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Preface

In this 2023 edition of the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe,
(OSCE) Academy book study series on Transformation and Development: Polariza-
tion, Shifting Borders and Liquid Governance, authors examine topics and issues
emblematic of the security paradigm shift occurring in times of Zeitenwende (the
turn of an era) in the OSCE region. They present current research on shifting borders
and political polarization characterizing Europe’s Eastern Neighbourhood and the
Central Asia countries.

This volume is divided into two parts. Part I presents chapters examining the role
of borders and border practices, including patterns of border disputes among partic-
ipating states of the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE).
The book also looks at how contested borders have impacted the engagement of
international organizations such as the European Union (EU), North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO), and OSCE in security and conflict prevention. Particular atten-
tion is given to how European borders are slowly but progressively shifting through
EU enlargement to envelop Georgia, Moldova, Montenegro, and Ukraine and to the
polarization and contestation that processes of international norm diffusion have
created on the ground.

In Part II, this year’s editors present a special section on “Crisis, War, and Conflict
in Ukraine,” investigating European and international responses to the current Russia-
Ukraine war. The authors examine how selected European countries and their neigh-
borhoods have framed and engaged with the current conflict in Ukraine, pointing out
the similarities and differences characterizing their positioning vis-a-vis the war. In
addition, Part II provides an overview of the efforts made and the challenges faced
by international organizations such as the OSCE and the United Nations (UN) to
prevent and de-escalate violence.
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Book Sections

The book opens the main Section on Polarization, Shifting Borders, and Liquid
Governance with Chap. 1 “Migration Policies in the OSCE Region” by Anisa
Abeytia, Esther Brito, and John Sunday Ojo, which explores discrepancies in the
application of international asylum law among OSCE countries. In the following
Chap. 2, “Early Warning Models in the OSCE: Adoption and Re-invention,” Alina
Isakova examines the construction of conflict early warning in the OSCE and
invites the organization to re-evaluate and maintain conflict prevention and early
warning efforts in Central Asia, the Caucasus, and the Western Balkans. Chapter 3
“NATO and EU Strategic Security Environment” by Aybike Yalcin-Ispir reveals
that the common security threats these organizations face have increased the clarity
regarding their division of labour in providing security. In the Chap. 4 “Patterns
of Border Disputes Amongst OSCE Countries,” Halina Sapeha, Kasra Ghorban-
inejad, Ari Finnsson, Benjamin Perrier, and Emmanuel Brunet-Jailly investigate the
extent to which the OSCE patterns follow or do not, those in the rest of the world.
In the Chap. 5 “Assessing Water (Ir)Rationality in Nagorno-Karabakh,” Leonardo
Zanatta and Marco Alvi emphasize the centrality of water resources—and, more
precisely, their deterioration and scarcity—for regional security by focusing on the
transboundary water management issues characterizing Nagorno-Karabakh.

The Chap. 6 “Vetting as a Tool for Strengthening Judicial Integrity in the OSCE
Region” by Teodora Miljojkovic looks at judicial vetting to strengthen institutional
integrity and, through a case study focused on Serbia, illustrates the inherent dangers
of the vetting procedure, which requires only that members reach the internationally
prescribed levels of the rule of law compliance. In the Chap. 7 “Human Rights
Adjudication in Central Asia,” Saniia Toktogazieva provides evidence on how
internal political dynamics and the fundamental rights-related jurisprudence of
Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan, and Tajikistan are being shaped by external geopolitical
factors, not necessarily by international laws promoting fundamental rights. The
Chap. 8 “Human Rights and Social Media: Challenges and Opportunities for
Human Rights Education” by Joanna Kulesza analyses the ambiguity of existing
freedom of expression safeguards and, primarily, their online application based on
the example of the Polish draft law on freedom of online speech. Similarly, the
Chap. 9 “Digital Citizen Activism in Central Asia: Beyond Contestation and Coop-
eration” by Bakhytzhan Kurmanov focuses on the virtual space and mobilization of
citizens through social media that contributed significantly to the October events in
Kyrgyzstan in 2020 and the January riots in Kazakhstan in 2022.

In the Chap. 10 “The Dilemma of Good Governance Versus Power Grab in
Georgia,” Shalva Dzebisashvili scrutinizes the diffusion of bad governance practices
characterizing regime transition in Georgia. His analysis uncovers how, by using
informal rule and reform masking, political elites do little to prevent the complete
monopolization of power. This thesis is further investigated by Malkhaz Nakashidze,
who, in the Chap. 11 “Transformations of Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine Towards
EU Membership,” discusses the common and differing challenges faced by Georgia,
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Moldova, and Ukraine in the process of democratic transformation towards EU
membership as of June 2022. Analogously, the Chap. 12 “Backsliding Rule of Law
and “Stabilitocracy” in Montenegro” by Mirko Pukovi¢ offers a historical overview
of democracy-building in the country. The contribution focuses on the ongoing consti-
tutional crisis framed as the direct result of an ineffective transition carried out by
a single party that has remained in power for three decades. Finally, the Chap. 13
“OSCE Securitization and De-securitization-The Kosovo-Serbia Dialogue” by Eni
Lamce brings to light the progress made on Kosovo’s path to democratization by
emphasizing the role played by regional actors, namely the USA, the EU, and the
Russian Federation, in enhancing the country’s domestic developments.

Part II of this anthology presents a Special Section on chapter “Crisis, War and
Conflict in Ukraine,” analysing international reactions and perspectives. The section
begins with a short Chap. 14 titled “Introduction to the Special Section,” where the
editors of this volume—Anja Mihr and Chiara Pierobon—briefly familiarize the
reader with the specific framing and terminology used by the EU and the OSCE in
this regard. The Chap. 15 “Ukraine’s European Integration in the Context of Russian
Aggression” by Maryna Reznichuk investigates cooperation between Ukraine and
the EU, reviewing the process of creation and implementation of a legal framework
for harmonizing the Ukrainian legal system with the EU acquis communautaire in
times of conflict.

Valerio Alfonso Bruno and Federica Fazio’s Chap. 16 on “Italian Governments
and Political Parties Vis-a-Vis the War in Ukraine” shows that the transition between
the technocratic national unity government led by Mario Draghi and the right-wing
political government led by Giorgia Meloni has taken place under signs of conti-
nuity. In Chap. 17 “Shaping German Feminist Foreign Policy in Times of Conflict in
Ukraine,” Chiara Pierobon examines Germany’s response to the current conflict in
Ukraine through a feminist lens. The chapter reveals that the current armed conflict
has been used to develop and articulate the substance of a German Feminist Foreign
Policy in practice. In the Chap. 18 “Polish Reactions to Russian Aggression Against
Ukraine” Joanna Dyduch and Magdalena Géra consider the case of Poland and
emphasize how external threat has silenced internal highly politicized debate and, to
some extent, suspended domestic political conflict. The Chap. 19 “German, French,
and Polish Perspectives on the War in Ukraine” by Caroline L. Kapp and Liana Fix
compares the strategic interests and history of relations with Russia of Germany,
France, and Poland and how these have influenced their approaches to delivering
military support to Ukraine.

Veebel and Ploom illustrate the response to Russian aggression in Ukraine on
behalf of the Estonian public and elite. Their Chap. 20 “Estonian Fears, Hopes,
and Efforts—Russian War Against Ukraine” highlights the country’s support for
more severe sanctions and fear that Russia will use the same logic and action
against the Baltic States. The Chap. 21 “Greece’s Response to Russia’s War on
Ukraine” by Panagiota Manoli pinpoints that country’s unitary and solid position
in supporting Ukraine and how the current conflict has strengthened the centrality
of rule-based order and the ties to EU and NATO allies in Greek foreign policy.
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In Chap. 22 “Turkey’s ‘impartial’ Tarafsiz: Turkey’s Impartial Stance Vis-a-Vis
Russia’s War Against Ukraine,” Eleonora Tafuro Ambrosetti examines Ankara’s
role as a mediator in the current conflict, emphasizing its successful attempt to
balance being pro-Ukrainian without being openly anti-Russian.

In Chap. 23 “The United Nations and the Russian-Ukrainian War,” Georgios
Kostakos critically assesses the inability of the UN to prevent or foresee the conflict, as
well as the failure of its Security Council to deal with an armed conflict involving one
of its five permanent members as an aggressor. Similarly, in the Chap. 24 “OSCE’s
Resilience in Times of War,” Jelena Cupac pinpoints the challenges faced by another
international organization: the OSCE. The author highlights how the organization had
struggled long before Russia annexed Crimea in 2014 and how the pressure of the war
in Ukraine will likely lead to an organizational decline or, at least, contraction. Finally,
in the Chap. 25 “Transitional Justice in Ukraine,” Anja Mihr discusses how the
country might be best funded and legally prepared for a transition toward democracy
that could last for decades.
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Berlin, Germany
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Part I
Main Section: Between Stability
and Transformation in the OSCE Region



Chapter 1 ®)
Migration Policies in the OSCE Region i

Anisa Abeytia, Esther Brito, and John Sunday Ojo

1.1 Introduction

In 2015 over one million Syrians sought asylum in Europe. This triggered a rise in
migratory policy responses anchored in Eurocentrism, built on historical biases, and
enshrined in European laws, codes, and legal norms (Ameeriar, 2017; Dunbar-Ortiz,
2021; Emilsson & C)berg, 2022; Mishra, 2017; Perocco, 2018; Walia, 2021). Today,
these policies have fundamentally shaped OSCE (Organization for Security and Co-
operation in Europe) refugee and migration governance in a manner that warrants
further analysis.

