, an adequate way to follow in the prevailing circumstances would be the adoption by the Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of a “Declaration and Plan of Action on Strengthening Security and Stability in the Black Sea Region”.  Engaging politically both member states and BSEC, such an instrument would represent  an adequate answer to the existing preoccupations in this very important field.
Reflecting on the architecture of the suggested document, one can imagine the following structure: 

1. Basic Values and Principles;

2. Assessment of the Main Risks, Vulnerabilities and Challenges to Security in the Region;

3. Main Fields of Action;

4. Methods and Practical Measures of Action;

5. Implementation

The elaboration of the draft Declaration and Plan of Action, in the framework of ICBSS, could be entrusted to a group of independent experts  before the end of 2007 and submitted for consideration and decision to the BSEC Committee of Senior Officials. Finally, it would be adopted by the BSEC Council of Foreign Ministers.
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