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REPORT OF THE TRANSATLANTIC SECURITY SYMPOSIUM 2009
"US-EUROPE-RUSSIA SECURITY RELATIONS:
TOWARDSA NEW COMPACT?"

by Sofia Chiarucci and Sara Raffaelli

I ntroduction

Moved by the conviction that any serious reflectmnthe future of European security
should take into consideration Russia’s contributito it, the Istituto Affari
Internazionali (IAl) of Rome organized a Transdil@rSymposium on US-Europe-
Russia security relations.
Four main issues were brought under scrutiny:

- The role of the EU, NATO, and Russia in the ‘Eu@psecurity space’;

- The potential for cooperation in nuclear arms aasjfr missile defence and

non-proliferation;

- Energy security; and

- The prospects for a new encompassing security compa
The 2009 Transatlantic Security Symposium is theosé of a series of annual
meetings, focusing on the state of affairs of thedatlantic security relationship.
The event was organised in cooperation with thepgean Union Institute for Security
Studies (EU-ISS) of Paris, and was sponsored byGéenan Marshall Fund of the
United States (GMF-US), the NATO Public DiplomacwiBion, the Friedrich Ebert
Stiftung Rome office, the Compagnia di San Paol®win, and the Italian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs It took place in Palazzo RondiniRome, on June 22, 2009.

This report provides a summary of the papersentes in the first three

sessions of the conference and the discussion wihidéhplace during the meeting .

Sessions

1. The EU, NATO, Russia and the European security space: Towards a new
architecture?

Vladimir Baranovski’'s paper explored the viability of the concept of a
‘European security spack'lt concludes that a new architecture for Europsecurity
can be built, provided that the specific role ofsRia in the European security space is

! Vladimir Baranovsky, “Russia's Approaches towaBesurity Building within the Euro-Atlantic Zone”.
Vladimir Barnovsky is Deputy Director, Institute &i/orld Economy and International Relations,
Moscow.
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accepted and that Russia’s ‘vital’ interests in fiiener Soviet space are recognized.
Elements of convergence, it is noted, coexist \&@ias of disagreement. Some issues,
such as NATO'’s enlargement, are still very sensitand controversial. Russia and
NATO, the paper stresses, should recognize that o¢h suffer from security and
psychological complexes. Both parties should remegthe importance of committing
to long-term security measures and goals, abidyndpé norms they both contributed to
establishing from the Helsinki conference of 197&%wards. In fact, a common
European security space can be created if thet sgirHelsinki is revived and the
Helsinki accords are updated and further built upon

NATO enlargement is perceived by Russia as a thoe#s national security, despite

NATO’s efforts to convince it of the opposite. Riassees NATO enlargement to
countries formerly belonging to the Soviet Union esmpleting a process of

‘encirclement’, the first phase of which — NATO argement to Central and Eastern
Europe — has already been imposed upon Russiateshting loss of influence in the

post-Soviet space deriving from further enlargenvemtld directly undermine Russia’s

‘vital interests’.

Yet, the NATO-Russia relationship remains crucidew approaches need to be
explored in order to revamp cooperation after theaking point reached after the
Georgian war of August 2008. A solution could beujpgrade the NATO-Russia
Council, endowing the latter with more extensiverpgatives and stronger decision-
making mechanisms. While stepping up strategicstakussia should be engaged in
issues where it shares a common interest with thetWCooperation against terrorism
in Afghanistan is a case in point. Moreover, inardo limit the NATO-centric
character of the current European security architec the US and Europe could
consider investing in other institutions, startingh the Organization for Cooperation
and Security in Europe (OCSE), which already presida larger and more
comprehensive framework for security cooperatiomisThas been, after all, the
proposal put forward by Russian President Dmitrydielev since taking office.

What seems to be clear is that, possibly to a greattent than in the past years, there is
an interest on the part of the US and Europe, #isass®n the part of Russia to work out
new arrangements for a more stable and peacefopEan security space, including, if
possible, creating a European Security Treaty & é&md. Given that different views
coexist as to the actual content and shape ofdteanrangements, the most promising
path seems to be to explore different solutions &mydout different formats of
cooperation instead of focusing exclusively on aarbrganizations or planning to set
up new ones.