Critical literature has highlighted that Eurocentrism is enshrined in the legisla-
tive structures that shape the OSCE approach to migration policy, which manifest as
inequities and an institutionalized tiered system that favors the migration of Euro-
pean communities over that of non-Europeans (Abeytia, 2021; Dunbar-Ortiz, 2021;
Walia, 2021). Understanding how these policies reproduce biases is fundamental to
assessing the realities of modern migration. Tracing this evolution, Perocco (2018)
identified the rise of anti-migrant Islamophobia in European societies as an embedded
structural phenomenon. He observed its normalization and increase in line with non-
white economic immigration, noting that throughout the 1990s, punitive policies,
practices, and discourses began to take more explicit shape in Europe. These narra-
tives included themes such as “the Islamic invasion, the irreducible difference, the
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female condition, the incompatibility, and the impossible integration” to justify poli-
cies and practices of exclusion—manifesting as variations of discrimination, from
social coverage and economic opportunity to targeted security policies, normalized
institutional discrimination, and continued micro acts of violence across European
states (Perocco, 2018).

Subsequent mass displacements of refugees have further exacerbated these
systemic political fractures, which have crystallized in the lack of consistent imple-
mentation of the international right to asylum. A clear example is the European
Union’s (EU) recent adoption of the instrumentation of asylum law, which further
erodes international norms in favor of the nation-state (European Commission 2021).
This law highlights the growing social and political polarity driving the migration
policy agenda by favoring the measures dictated by individual EU member states
rather than more cohesive international legal obligations. As such, it affirms that
white nationalism, not a refugee-centered agenda, is increasingly driving policy
(Hgy-Petersen, 2022; Campbell & Pedersen, 2014; Djuve & Kavli, 2019).

These policy approaches adopted in the Global North have become normalized
and remain unscrutinized for biases in their instrumentation of migration law. Imple-
menting polarized domestic policy in OSCE countries recreates the social structures
of otherness and sets the basis for discriminatory approaches toward migration flows.
This becomes evident in the case of France and its relationship with local non-white
and migrant populations. Such racial otherness was the basis of a controversial anti-
veil bill passed into law in 2010, which involved ethnonationalism rhetoric and did not
target Christian religious coverings (Brayson, 2019). Again, across parts of France,
migrant communities are segregated and often confined to banlieues—geographi-
cally isolated suburbs (Jobard, 2020), where young residents are commonly stereo-
typed as terrorists. Despite many being second and third-generation immigrants born
and raised in France, they tend to be subjected to routine police and identity checks
under the pretext of confirming their identities. The riots in France in 1983, 1990,
and 2005 resulted from such collective racial stereotyping (Ware, 2014). As such,
we see that general conceptions of integration or nationality are not the core driving
factors of discrimination. However, non-white bodies are subjected to perceptions of
threat, control, and otherness, both domestically and internationally (Linke, 2010).

National security and social cohesion are often cited as justification for these
exclusionary migration laws and policies in the Global North (Dunbar-Ortiz, 2021;
Walia, 2021). Yet the impacts of these practices extend into the Global South and
act to benefit elites that deploy them to maintain a hold over minority populations,
political dissenters, refugees, and internally displaced populations. It is essential to
examine the underlying ideological bias that shapes migration policy to begin to
apply the standards and laws prescribed by international asylum law universally
across regions and populations (Medeiros, 2019; Schain, 2018).



1 Migration Policies in the OSCE Region 5

1.2 The Underlying Ideological Basis of Migration Policy

A growing body of literature highlights biases and colonial antecedents within policy
structures. In his book, Julian Go (2016) postulates the necessity of recognizing
and addressing the insertion of post-colonial structures within the social sciences.
Similarly, in “Not a Nation of Immigrants”, Rozanne Dunbar-Ortiz (2021) outlines
the deep social coding embedded in the USA’s racialized social structures, most
apparent in its immigration laws. Walia (2021) writes that law and policies are the
“bricks of Fortress Europe”.

Building upon this literature, we recognize colonial antecedents as echoes of
empires that continue to shape societal structures and bureaucratic apparatus through
unchecked biases in law, policy, and codes rooted in Eurocentric racism devel-
oped during colonization (Abeytia, 2021). This legal structure not only negatively
impacts non-European refugees in the Global North but also marginalizes popula-
tions throughout the OSCE region—as exemplified by detailed reports of the state of
Islamophobia in Europe (European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights, 2018).
This is because colonial antecedents escape empirical examination as a normal-
ized worldview (Go, 2016). Additionally, colonial antecedents project outward from
the Global North and broadly impact OSCE countries’ governance of minority and
marginalized populations, promoting and favoring exclusionary practices over active
democratic social inclusion—manifesting in varied ways, from targeted security
policies to structural violence and deliberate state indifference (Davies et al., 2017,
Perocco, 2018).

Systems of exclusion are upheld by legal practices that favor whiteness by
employing brutal tactics to discourage populations from the Global South from
migrating such as long-term detention (Mainwaring, 2020) and which continues to
be “amplified by the language of our discriminatory legal frameworks and migration
policies” (Abeytia & Diab, 2021a). These practices are not applied uniformly with
some high-skilled migrants actively sought out by Global North states to supple-
ment a shortage of skilled workers in specific fields (OCED, 2020; Germany to
Change Immigration Laws to Attract Skilled Labor, 2003). However, these instances
remain the exception rather than the norm—migrants are welcomed not based on
their rights or identity but in exception (Jaskulowski & Pawlak, 2020). As such,
colonial antecedents continue reverberating throughout the OSCE region as deep
racialized social coding based on hierarchies established by European powers and
rooted in racial identity (Ameeriar, 2017; Dunbar-Ortiz, 2021; Go, 2016; Mishra,
2017; Walia, 2021).

Indeed, constructing a white identity in the U.S. and its subsequent codification
into immigration policy allows us to trace the blueprint of discriminatory migration
practices and social exclusion in Europe (Samaddar, 2020). The production of a
white racial category prevented non-European populations from gaining citizenship
in the USA and limited the number of non-whites who could enter the country legally
(Walia, 2021). In the 1900s, the eugenics movement bolstered this racial ideology.
The exportation of USA racial ideology to Europe found a home in Nazi Germany,
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where Jim Crow laws were the foundation of the infamous Nuremberg Laws (Dunbar-
Ortiz, 2021). The Nuremberg Laws are an extreme manifestation, as was the trans-
Atlantic slave trade and the 1882 Chinese Exclusion Act. However, blatant displays
of racial exclusion should not be the only rubric to measure biases within migration
and asylum policy in OSCE countries. The subtle insertions of biases into migration
policies are legal microaggressions, intentional or not, and negatively impact non-
Europeans and marginalized populations. Scandinavian countries, renowned for their
institutionalized egalitarianism, provide salient examples on the appearance of post-
colonial antecedents.

Despite efforts by Sweden and Norway to create structural practices of inclusion,
Scandinavian states provide examples of the manifestation of biases situated in racial
identity. In arecently published article, Hgy-Petersen (2022) describes white Norwe-
gian society as holding “deep-seated racist attitudes and stereotypes, but superficially
display[ing] egalitarian behaviors”. She defines this as a duality of human cognition
that “obscures people’s awareness of their negative stereotypes” and argues that this
makes confronting racism difficult (ibid.).

Policymakers are not immune to personal biases or those of the societies in
which they live (Ameeriar, 2017; Samaddar, 2020). In this regard, Sivanandan writes,
“we are moving from ethnocentric racism to Eurocentric racism, from the different
racisms of the other member states to an everyday, market racism” (Webber, 1991,
p. 11). This Eurocentric worldview is expressed as preserving European values,
cultural heritage, and religious traditions. It permeates to border security—under-
lying the efforts to maintain a fortress Europe—and refugee integration policy, which
is imbued with the colonial mentality of the inadequacies of populations from the
Global South who require civilizing by European integration policies (Emilsson &
Oberg, 2022).

Along this line, Brandt and Crawford’s (2016) boundary phenomenon can assist us
in explaining the negative and sometimes violent reaction to refugees and internally
displaced people (IDPs). As refugees and IDPs move into new regions throughout
the OSCE countries, their entry serves as a breach of a barrier that previously existed
physically and mentally. As such, Hungary’s and the United States’ push to erect
border walls reflects a desire to literally build a boundary between refugees and
local populations. Similarly, Australia’s offshore housing of asylum seekers and
using African and Middle Eastern countries as sites to hold refugees and IDPs obey
this logic. Brandt and Crawford further explain that “having clear boundaries helps
people feel like the opposing group is distinct and far away. That is, they won’t be so
much of a threat” (Tourjée, 2016). It had become evident that Fortress Europe and
the model of erecting border walls and fences arose as a visceral spatial response
to the boundary phenomenon (ibid.). These coercive aspects of migration policies
and their harsh repercussions signal a despotic approach (Mitchell & Russell, 2020),
visible in migration policies that institutionalize mechanisms rooted in the colonial
past.

Migration policy is thus increasingly shaped by political polarity and influenced by
nativist and populous movements. In this line, Djuve and Kavli (2019) write, “[t]his
highly ideological policy field is an interesting case for the study of policy learning
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versus ideas as drivers for institutional change or continuity”. The recent conflict
in Ukraine contrasted with the international response to Syria, highlights that the
application of immigration and asylum law is not universal or ubiquitous throughout
the OSCE region and is a direct example of the functioning of colonial antecedents in
the application of migration policy that is, a reflection of the privileges attributes to
whiteness. However, the preferential treatment given to Ukrainian refugees has been
attributed to Ukraine’s attempts to defend Europe from Russian aggression. Such a
justification has been chastised in several socio-political fora. It has been claimed
that such a discriminatory impasse demonstrates the unequal treatment and selective
solidarity that exposes the prejudices embedded in EU asylum and refugee policies
(Venturi & Vallianatou, 2022).

1.3 The Operative Frameworks of Migration of the OSCE
and ODIHR

In exploring how colonial antecedents shape and condition migratory policy
responses, it becomes essential to understand the frameworks within which the
OSCE political architecture is developed and rationalized. This analysis allows us
to account for the significant differences between formal policy objectives and the
practical realities and lived experiences of migrants and asylum seekers traversing
OSCE territories.

OSCE participating countries define the parameters of their migration policies
within broader regional operation frameworks. Member states make several commit-
ments to govern migration policy in a coordinated manner, including the Helsinki
Final Act (1975), the Madrid Document (1983), the Vienna Final Document (1989),
the Copenhagen Document (1990), the Paris Charter for a New Europe (1990), the
Moscow Document (1991), the Helsinki Document (1992), the Budapest Docu-
ment (1994), and documents adopted by the Ministerial Councils of Maastricht
(2009) and Sofia (2004) (OSCE 2016). These various policies have included provi-
sions promoting anti-discrimination, anti-racism, integrative integration, and social
inclusion as part of the underlying values embedded in migration governance.

While the OSCE has no enforcement mechanism and is only a political and non-
legally binding organization, it defines the framework for migration policies within
the OSCE region. It is the OSCE Office for Democratic Institutions and Human
Rights (ODIHR) that consolidates the activities of participating states to ensure the
protection of human rights. The organization has a legal mandate to ensure that
the participating states and their agencies’ programs align with the OSCE’s objec-
tives, especially in mitigating discrimination against asylum seekers and refugees
(Froehly, 2016). As such, the ODIHR engages directly with issues of migrant rights,
including a push for electoral participation, democratization, integration, and resident
registration systems.
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With this aim, the ODIHR enacts guiding principles to be utilized by stake-
holders—such as politicians, local authorities, and advocacy groups, among others—
in defining migration responses coherent with overarching fundamental protections.
As such, the ODIHR provides an enabling environment to evaluate migration poli-
cies and execute the rule of law programs. By reinforcing these various activities, the
ODIHR seeks to support participating states in constructing inclusive and cohesive
societies under a human rights-based approach to migration policy.

Unfortunately, fundamental differences remain between these policy frameworks’
formal and practical spheres. Beyond structural failures in policy framing that may
not account for the experiences of many migratory or displaced populations, political
actors often adopt migration narratives to frame diverse social discourses to influence
electoral outcomes. In this manner, polarizing domestic politics incentivizes political
actors to instrumentalize narratives around migration favoring differential responses
to specific sub-sets of migrants as a means of strategic framing.

1.4 The Instrumentalization of Migration Policy
as a Political Strategy

The polarization of domestic policy aligns with the rising controversies associated
with migration in most OSCE-participating countries. Emerging fringe far-right and
populist parties capitalize on exclusionary ideologies to mobilize voters and increase
their political capital often resorting to misinformation, disinformation, or selective
cases of unwanted consequences derived from migratory movements. In countries
like the United States of America, Donald Trump successfully adopted anti-migrant
catchphrases during the election campaign, such as describing Mexican migrants
as rapists and drug dealers. Similarly, the Polish President consistently leveraged
derogatory accounts of migrants, asserting the importance of protecting Polish citi-
zens from the “epidemic” of immigration (Andreas, 2009). Countries are embroiled
in a narrative that perceives outsiders as a threat (Esses et al., 2017), leading political
actors to hijack these insecurities to promote negative sentiment for political gain
(Dempster & Hargrave, 2017). These statements are then translated by the media
and molded by receiving societies in ways that compromise practical inclusion at the
community level (OSCE and ODIHR, 2021).

Examples of rising political actors who have adopted these instruments to garner
political support and encourage social fear abound (Juhdsz & Szicherle, 2017). The
extreme right-wing party Vox in Spain used anti-migrant and xenophobic narratives
as a springboard and now occupies the position of the third largest party in parliament.
Similarly, conservative leaders Andrzej Duda in Poland and Viktor Orban in Hungary
have sought to maintain power through the designation of internal enemies and the
promotion of conservative hard-line policies, most aimed at migrants and minorities.
Even in famously progressive Sweden, the arrival of asylum seekers from Syria in
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2015 and 2016 resulted in an increasingly negative framing of migrants, weaponized
under the assumption that they would commit crimes and even acts of terrorism.

These emerging polarized parties’ use of racially charged metaphors has continued
to breed intolerance and discrimination against migrants across the OSCE region
(Ameeriar, 2017; Dunbar-Ortiz, 2021; Mishra, 2017; Walia, 2021). Much of the
language adopted in public migration discourse often dehumanizes migrants and
infringes on their fundamental rights. For instance, framing migrants as “others,”
“queue-jumpers”, and “not like us” has continued to promote a destructive relation-
ship between the citizens of host countries and incoming migrants (Doherty, 2015).
This has impacted the policy regarding public pushback and political calculations
(ODI, 2019).

Similarly, terms like “illegal” and “undocumented” have been widely chastised
as pejorative, with many migrants being allowed to remain in their host countries
without legal documents to work (MRCI, 2007). Alternative framings, such as that
of “irregular migrants”, are also problematic, as the Migrant Rights Centre Ireland
denotes “a person cannot be irregular, but rather be in an irregular situation” (MRCI,
2007, p. 17). In this context, “irregularity” can be considered a social construct
because specific laws classify certain types of migration as irregular and unwanted.

As becomes evident, political actors’ framing of migration significantly shapes
public perception of migrants, refugees, and asylum seekers (Doherty, 2015). The
capitalization of this narrative by polarizing political forces to pursue nationalist
and populist political aims builds upon the historical, racial and colonial antecedents
we have identified to create narratives of villainization and social exclusion. Thus,
despite formal policies toward migrant rights having been introduced and committed
to, current trends demonstrate that we are far from being able to truly address the
primary concerns of refugees and asylum seekers in OSCE countries and that we
continue to fail to implement international protection standards consistently.

1.5 Differential Implementations of Migration Governance

Having explored the structure and instrumentalization of policies that regulate migra-
tion management throughout the OSCE region, we examine the patterns of treatment
by European Union authorities of Ukrainian versus Syrian and Afghan refugees as a
case study. We use this analysis to evidence how migratory policies are implemented
differentially according to the target groups’ identity characteristics. We thus explore
the institutional dehumanization and structural racism that has become entrenched
in EU migration and integration policies, in line with the rise of far-right populism
and social polarization in narratives regarding migrants and their place in society.
Furthermore, we note the longstanding impact of these policies beyond EU borders,
as the political actions of the Global North condition migration management in the
Global South. We conclude that the operationalization of migration governance is
directly conditioned due to political polarization substantiated by xenophobic and
racist narratives in Europe.
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1.5.1 The Cases of Mass Displacement of Ukrainian, Syrian,
and Afghan Refugees

The last few years have seen the rise of displacement crises worldwide—from
Myanmar to Ethiopia. Over the last decade, Europe has been a destination for various
mixed-migration influxes; the most prominent being those driven by the Syrian,
Afghan, and Ukrainian conflicts. The Syrian conflict saw 6.8 million refugees over
11 years in the Middle East and Europe (World Vision, 2021). At the same time,
Afghan asylum seekers represented less, only 21% of the refugees that fled to Europe
from 2015 to 2016 (IRC, 2016). At that time, the EU recorded 2.4 million asylum
applications, which marked the most significant influx of refugees to Europe since
World War II (Briicker, 2022).