Participants firmly agreed that a ‘New Cold War'visry unlikely to unfold. However,
agreement did not go much further. The notion Buasia ‘is back’ was questioned by
some. Views differed, moreover, as to the implmadi of the comeback: are Russia’s
goals expansionist once more, as seemed to beatfe after World War I, or is
Moscow simply aiming to protect its vital interesieng its borders? Most participants
agreed at least that Russia is a necessary compoingre European security space and
that without cooperation with Russia, the very owtof European security becomes
uncertain.
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The discussion, therefore, concentrated on theitonsl and the logic of cooperation.
Some participants emphasized the prospect for agketwin-win’ types of solutions,
starting with arms control. Others presented akaleacenario. The issue to them is
whether cooperation can be realistically reached given Buassia’'s ‘comeback’ has
been accompanied by a new assertiveness in fopeigy, often challenging American
and European interests and policies, especialastern Europe. Even if the Cold War
is over, some noted, the West and Russia aradstithting strategic and security issues
that were of great salience during the bipolar kkea,the deployment of military forces
in Europe, the size and development of nucleamatseas well as the acceptability of
spheres of influence and their extensions. Thiddcdwe the indicator that in many
respects we are still in the stalemate of the @éédt, and that the only goal truly within
reach is coexistence, not cooperation. Others tdgjdo this view, arguing that Russia’s
security concerns and the West's are largely iategr today. The challenge is to
convince Moscow to play the part of the ‘resporesiktakeholder’ in a European
security space which has to be inclusive. One @pant underlined that Russia has
developed an even stronger interest in buildingudnership with the West as threats
originating from its more unstable borders to tbatk and east have grown since the
end of the Cold War.

While nobody questioned the benefits that wouldveefrom enhanced cooperation,
views differed significantly as to how to achieteSome stressed that the Cold War
strategy of ‘containing’ Russia’s aims might notdmenpletely outdated considering the
re-emergence of a ‘neo-imperialistic’ orientationMoscow, at least as regards its most
immediate neighbourhood. Only by containing Russpmwer, some argued, can
cooperation be explored in some key strategic af@tmers noted that containment and
engagement are by definition opposing concepts camhot coexist within the same
strategy. A European participant noted that codmerawith Russia becomes more
difficult, the more political the level of discussi. By the same token, the more
technical the issues, the easier cooperation bexofiais is well exemplified by
Afghanistan and counter-terrorism, where coopenatvas maintained even when US-
Russian relations were at an all-time low. In tasecof NATO enlargement, however,
where political considerations are pre-eminent, peoation has been very hard to
achieve.

Several participants questioned the suggestiontétdinical cooperation can act as a
substitute and not only a complement to politicmeration. Many, in fact, agreed that
some common principles, if not a common visionh# political future of Europe, are
needed if a true partnership between the US, EuaopgeRussia is to be built. Not only
can new institutions not be created without priolitggal agreement, but even existing
ones, such as the OSCE, are bound not to be usled tall, if their mission remains the
object of disagreement.

The notion, supported by some, that the EU woulkeha comparative advantage in
dealing with Russia because it is viewed in Moséownore favourable terms than
NATO was questioned by some Russian participante @articipant noted that the
‘Eastern Partnership’ that the EU recently launcivetl countries of the former Soviet
Union is seen with sincere concern in Russia.
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One of the arguments often repeated by the Rugmaicipants was that the West
should choose its future approach to Russia cdyefdcause Moscow has, in fact,
several strategic options besides cooperation thghWest. Other Russian participants
contended that Moscow is deluding itself if it tksénthat it actually has partners in the
East because in fact it has only very fragile sslenportant relationships, starting with
the one with China.

It is a matter of fact, some other participantsedotthat Russia is not exactly the
strongest among the so-called BRIC countries (Brdmdia, Russia, China). An

American participant pointed out that Russia’s sharworld GDP is stationary around
3%, but that the financial and economic crisis seeém have affected the Russian
economy more than the other rising economies anstékfeones.

2. Nuclear arms control, missile defence, and non-proliferation: Exploring the
potential for US-Europe-Russia cooperation

Andrew Kuchins paper explores the content of the treaty potéptiaplacing START

1 and other possible areas of cooperation in whitlyress can be madéhe paper
identifies nuclear security and non-proliferatios issues where an agreement is both
highly desirable and reachable, but it points bat the Iranian question can become the
source of tensions. As far as nuclear arms redudsoconcerned, Moscow seems
willing to accept limitations provided that a cemt&quilibrium is kept in the Russian-
American nuclear balance. At the same time, howdyv&r plans for a missile defence
system in Europe are seen by Moscow as an attemypidermine the strategic balance.
Even if this issue were solved, for the time beomy a limited reduction in nuclear
arsenals seems possible, at least until negotsati@eome multilateral and include the
other nuclear states.

While Moscow’s concerns about nuclear armamentsfacased mainly on China,
Washington’s priority is Iran. Despite the effotts act as a mediator with Teheran,
Moscow actually has little leverage. Linking thgency of building the missile defence
system more closely to the imminence of the Iramaclear threat, as the Obama
administration has done, could have some chancescokss. Working out such a deal
is not easy, however, as much will depend in arsg @n developments in Iran, which
are highly unpredictable at the moment. A deal ketwRussia and the US extending
from arms reduction to missile defence would ndy @mmost cooperation in other fields
but also put Moscow in a stronger position to ieflae the future organization and
course of European security.

Participants discussed the decision to resume talkard a new START treaty taken by
Russian President Medvedev and US President Obiatha &20 summit in London. It

was pointed out that the US president has called faorld free of nuclear weapons.
The approaching expiration date of the START 1 firealy makes the issue of nuclear
forces reduction more pressing. While both Russid ¢the US agree on non-

2 Andrew C. Kuchins, “Getting Trans-atlantic SecurRight: Nuclear Non-proliferation and Strategic
Stability”. Andre C. Kuchins is Director and Seniéellow, Russia and Eurasian Program CSIS,
Washington
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proliferation and arms control as general goalsjrtepecific interests might still be
different. A participant argued that the Americasee nuclear arms as a relatively
useless instrument. The US was defined as a ‘padear power’. Russia, on the
contrary, seems to resemble a traditional nucleavep more, which considers its
nuclear capability as a key instrument for guamintg its security and sovereignty. If
this perspective is correct, then arms reductiomobm®s a question for tough
negotiation, and for Russia it could involve accamdiations in other areas not
necessarily related to strategic armaments. How&uessia seems to have at least some
economic incentives to proceed swiftly towards iy arms weapons.

Some participants stressed that Russia should beinoed that the anti-missile
program has been conceived against I@ne participant stressed that with the new
Obama administration taking a softer approaha-vis Teheran,Moscow might be
concerned about being excluded from a potentialtd&an deal. Many participants, in
fact, argued that American and Russian interestgrits Iran are not necessarily
converging, even if they overlap to some extenivds noted, for instance, that Iran is
of crucial importance to key sectors of the Rusgaanomy, making Moscow more
tolerant towards Teheran. Russia is not totallyntesested with respect to the Iranian-
US rivalry, as it has carved out the role for itsé#lpossible mediator between the two,
while gaining from Teheran special privileges inregion which the US finds it
extremely difficult to penetrate. This complex gystof balances which translates into
some advantages for Moscow would be fundamenttélyeal if US-Iranian cooperation
became a reality.

Consensus gathered around the fact that the cwwigidiow of opportunity to reset
Russian-American engagement in arms reduction dhaatl be allowed to close. Some
discussants observed that the issue is inherendlietal and that Europe would only
have a very marginal role, if any. Not only is Huedess central to the main equation,
but it also faces problems of internal consistebetween its 25 non-nuclear-weapon
states committed to non-proliferation and disarmamend the two nuclear-weapon
states, France and Britain. As far as NATO is came#, many participants argued that
it is hard to imagine how it could come up with@sion even only slightly divergent
from that of the United States. As a result, areduction seem to be a transatlantic
issue in only a very limited way — the level isuadly global, but the negotiations are
primarily bilateral. Nevertheless, a few particitgnncluding some Americans, stressed
that as the main transatlantic forum, NATO shoutdkkpt actively involved in future
discussions, especially in consideration of the newategic concept’ which is
supposed to encompass such issues. A possiblewagrne participant suggested, is to
keep the negotiations bilateral at present anddamodhem at a later stage. Again, there
seems to be a consensus that the top prioritypkamg START1 with a new all-
encompassing treaty. This will likely be the casaljor further and more inclusive
negotiations.