Comparatively, since the beginning of Russia’s invasion in February 2022, over
6 million Ukrainian refugees have crossed into other states in only a few months
(UNHCR, 2023) dwarfing the scale of previous displacements. Still, the reception that
Ukrainian refugees have received has been entirely different from that experienced
by those who came before. We emphasize the scale of the displacement to argue
that the mass of those displaced was not the determining feature in the European
migratory policy. While all the cases presented correspond to severe and intense
crises of displacement affecting civilian populations due to the onset of war—and
thus are somewhat comparable—the following social and political responses cannot
be more disparate (De Coninck, 2022).

Considering this, we explore the manifestations of refugee protection concerning
social, political, and economic disparities. The displacement experiences of
Ukrainian refugees have differed significantly from those of Syrian and Afghan
asylum-seekers in terms of public opinion, political narrative, humanitarian assis-
tance, and policy responses (Diab, 2022; Trauner & Valodskaite, 2022). Euro-
pean public opinion about the reception of displaced Ukrainian refugees has been
overwhelmingly positive—including calls to “keep borders open” and widespread
commitments to aid and integration from neighboring states. The EU has even imple-
mented the “Mass Influx Directive”, a policy obligating Member State to provide
humanitarian and medical aid, accommodation, and relocation assistance to refugees
and access to education and the labor market (Briicker, 2022). This temporary protec-
tion regime is a watershed moment and a complete breakaway from previous EU
migration governance in the twenty-first century (Trauner & Valodskaite, 2022).
Individual state reactions have also been notably different. Key examples would be
Poland and Hungary, which have implemented open border policies, deployed exten-
sive humanitarian support and granted access to those fleeing without any need for
documentation (Diab, 2022). These cases are particularly striking, given the states’
previously rigid stance against other migration flows.

In contrast, Afghan and Syrian asylum seekers in 2015 and 2016 were met
with villainization and apprehension (Bayrakli & Hafez, 2018; Benoist, 2018;
Walida, 2021). European media described the mass displacement as a “refugee
crisis” for Europe—a narrow, Eurocentric, and ahistorical assessment of the events.
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The problem focused on those fleeing violence rather than on nationalism, xeno-
phobia, and Islamophobia, equating asylum-seekers to security threats (Poynting &
Briskman, 2020). European countries institutionalized the redirection of flows of
migrants and asylum seekers perceived as non-white and non-christian, often forcibly
and violently (Islam, 2020). In 2015, Hungary went as far as to raise border fences,
closing off migratory routes and enacting laws that made it a criminal offense to aid
immigrants entering irregularly to apply for asylum (Human Rights Watch 2018).
Other countries, like Greece and Spain, became notorious for illegal pushbacks
on land and sea routes. The EU detained incoming refugees for up to 18 months
(Global Detention Project 2022)in polar opposition to the reception we now see of
Ukrainian migrants, who have been granted immediate access to protected status
without applying for asylum.

The migration and refugee move since 2022 also saw the re-emergence of ethno-
nationalist discourses of European identity. It made evident Europe’s belief in the
continent’s universe of obligation that is, its conception of who deserves to be saved.
Thus, nationality and racial origin have played a significant role in determining who
got what at any given moment, creating polarity between refugees and asylum seekers
who were to be protected and those who were not. The combination of these elements
has caused the EU’s migration governance to have devastating effects on the human
rights of non-white migrants (Crépeau & Purkey, 2016).

Indeed, the acceptance and protection of Ukrainian refugees fleeing the Russia-
Ukraine war contrasts with the EU’s approach to other refugees, such as Iraq,
Afghanistan, and Africa. Recently, at the Belarus-Poland borders in November 2021,
this inhumane treatment resulted in the deaths of at least 13 people, including a one-
year-old Syrian boy (HRW, 2021). It is also worth mentioning that, during the mass
displacement of Syrians following the Arab Spring, no Temporary Protection Direc-
tive was activated (World Vision, 2022). Even now, excluding non-Ukrainian refugee
permits—primarily Afghans, Syrians, and other non-white minorities—and asylum
seekers from temporary residences has resulted in allegations of discrimination in
EU migration policies. While Ukrainian refugees have been granted freedom of
movement within the EU, refugees and asylum seekers from other non-EU countries
remain accommodatedor, more aptly, contained—in detention centers (Micinski,
2022). The selective treatment of refugees and asylum seekers raises the truism of
non-discrimination inherent in OSCE policies (OSCE, 2009), evidencing the racial
hierarchy in migration management (Ray, 2022).

We also highlight that the undertakings of the EU regarding refugee policy mani-
fest as special policies of exclusion and have long-standing effects beyond the region
(Stock et al., 2019). Migration scholars have increasingly analyzed how extraterri-
torial migratory control by states in the Global North affects countries in the Global
South (Rechitsky, 2016). Notably, before the onset of the Syrian war in 2011, the EU
furthered its coordination with bordering states through the establishment of agree-
ments that provided incentives to neighboring non-EU states to become permanent
hosting areas. The aim was to create low-cost alternatives to prevent migrants from
being able to reach mainland Europe as part of the EU’s externalization policies
(Diab, 2022). In this line, the EU expanded its previous agreements with multiple
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African nations—most infamously with Libyan strongman Muammar Gaddafi—to
prevent African migrants from accessing the continent (European Council, 2022).
Similarly, to manage migration flows from Syria, the EU entered into an agreement
with Turkey that provided reduced visa restrictions for Turkish citizens and 6 billion
euros in aid (Terry, 2021). Another notable example of this policy logic can be found
in the offshore processing of asylum seekers on the islands of Manus and Nauru by
Australian officials, simultaneously held up as a model by EU states and condemned
by human rights organizations for violating international law.

In 2015, as Syrian and Afghan refugee flows increased, Europe further strength-
ened its re-bordering process. It continued to undermine the regional internal asylum
procedures enshrined in the Dublin Agreement (Knudsen & Berg, 2021). EU states
violated humanitarian law and forwent their responsibilities under the EU’s stan-
dard asylum system—including via the use of illegal pushbacks, militarized borders,
deportations, unlawful denial of entry to asylum-seekers, and even the subcontracting
violence to bordering states. This illustrates the boundary phenomenon introduced by
Brandt and Crawford (2016), which explores phenomena such as the “off-shoring”
of asylum seeker processing, constructing border fences, bolstering border patrol
enforcement, and criminalizing search and rescue efforts. An example of these exac-
erbating abuses would be the murder of 23 young migrants attempting to cross the
fence separating Morocco from the Spanish city of Melilla (Brito, 2022).

In this way, Europe has institutionalized policies of containment that create
centers, camps, informal shelters, and other structures to limit mobility for migra-
tory populations both within and outside the EU. These policies seek to indefinitely
contain and control those deemed as “unwanted” populations (Knudsen & Berg,
2021).

This phenomenon is often referred to as “campization” through which asylum
laws and reception policies have consolidated camp-like characteristics in refugee
accommodation. Many other non-OSCE countries have since replicated these policy
approaches (Frelick et al., 2016) throughout the Middle East and Africa, regions
heavily impacted by refugees and IDPs, where states now utilize camps as barriers,
for example, “The Jungle in Calais’ in France; Moria on the Greek island of Lesbos
and the vast network of camps in southeast Asia that house the Rohingya, or Jordan’s
Za’atari; and the largest camps located in Africa are all expressions of colonial
antecedents halting the flow of non-European populations fleeing from the continued
aftermath of colonization (Abeytia & Diab, 2021a, 2021b). The severity of the situa-
tion and the dire conditions in these camps have led many of these refugee populations
to exist in a status of “social death” (Patterson, 1982), as their experiences of struc-
tural disenfranchisement operate as a form of slow attritional violence, placing them
outside of life (Afana, 2021).

It has become evident that there is a differential consideration of who has the
right to move through social spaces and exist within society. Ukrainian refugees
have not been segregated or put in camps; families house them and receive extended
social and economic support for integration. Afghan and Syrian refugees, however,
were contained in overcrowded and insecure camps or informal settlements, with
limited aid and little opportunity or intent to facilitate integration, often not being
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granted refugee status at all. The racialized element of this containment becomes
evident in the treatment of Ukrainian refugees of color, who were obstructed from
leaving and discriminated against in processing areas (Ray, 2022). This differential
perception of belonging has often been presented inhumanely by news reporting that
sought to differentiate Ukrainian displaced from African refugees—evoking notions
of whiteness, civilization, and a sense of kinship in messaging that embodies ideals
of white nationalism and colonialism. In this way, we affirm that it is not necessarily
the nature of the conflicts themselves that truly drive differential responses but the
perceived notion of belonging that defines treatment in destination states.