3. Energy security: What options to build long-term trust?
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In his paper on the Russia-EU energy relationslames Sherr contends that Moscow
and Brussels approach the issue of ‘energy setimity fundamentally different way.
The author underlines how the energy sector is ®¥geRussia as an instrument of
influence both within and outside the country. Rugssian economic model of vertical
state integration clashes with the EU’s market eaonmodel. As a consequence, the
Russian energy sector is unable to fully integveatl the larger external energy market
(Russia has nonetheless attempted to extend stersyof understandings’, that is, a
system based on personal connections rather thanrule of law, to Europe).
Acknowledging the systemic nature of the energyblam, Sherr suggests treating the
issue not as a purely economic matter and recomsnamding the Ukraine-Russia
energy relationship into an EU-Russia-Ukraine eyerglationship; interconnecting
European infrastructure networks; and upgradinginfr@structure of the EU member
states. Secondly, the author points out that réignks must be enforced within the EU
space and disagreements that internally divide Buhtries overcome. According to
Sherr, frustration in negotiation and dialogue wWRhbssia is determined not only but
Russia’s behaviour but also by the EU’s inabilyfind a common position among its
member states.

Participants remarked that gas is not a scarceuresoHowever, its transport has
become an issue of strategic concern. The unbaldfdeRussia interdependence has
both political and economic dimensions, as receditigsted to by the two energy crises
between Russia and Ukraine. The crises showedht@d&U does not really have a grip
on energy matters which are not strictly relateditso members and that current
European regulations do not provide a useful tooltos achieving a final solution to
the problem. Most European participants agreed Hiate the latter is systemic, it has
to be tackled with more robust approaches.

Participants recalled that the Kremlin has oppo#ieel so called ‘anti-Gazprom’
reciprocity clause proposed by the European Comomsglaiming that the strongly
vertical integration promoted by Gazprom is nothing the first guarantee to ensure
European energy security. Additionally, even recngg that Russia wants to diversify
its supply toward the East, it was argued that pein@mains by far its main source of
revenue. Thus, if Gazprom thinks in commercial trthere would be no reason to fear
a reduction in its deliveries to Europe, severalsdfan participants pointed out.
Nevertheless, there is widespread concern in Eutloge Moscow could use the EU
market as a pawn to be sacrificed on the tablesatiategic interests. Some participants
expressed regret that some EU member states pefelinch bilateral deals with
Moscow instead of pursuing a European path. Theghasized that Europe should
make it a priority to lay out a truly workable eggistrategy.

Projects like Nabucco, the Trans-Caspian pipelimé t#he agreement signed by ltaly,
Greece and Turkey to construct a European Natuaal &uthern Corridor to transport
natural gas from East to the West by 2012 arettdh®pts to reduce European energy
dependence. Yet, few in the field are fully conedmf the commercial viability and
actual feasibility of these projects. Diversifyitige sources of energy is nonetheless
considered worthwhile as Iraq and Turkmenistaneanerging as major gas reserves in

% James Sherr, “Energy security: the Russia-EU Daioeri. James Sherr is Head of Programme, Russia
and Eurasia, Chatham House, London
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the world, largely still waiting to be exploited. participant remarked that the EU’s
priority is infrastructural interconnections. Thuailse problem becomes a pre-eminently
European one, as it will be solved when the EU gmé®m words to deeds and starts
working towards the establishment of a truly ineedgd European energy market.

In fact, many suggested that Europe has to be #d#amtoo. The European

Commission’s limited mandate has not allowed fonarete integration into a single
energy market. Though agreeing that abolishing moles and enacting more
stringent rules to pave the way for the convergesfceational markets should be the
main aim, European countries continue to pursuetBxthe opposite strategy. Energy
markets are still regulated through national legish. Additionally, since many doubt
that Moscow will ever ratify the European Energya@hr, this is another reason for
Europe to work on its own energy integration sacalse able to dialogue with Moscow
from a position of greater strength.

4. What prospect for a new security compact?

The final session of the symposium was a wrap-up tpadiscuss the most important
points raised during the debate further and to idensvarious future scenarios.
Emphasis was put on the concept of a Europeanisespace as the context within
which to solve the many issues that have still Ineén settled. Nevertheless, only
limited consensus was reached on how to get thieeediscussion highlighting more
divisions and tensions than expected.