To analyze the underlying conditions that account for the differential policy
responses and implementations in migratory movements, we draw from scholars like
Stephan et al. (2009). Their research states that discriminatory treatment can arise
when migratory populations are deemed a “symbolic threat”. This refers to the belief
or fears that migrants will “challenge the in-group’s religion, values, belief systems,
ideology, or worldview” (De Coninck, 2022). Scholars in the field have identified this
as a significant source of prejudice (De Coninck & Matthijs, 2020). The perception
of a symbolic threat in the European context is inherently tied to Islamophobia and
colonial antecedents. Indeed, studies on anti-immigrant sentiments in Europe have
found not only that it is on the rise (Wieviorka, 2018), but that threat considerations
are applied primarily to those arriving from non-European states (Czaika & Di Lillo,
2018), mainly those migrants who are associated with Islam, whether or not that be
their actual religious affiliation (Heath et al., 2020). This was confirmed by the results
of the European Social Survey, which established that, after the Roma, Muslims were
the most unwelcome group in Europe (Heath & Richards, 2020).

As noted, these perceptions have their roots in colonial and racial ideologies.
However, their rise in prominence also derives from their instrumentalization by
specific political actors in domestic politics (Kaya, 2019). It is well-documented
how populist parties have sought to leverage politics of fear around xenophobia,
Islamophobia, and Euroscepticism as a fundamental electoral strategy (Oztig et al.,
2021). The rise of populism in Europe has been particularly intertwined with Islamo-
phobia—to the extent that selectively restrictive immigration has become the “battle
horse” of right-wing populist movements (Pickel & Oztiirk, 2021). Conversely, while
far-right parties have further exacerbated these exclusionary sentiments, these groups
have only been able to capitalize upon racism and anti-immigration as electoral
strategies because of the pre-existing social biases and fears already present among
European populations (Bayrakli & Hafez, 2018).

Populist movements have drawn upon concepts of nativism and identity politics to
affect public opinion through discourses surrounding European and national heritage,
substantiated by rejecting the integration of Muslim refugees and refugees of color
(Kaufmann, 2018). In this line, Dennison and Geddes (2019) have explored the main
drivers of voter support for populist parties in Western Europe related to immigra-
tion. The two main pain points exploited by these parties were economic and cultural
uncertainties (Grossman & Helpman, 2021). Economic anxieties related to recessions
and austerity policies increased receptivity to messaging of cultural backlash from
anti-immigration populist parties. Primary messaging revolved around hostility to
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immigration and nationalist conservative values. To follow our previous examples,
Andrzej Duda’s administration in Poland and Viktor Orban’s in Hungary have used
this discourse of migration and Islam as political leverage. Other groups, like Vox
in Spain, National Rally in France, and the Northern League in Italy, have imple-
mented similar strategies villainizing non-white migrants. It is also worth noting that
even these seemingly anti-immigration parties have welcomed Ukrainian refugees
openly—once again evidencing that the issue is not one of displacement but of iden-
tity. As such, there is a direct connection between the securitization of immigration
and formal and informal political strategies selectively leveraged to exclude foreign
populations (Orsini et al., 2022).

The practical manifestations of European refugee governance represent a paradig-
matic example of the colonial and racial functioning of migration policies. Despite
formal policies advocating for equal treatment, the imposition of a vision of symbolic
threat upon non-white and non-christian migrants and asylum seekers has evidenced
that, contrary to the narratives in OSCE and EU institutions, historic biases still
define the lived experiences of migrants from the Global South in Europe. This
is true throughout the OSCE region, primarily due to the policy ripples that have
followed the securitization of European migratory movements.

The reception of Ukrainian refugees evidences how protection frameworks should
work. As such, the stark differences that can be appreciated when evaluating how
these mechanisms operated for Syrian and Afghan refugees highlight how colonial
mindsets and Islamophobia warp the implementation of international obligations
in an irrefutable manner. We have reviewed how the utilization of these issues by
populist movements has become a centerpiece of regional politics, noting that it will
only have further long-standing impacts on local and refugee populations threatening
social cohesion and prompting further segregation. It remains clear that people are not
disconnected from their history. As for other research endeavors, we must incorporate
acritical colonial lens into understanding and assessing migration policies throughout
the OSCE region.

1.6 Conclusion

This chapter has addressed the political polarization of migration policy across the
OSCE region and in some of its 57 participating states most affected by migrants—
most of them EU countries. Although several policy structures have embraced an
equitable approach—influencing how the reception and integration of refugees and
asylum systems are operationalized—the current migration regime remains heavily
conditioned by historical, racial, and religious biases. This affects the practical imple-
mentation of policy and is aggravated by the political instrumentalization of migra-
tion narratives by emerging nationalist and populist forces seeking to leverage social
insecurities for political purposes.
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The international community’s response to the Ukrainian crisis exemplifies the
appropriate course of action that states should undertake when faced with mass
displacement, as its implementation of policy and structural protections adhered to
international asylum and human rights laws. Adopting this approach across popula-
tions is a critical first corrective measure in addressing colonial antecedents within
migration policy frameworks.

A second step requires the inclusion of diverse voices in the drafting of migra-
tion policy—particularly those of affected populations. The fact that authorities
implement migratory measures without accommodating representatives of displaced
communities inherently makes these approaches fallible, fragile, and subject to polit-
ical bargaining. Non-inclusive and state-centric policies are ineffective in addressing
the human security impacts of mass displacement and thus worsen, rather than
ameliorate, social crises. As such, it becomes crucial to ensure that representatives
from refugee and asylum-seeker communities are active agents in migration gover-
nance. Representation in this sphere becomes a source of policy transformation and
social resilience, potentially facilitating counterfactuals to historical and racial biases
in developing a more inclusive policy formulation and implementation.

Finally, inequalities in migration policy stand to be challenged by an expansion
of permitted policy actors, promoting whole-of-society collaborations between local
policymakers, researchers, refugees, host communities, and civil society to reduce
political and social polarization. These networks emerge as sites of civic resistance
and become a base to sustainably address and acknowledge colonial antecedents
within migration policy across the OSCE region. Localizing these migration decision-
making frameworks allows for developing micro-social policies of active social
inclusion that are responsive to specific local conditions and promote bottom-
up integration through increased social and political engagement with displaced
populations.

The impact of historical, colonial, and racial hierarchies on migration policy is
undeniable. Consequently, we require approaches to policy solutions that are active
and socially embedded designed with the specific aim of not only combating these
antecedents but deconstructing them.
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Chapter 2 )
Early Warning Models in the OSCE: i
Adoption and Re-invention

Alina Isakova

2.1 Introduction

“Preventing the outbreak of destructive conflict remains one of our most difficult
challenges in the twenty-first century”, noted Alice Ackermann in 2003 (Ackermann,
2003:339), and this remains a crucial challenge for the OSCE region. After the
end of the Cold War, the norm of conflict prevention (CP) developed across the
international organizations (IOs), drawing on the United Nations Charter and such
documents as the 1992 Agenda for Peace (UN, 1992). International bureaucracies,
including their leading figures, e.g., the UN Secretary-General or the OSCE High
Commissioner on National Minorities (HCNM), have played an important role in
promoting, interpreting, and putting this norm into action. Focusing on the OSCE’s
conflict early warning (EW) component, this paper shows the role that the OSCE
has played in not only adopting and implementing but also re-interpreting the norm
of conflict prevention.

In the past decades, conflict prevention and early warning have entered the agenda
of such IOs as the United Nations (UN), the European Union (EU), the African Union
(AU), and the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE). These
organizations are among the heavyweights in the sphere of conflict prevention with
active conflict prevention/early warning mechanisms and policies (Ackermann, 2003;
Matveeva, 2006; Lund, 2009; Wulf & Debiel, 2009), and with a global (in the case
of the UN and EU) or regional (in the case of the OSCE and the AU) outreach in this
field.

This work contributes to understanding how early warning is constructed in inter-
national organizations as it pertains to conflict prevention. Since IOs play a major
role in preventing conflicts through early warning (EW) mechanisms, it is important
to grasp their understanding of it, as well as of possible responses. At the end of
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the day, these perceptions and constructions impact action or in-action by IOs (see
for example Paris, 2003; McEvoy, 2017). In the past, there have been increasing
discussions on the weaknesses of the OSCE and a necessity of reviving its capaci-
ties, including in the area of peace and security (i.e. Friesendorf & Wolff, 2022; ICG,
2022; Sammut, 2020; SIPRI, 2020). As shown by the outbreak of the war in Ukraine,
the menace of violent conflicts is more than real, even in Europe. Uncovering the
OSCE’s EW mechanisms and their background, could shed light on prospects of
re-activating the role of the organization in early warning and response activities.

This paper sets out to answer the following research question: How is early
warning constructed in the OSCE? In this regard, it takes into consideration the
role of international bureaucracies (IBs) in promoting the world cultural models
of CP and EW. To better understand the case of the OSCE, its developments are
considered in the context of similar developments in other IOs and the world cultural
environment, into which they are embedded.! World cultural models embody the
structure in which international organizations operate and which renders influence
on their behavior. Since world culture is dynamic and controversial, international
bureaucracies take up explaining it and offering expert solutions on the relevant
matters as they shape the agendas in the IOs and beyond. To grasp their construction,
the focus of this paper is on conflict early warning discourse(s)” among international
organizations. It draws on a variety of primary sources originating from the 10s, as
well as secondary sources on their work in CP.

2.2 Conflict Prevention and Early Warning

Starting from the Congress of Vienna and the creation of the United Nations, conflict
prevention has been present on the international agenda (Ackermann, 2003). CP
encompasses a wide range of measures—from ‘structural’ (long-term) to immediate
(short-term) activities. The focus of this work is on operational, reactionary CP,
namely early warning and response.

Early warning covers “gathering information and analyzing it to determine when
a situation might lead to armed conflict, with a view to taking preventive action”
(Rakita, 1998:541). Its stages include: 1. data collection; 2. data analysis; 3. assess-
ment for warning/scenario identification; 4. formulating action proposal; 5. making
recommendations; and 6. assessing early response (Austin, 2003). Early warning is
literally useless without follow-up action. Early response includes actions aimed at
reduction, resolution, or transformation of a conflict (ibid.). It covers such instruments
as preventive diplomacy and mediation.

! According to Meyer et al., world culture incorporated in people and organizations is dynamic and
powerful — defining the actions and meanings of actors, despite of their self-perception of completely
rational and self-interested actors (Meyer et al., 1997, p. 168). World culture itself puts importance
on action and purposeful actors, and they at the same time continue being the (sometimes unaware)
carriers of world culture.

2 On the role of discourse, see for example Phillips et al., (2004), Tag (2013).
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Warning and response should ideally go ‘hand-in-hand’ but active engagement
with the problem—be it by local, national, or international actors on the ground or
at distant 10 headquarters—often faces a prolonged and sometimes futile decision-
making process (see for example Wulf & Debiel, 2010). Improving this process
appears rather necessary when one thinks of the conflicts ravaging in the world
today (for an overview on the ongoing conflicts see Davies et al., 2022). At the same
time, the success of early warning is extremely hard to measure, because “the event
that was to have been prevented does not happen” (Miall, 1997, p.83).

The latter might be the reason why early warning has not been a topic as
popular among scholars as peacekeeping and peacebuilding efforts. There are, of
course, works devoted to the definition and importance of CP, including EW (Lund,
2002; Rakita, 1998; Ackermann, 2003; Austin, 2003), and more recently, on the
evolution of EW (Muggah & Whitlock, 2022), knowledge production on EW across
organizations (Engel, 2018a) or in/by particular organizations (Ackermann, 2003;
Engel, 2018b). Some papers focus on the role of a particular organization(s) in the
field, for example on EW in the UN (Dorn, 2004; Zenko & Friedman, 2011), the
EU (Tercovich, 2014), the AU (Cilliers, 2005; Noyes & Yarwood, 2013), and the
OSCE (Ackermann, 2009; Neukirch, 2013; Schernbeck, 2017).3 But compared to
other security dimensions the number of publications is still small, and the research
gap invites further inquiries. Likewise, in other areas, such as inter-organizational
cooperation, early warning has not been a favoured topic, with peacekeeping and
peacebuilding encountered more often (see for example Paris, 2003; Brosig, 2010;
Koops & Tardy, 2015; McEvoy, 2017; Tardy, 2019).

Despite being ‘elusive’ EW is still a very much indispensable part of conflict
prevention. Hence, it is necessary to better understand its development. This paper
offers a unique account of EW construction since 1990s—both taking into consider-
ation the early warning agenda across international organizations and with a partic-
ular focus on the role of the OSCE and its bureaucratic units (HCNM and CPC). To
better understand the EW construction in IOs and the role of international bureau-
cracies in this process, I first turn to theoretical approaches of IR constructivism and
sociological neo-institutionalism.

2.3 Constructivism, World Society Theory,
and International Bureaucracies (IB)

Construction of a certain policy area, such as conflict early warning, could be under-
lain by various factors—both internal and external to organisations. It includes inter-
national norms and the impact of influential actors, such as the UN, that promote these
norms. Most of these norms are “embodied in the United Nations” and in the UN

3 See also works on mediation and preventive diplomacy mechanisms in the OSCE (Ackermann
et al.,, 2011; Sabanadze 2013) and AU (Porto and Ngandu 2014), and crisis response across
organizations (Debuysere and Blockmans 2019).
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Charter, including such international principles as sovereignty, peaceful settlement
of disputes, and cooperation (Nardin & Marpel, 1992).

A compilation of the existing international norms and principles could be linked
to the neo-institutionalist notion of “world culture”. World culture plays a role in
defining—while also being defined by—such actors as international organizations
(e.g., Meyer & Bromley, 2013; Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Meyer et al., 1997). While at
times being highly dynamic and controversial (for instance, one could think of the
contradiction between the non-intervention and “responsibility to protect” princi-
ples), world culture could explain a high level of organization and bureaucratization,
as well as the similarity of approaches and policies among actors around the globe,
namely isomorphic developments in world politics (Meyer et al., 1997).

International Bureaucracies (IBs) are seen as the most “fit” candidates for dissem-
inating the world cultural models. By abiding to the “logic of appropriateness”
(March & Olsen, 1998) and being related to the norms accepted in the interna-
tional community, they could also increase their own significance (Barnett, 2010).
IBs’ importance continues to grow due to their expertise, social capital, and ability
to produce information and shape approaches in the IOs, among its members, as well
as in the wider political field globally (Barnett & Finnemore, 2004).

Considering both the role of the IBs in the construction of policy frames and the
importance of the world culture they are operating in, this work explores the construc-
tion of conflict early warning in and by international organizations, in particular the
OSCE, since the 1990s. The following section briefly overviews the world cultural
models that matter most when constructing early warning.

2.4 International Organizations and World Cultural
Models

Asmentioned above, international norms and/or world cultural models play an impor-
tant role in the policy approaches of IOs that act as promoters and transformers of
world culture. Without diminishing the role of IOs as (potential) contributors to inter-
national norms (see also Meyer et al., 1997: 151), this section focuses on the world
cultural models related to constructing conflict early warning in IOs. These do not
pertain to just one specific organization but are shared across IOs and other actors
of world politics. First among these world cultural models that have been accepted
and promoted by IOs is conflict prevention; second is cooperation (among IOs),
including in the EW field; and finally, both models are linked to bureaucratization in
world society, which underlies the growing role of IBs and their importance in EW.
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Fig. 2.1 Establishment of conflict prevention and early warning on 10 agendas. Source Compiled
by the author

2.4.1 World Cultural Model of Conflict Prevention and Early
Warning

The 1980s and 1990s saw conflict early warning enter the realm of world politics—
starting with the UN. Despite resistance of some member states, the UN bureau-
crats worked on introducing related mechanisms into the UN system (Rakita, 1998).
This paved the way for broader promotion of the world cultural model of conflict
prevention among various IOs, including the OSCE, the AU, and the EU, (I)NGOs,
and states.* Thus, I0s and other actors often share an understanding and principles
related to CP that are rooted in the UN Charter and have further developed over the
past decades (see Fig. 2.1). The United Nations Charter, Chapter VI refers to such
conflict prevention means as negotiation, inquiry, mediation, conciliation, judicial
settlement, and arbitration, as well as the ability to “resort to regional agencies and
arrangements” in Chapter VIII. The latter is regularly reiterated in the OSCE docu-
ments, as well as the fact that the UN remains the primary global actor for dealing
with issues of peace and conflict in the world (CSCE, 1992; OSCE, 1999; OSCE,
2002; OSCE, 2011c).’

1990s. One of the first, seminal documents related to CP per se is the 1992 Agenda for
Peace, in which the UN Secretary-General (UN SG) Boutros-Ghali emphasized the
need for confidence-building, fact-finding, and early warning, as well as cooperating

4 Nowadays, conflict early warning is also part of the agenda of such IOs as ASEAN and ECOWAS;
INGOs such as International Alert, International Crisis Group; and states as Germany (FEMCD
2019) among others. In this paper, I focus on the four organizations — the AU, EU, OSCE, and
UN - that have not only played a major role in constructing the norm of conflict prevention but
have also developed functioning mechanisms of conflict early warning and response based on this
norm.

5 In the EU documents there are also references to the UN Charter (European Communities, 1997;
Council of the European Union, 2009).
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with regional organizations (UN, 1992).° Moreover, the term “preventive diplomacy”
(coined by the UN SG Dag Hammarskjold in 1960) was reinvented. In the same year,
the Declaration on Fact-Finding in the Maintenance of International Peace and
Security (UNGA, 1992) was adopted by the UN General Assembly (UNGA, 1992).
The UN Department of Political Affairs was created in order to provide support to
the UN SG on the issues of conflict prevention. It came as a replacement for the first
early warning system which had existed in the UN since the 1980s (Rakita, 1998).