Willingness to improve the current regime of arnmtcol does not automatically
translate into greater transatlantic cooperatiorfatt, it is not clear where and how the
European Union and NATO can fit in it. It was agtdékat negotiations should at least
lead to the adoption of a new START Treaty — diites bilateral deal, there would be
more room to engage other actors through a matdération of negotiations. In many
respects, Iran was singled out as the key issweastargued that by working on closer
US-Russian cooperation in this dossier and by notearly linking ballistic missile
defence to the nuclear Iranian threat, even thedraquestion could develop positively,
provided the internal situation worsen.

With regard to energy security, attention was drawthe danger of Moscow making
use of its resources to reach revisionist goals.céstroversial as the relationship
between the Kremlin and Gazprom may be, however,cbmpany may still keep
behaving like a commercial entity, even if statetcolled. In that case, the debate
should focus on energy as a primarily economicesso be kept separate from more
political concerns. It was recalled that at leasthe short/mid term, Russia does not
seem to have any other viable option than to mizkeeliveries to Europe.

Several participants argued that, despite energgsi&'s international weight might be
shrinking. Russia’s economic performance is faipr if one excludes revenues from
energy. Investing in one sector only is also a damgs choice for long-lasting and
sustainable growth. Other great powers, such asaCand India, seem to be more
reliable and capable of delivering when it comesgtobal security issues, thus
relegating Russia to a second rank position. Nbeksss, several participants, and not
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only Russian ones, confirmed that Russia maint@ipsominent role in regions that are
critical of US and Europe security, such as Afghtam, Pakistan and Iran.

Another issue at stake concerns what some caltBbheasian” security dossier which

has seen two main developments in the past ye&$ONRussia cooperation and the
process of NATO enlargement. In this regard, a Rnsepresentative claimed that the
first thing to do is to unblock the static relatship. The Euro-Atlantic security zone
has already been enlarged to the largest possiémtebeyond which the historical

Russian paranoia of being encircled could be hartfigated.

The transatlantic relationship was questioned dk Wevas pointed out that the range
and direction of US priorities do not always comeiwith Europe’s. Issues like Iraq,
Afghanistan and the Middle East preserve a pre-emiiplace among the plethora of
US concerns, but seem to be lower on the list abpean priorities. An American

representative, moreover, pointed out that the anpéthe financial crisis combined

with the decline in US power could lead Washingiomeeply revise its commitments
to Europe, choosing various forms of disengageménth could in turn make the EU-

Russia relations more relevant and central. In rotherds, while the notion of a

European security space seems to be useful — amdgseeven more so now than
twenty years ago — the actors playing in it andrthembinations can significantly

evolve over time, and this too has to be fully tak&to account when envisaging future
scenarios

It may still take some time for a new European ggcarchitecture to come into being,
but it is most urgently needed. Despite severatcgsuof disagreement, no participant
questioned the basic point that the establishmédn& dnew European security
architecture’ fully incorporating the changes thave taken place since the end of the
Cold War would be a superior alternative to a USelpa-Russia relationship informed
by logics of containment or confrontation. Nobo@gms to be nostalgic about the Cold
War and its much praised ‘stability’ based on frozenflicts, the division of Europe,
and the threat of mutual assured destruction. Npbmdreover, seems to see anything
to be gained by any party from open confrontation.

Opinions diverged, however, as to the exact priasigoverning the European security
space, with views ranging from those prevalent iest¥rn countries where spheres of
influence are seen as outrageous Cold War rebice)dre traditional views seeing the
European security space as the meeting placedifitraally defined territorial national
interests. In the latter case, what truly mattersiat the birth of some community
between Russia and the West but the establishmh@ntancert of powers, like the ones
which dominated the European scene at the endeofl#i century. In sum, beside
disagreeing on several more technical issues, dikimted participants was whether the
European security space has to be a democratie sgsmaevell, or whether it can be
defined according traditional geopolitical criteria this sense, and perhaps only in this
one, the deeper cleavage that emerged between éansrand Europeans, on the one
hand, and Russians, on the other, led some to wdmdhat if the Cold War really is
over, then some of the questions that accompan@deven defined it, have never been
fully settled.
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