Similar developments took place in the OSCE (then the CSCE’) when its Conflict
Prevention Centre (CPC) came into existence in 1990. Following this, the 1992 CSCE
Helsinki Summit Declaration and Helsinki Decisions put forward early warning,
conflict prevention, and conflict management; and established the CSCE High
Commissioner on National Minorities (HCNM), who was to become “an instru-
ment of conflict prevention at the earliest possible stage” (Helsinki Decisions, 2/11,
CSCE, 1992).

The creation of the African Union prevention mechanisms similarly took place
in 1990s: in 1993 the Cairo Declaration on the Establishment of the Mechanism for
Conflict Prevention, Management and Resolution within the Organization of African
Unity (predecessor of the African Union) (OAU, 1993) was adopted, and the 1996
Yaoundé Declaration (OAU, 1996) put forward an early warning system on conflict
situations in Africa.®

2000s. Following the 1999 United Nations annual report on ‘“Preventing War and
Disaster” (UN, 1999), two UN Security Council (UNSC) Discussions in 2000 and
2001, as well as two subsequent reports by the UN SG in 2001 and 2006, were
devoted to conflict prevention (Lund, 2009, p. 293). The 2001 Prevention of Armed
Conflict: Report of the Secretary-General stressed the importance of conflict analysis
and emphasized the efficiency of timely preventive diplomacy (UN, 2001).°

In the European Union the importance of conflict prevention measures has been
underlined in a number of conferences by the member states (European Communities
1996; European Communities 1997, p. 3), as well as the EU reports (European Union,
2008, p. 9) and conclusions (Council of the European Union, 2009). In 2001, the
Gothenburg Programme (European Council, 2001) stressed the role of CP, including
early warning, in EU external activities.

6 He also included preventive deployment and demilitarized zones into the list (UN 1992).

7 Conference of Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE) — a predecessor of the OSCE (from
1 January 1995).

8 For more details see Odote (2016).

9 Since the early 2000s, conflict prevention has also figured in the main UN documents on the
Responsibility to Protect principle (e.g., ICISS 2001; UN GA 2005; UN GA 2009) and its Respon-
sibility to Prevent (ICISS 2001; UN GA/UN SC 2016). But it is necessary to delineate between
prevention of armed conflict and the prevention of atrocity crimes (genocide, war crimes, ethnic
cleansing and crimes against humanity) that is the main focus of the R2P agenda. This delineation
is clearer in more recent documents (e.g., UN GA/UN SC 2018; UN GA 2021).
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In 2002, the AU Protocol on the Establishment of the Peace and Security Council
(PSC Protocol) was adopted by the AU General Assembly (AU, 2002). It defined
the details of the African Peace and Security Architecture and put an emphasis on
early response. In 2004, the Common African Defence and Security Policy, Para.
13(j) emphasised “early action for conflict prevention, containment, management,
resolution and elimination” (AU, 2004).

2010s.In 2011, the EU Council Conclusions on Conflict Prevention explicitly empha-
sized early action and early warning, in particular the necessity of obtaining infor-
mation for the purposes of conflict risk analysis from various sources, from member-
states to EU Delegations and civil society actors. In 2010s, a particular emphasis was
placed by the EU on strengthening mediation as a significant part of its preventive
action, building on the 2009 Concept on Strengthening EU Mediation and Dialogue
Capacities (Council of the EU, 2009). After signing the Lisbon Treaty and on the
verge of the EEAS creation, the presentation by the Deputy Director of the EU Crisis
Management and Planning Directorate in the OSCE put forward the importance of
mediation and strengthening mediation capacity (OSCE PC, 2010). In the documents
from the same event—the Annual Security Review Conference—the following year
there was a proposal issued for a “Concept on Strengthening Mediation-Support
within the OSCE” that includes establishing mediation-support focal point (OSCE
CIO, 2011).10

The year 2011 marked the adoption of OSCE Ministerial Decision No. 3/11 on
the “Elements of the conflict cycle, related to enhancing the organization’s capabil-
ities in early warning, early action, dialogue facilitation and mediation support, and
post-conflict rehabilitation” that stressed the importance of “fimely and preventive
responses to crises and conflicts” that requires, among other things, “a comprehen-
sive early warning capacity across all three OSCE dimensions” (OSCE, 2011c).
Both a ‘comprehensive approach’ (e.g., EU, 2016, also) and a renewed stress on
mediation (e.g., EEAS, 2021) can be observed in other 10s (see Debuysere & Block-
mans, 2019). In the OSCE, mediation capacity in the Conflict Prevention Center
developed after 2011, after the adoption of guidelines based on the UN principles of
active mediation (ibid.) and the UN General Assembly resolutions 68/303 of 31 July
2014 and 70/304 of 9 September 2016 (OSCE, 2016, p. 113). The Mediation Support
Team (MST) within the CPC/Operations Service was created in 2014 (OSCE CPC,
2014). In fact, all four organizations—the UN, EU, OSCE and AU—have created
relevant structures such as Mediation Teams. As shown above, the development of
similar conflict prevention approaches took place across a number of 10s. Of course,
mandates and functions might vary but the world cultural model of conflict preven-
tion is hard to overlook. This is also seen in the similarities in the organizations’
structures, such as 24/7 crisis centers/rooms and mediation teams/groups.

10 This study does not suggest that one or the other organization was the very first one to pave
the way for working on the issue (this lies beyond the scope of this paper), but it is important to
underline the reiteration of the shared conflict prevention model by both organizations.
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The development and proliferation of the world cultural model of conflict preven-
tion, including its early warning component, has led to a significant “imprint” not
only in the normative sense but also in the creation of new structures in international
organizations and world politics at large. As the next part shows, the latter was often
reinforced by (and helped to reinforce) the cooperation among IOs in the area of
conflict prevention.

2.4.2 World Cultural Model of (Inter-Organizational)
Cooperation

In the past decades, international organizations have been developing cooperation in
conflict prevention, leading to its institutionalization (signing agreements and memo-
randa, establishing points of contact), which is largely based on the world model of
cooperation (see for example UNGA, 1993a, b). In the past decades, the UN, the
EU, the OSCE, and the AU have developed (mostly bilateral) links with one another.
Between the OSCE and the UN, as well as the OSCE and the EU, regular meetings,
and contact, as well as mutual briefings at high and staff levels take place (see for
example UNSC, 2017,2018, 2019, 2020, 2021). There is also authorized cooperation
among similar units across the organizations, e.g., the EU Situation Room and the UN
Operations and Crisis Center (Council of the European Union, 2018; EEAS, 2019).
In conflict early warning, international organizations have been building formal ties
along the informal relationships that mostly involve information exchange.!! The
exchange is easier due the OSCE, EU, and UN membership overlap,'? as well as the
proliferation of the world cultural model of conflict prevention (see previous section).

In the long run, the impact between cooperation structures and CP/EW is mutual—
cooperation contributes to strengthening the intersubjective understanding of the
latter. First, formalisation of cooperation contributes to the strengthening of the rele-
vant norms. Second, joint conferences and workshops support a common basis for
understanding. For example, in 2003 an OSCE representative took part in an AU
workshop on early warning in Addis Ababa that “brought together selected experts
to assist the AU Commission in determining a road map for the establishment of a
Continental Early Warning system” (OSCE, 2003a, 2003b).

Among the latest attempts to build a common understanding are the panel discus-
sion between the office of the HCNM and the UN (OSCE, 2020b, p. 51), the
2019 discussion on “Preventive Diplomacy in the Changing Landscape of Modern
Conflict: The Role of Regional Organizations” in New York that included the League
of Arab States, the EU, the Organization of American States, the AU, the Shanghai

! Online interviews with IGO ex-employee, IGO and NGO employees, April-August 2022.

12 Especially in case of the EU, which has a ‘seat at the table’ in the OSCE and even issues statements
supporting/legitimizing the OSCE position in front of the participating states; for example, in the
case of the early warning issued by the OSCE HCNM on the 2010 interethnic clashes in Kyrgyzstan
(OSCE 2010).
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Cooperation Organization, the OSCE, and the UN (OSCE, 2019a), as well as the
2021 OSCE seminar on conflict cycle (OSCE, 2021a).

Thus, the mutually strengthening world cultural models of CP/EW and coopera-
tion lead to the reinforcing of new approaches both inside and across the 10s. Never-
theless, these developments would not be the same if it were not for the bureaucratic
nature of 10s. This has made possible the creation of the specific structures and
mechanisms in the 10s based on the world cultural model of conflict prevention.

2.4.3 Bureaucratization in World Society

We can now observe worldwide what Meyer, Driori and Hwang have called the “orga-
nizational structuring of social life” (Meyer et al., 2006: 25). Commonly accepted
policy standards and world models, as well as modern formal organizations with
elaborated technical structures aimed at achieving policy-related goals are a result
of this global process (Meyer et al., 2006). In the past decades, the relevant bureau-
cratic structures, mechanisms, and roles have also developed in the IOs regarding
early warning and response (EWR) (see Table 2.1).

International bureaucrats are responsible for looking for trends and patterns in
conflict situations and monitoring, data collection, and analysis (AU, 2018; EEAS,
2021; UN, 2020, 2021). These functions are usually fulfilled by a specific body in
the headquarters, such as the EU and AU Conflict Warning Systems, OSCE Conflict
Prevention Centre, EU and AU Situation rooms, OSCE Operating Room, UN Oper-
ations and Crisis Centre, or in the case of the African Union also in the Observation
and Monitoring Centres of the Regional Economic Communities. Since the capacity
of the bureaucratic units is limited, situation monitoring can also be undertaken by
country teams, delegations, and missions on the ground. In subsequent stages, fact-
finding missions, e.g., the UN SG fact-finding mission (UN, 1992), the EU in-country
and follow-up missions (EEAS, 2020), the AU fact-finding missions (AU, 2012), or
the OSCE fact-finding missions (OSCE, 2005; European Parliament, 2005) could
take place to evaluate a situation.

Early Response, such as preventive diplomacy and mediation measures, is also
implemented by international bureaucracies. For example, the OSCE SG made the
CPC/Operations Service a focal point for mediation support (OSCE CPC, 2014).
“Quiet diplomacy” or “good offices” of the UN SG are renowned in this regard,
as well as “diplomacy for peace” by the UN special envoys and representatives
(see UN, 2006, 2020). Early action by the OSCE High Commissioner on National
Minorities takes place in the first stages after they and their office identify a situation
as worrisome.
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Table 2.1 Bureaucratic units in charge of conflict early warning and response in the 1O0s

Organization United Nations OSCE (since European Union | African Union
(since 1945) 1995) (since 1993) (since 2000)
Units in charge | UN Secretary General | Political and African Peace
of conflict early | Secretary-General | and the Security and Security
warning and and the Secretariat: Committee (PSC). | Architecture:
response Secretariat: Conflict High Commission and
Department of Prevention Center | Representative for | its Chairperson:
Political and (CPO), Foreign Affairs Commissioner for
Peacebuilding incl. OSCE and Security Political Affairs,
Affairs, Operating Room | Policy / Peace and
incl. (24/7); Mediation | Vice-President of | Security and their
United Nations Support Team. the European Department
Operations and High Commission, (since 2018);
Crisis Centre Commissioner on | European Panel of the Wise;
(UNOCC) (24/7); | National External Action Continental Early
Department of Minorities and Service: Common | Warning System
Peace Operations; | their office Security and (CEWS), incl. the
UN Standby Defence Policy: Situation Room
Team of Integrated (24/7)
Mediation Approach for
Experts; Security and
High-Level Peace Directorate
Advisory Board (ISP): ISP.2
(HLAB) on Conflict
Mediation. Prevention and
Office of the Mediation
United Nations Support, incl. the
Commissioner on EU Early Warning
Human Rights System and the
(OHCHR) EEAS Mediation
Support Team
(MST);

Common Security
and Defence
Policy: EEAS
Crisis Response
and Operational
Coordination
Department:
Crisis Response
System, including
the EU Situation
Room (24/7).
European
Commission:
Service for
Foreign Policy
Instrument

Source Compiled by the author
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But I know, of course, in the UN and the EU... I think, mediation efforts are very similar.
... I don’t’ think, there’s a particular OSCE, let’s say, method of mediation, which is unique
compared to the EU and UN (Interviews 2022).13

With the establishment of the permanent structures and world cultural models on
which IBs base their activities on, their importance and legitimacy increased.'* Their
increased significance would also mean they could ‘turn the wheel’ now and use their
acquired importance and legitimacy to strengthen further the world cultural models
of cooperation and conflict prevention. As the next section indicates, IBs can also
impact the interpretation, implementation, and further development of world cultural
models such as conflict prevention/early warning—be it due to their preferences
or situational needs. The following case studies demonstrate some peculiarities of
conflict early warning construction in the OSCE in the past decades, focusing on the
role of the High Commissioner on National Minorities and the Conflict Prevention
Center in its structure.

2.5 Construction of Conflict Early Warning in the OSCE

Being embedded into the world culture, the OSCE both contributes to and adopts
the principles, components, and mechanisms of conflict early warning that are being
promoted by and exist in the UN and other organizations with developed EWR
systems.

2.5.1 High Commissioner on National Minorities

The OSCE’s EW is primarily managed by the principles put forward in the 1992
CSCE Helsinki Summit Declaration, which was especially important because it
created the position of the High Commissioner on National Minorities (CSCE, 1992).

,»The High Commissioner provides “early warning” and, as appropriate, “early
action” at the earliest possible stage regarding tensions involving national minority
issues that have the potential to develop into a conflict within the CSCE area, affecting
peace, stability, or relations between the participating States* (Helsinki Decisions,
23/1, 1992).

Here, itis necessary to emphasize that, contrary to the OSCE Office for Democratic
Institutions and Human Rights (ODIHR) or the UN High Commissioner for Human
Rights, the HCNM’s primary task is to monitor and address the threats of inter-
ethnic conflict, not the rights of minorities per se (OSCE, 2008). And although this is

13 Online interview with IGO employee, April 2022.

14 A number of studies discuss the increased importance and authority of IOs include Barnett and
Finnemore (2004), Dijkstra (2012), Meyer et al. (2006).
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a specific type of conflict, most of the conflict early warning discourse of the OSCE
in the 1990s and 2000s can be found in the HCNM addresses and reports.

Officially, the HCNM (along with the OSCE Secretary General and OSCE partic-
ipating states) can issue an early warning in order to draw the attention to the seri-
ousness of the situation and call for the involvement of the OSCE and its partici-
pating states (Helsinki Decisions, 3/II, 1992). The HCNM has formally issued early
warning only 2 times—in 1999 for Macedonia (now—North Macedonia) with regard
to the refugee influx from Kosovo to the Former Yugoslavian Republic of Macedonia
(FYROM) and in 2010 concerning the inter-ethnic tensions in Kyrgyzstan (OSCE,
2022b).

In May—June 2010, before the “Kyrgyz Events,” the High Commissioner visited
the country. After the situation deteriorated, a formal early warning was issued
on June 12th (OSCE, 2010). The 2010 HCNM appeal included a call for action
by the OSCE participating states and drawing the attention of the UN Security
Council to the matter (ibid.). Unfortunately, no decisive action followed, even
though the Participating States received the full information promptly (OSCE, 2011a/
HCNM2011).

In such apoliticized and diverse organization as the OSCE, issuing the formal early
warning thus does not guarantee success.!> From the early years, this dubiousness
led to a re-interpretation of a more practical mandate that offered a niche in which
the HCNM could apply its powers.

The focus has switched to early action preceding the formal early warning, leaving
it up to the “more potent institutions or forces” to act upon this (OSCE, 2003b, pp. 4—
5). As the example of Kyrgyzstan shows, such action might not live up to expectations.
Thus, High Commissioners have tried to avoid issuing early warnings until all other
means are exhausted:

But the approach for every High Commissioner has been to try not to issue early warning,
until he or she ... has really no means to influence the situation anymore. ...And every High
Commissioner sort of turned it around: let’s have a lot of early action to avoid issuing an
early warning (Interviews, 2022).1°

Here, we can see how the international bureaucracy has transformed the usual
model of moving from early warning to early response/action to fit better the existing
constraints and opportunities of the organizational structure and it’s political “filling”.

Drawing on the existing mandate and the relative autonomy it offers, the HCNM
has often turned to such early action as fact-finding, quiet diplomacy, and media-
tion, as well as providing legal and policy advice to governments to avoid issuing
an official early warning (see also OSCE, 2008, OSCE, 2018a). Gathering informa-
tion for analysis through visits to the states of interest and meeting with the parties
forms a considerable part of HCNM activities (HCNM, 1999). Based on the above,
recommendations are made, and specific facilitation steps are undertaken, including
discussions with the relevant parties (Helsinki Decisions, 12/11, 1992).

15 Online interview with IGO employee, August 2022.
16 Online interview with IGO employee, April 2022.
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The HCNM remains important regarding both “quiet diplomacy” and the long-
term prevention of inter-ethnic conflicts (OSCE, 2021c). This, however, does not
exclude making open statements as a public figure to encourage the governments
to abide by the international norms of peace and security; for example, the latest
speeches of the HCNM have included an appeal to the authorities of Tajikistan and
Kyrgyzstan, as well as Uzbekistan to resolve their territorial disputes peacefully
(OSCE, 2019b, 2020c, 2021f).

2.5.2 Conflict Prevention Centre

The OSCE CPC in Vienna oversees monitoring the situation and contributing to
sustaining peace in the OSCE region through providing information, analysis and
recommendation to the OSCE Secretariat and its participating states. The CPC “func-
tions as the OSCE-wide focal point for early warning, while its Mediation Support
Team is in charge of dialogue facilitation and mediation support” (OSCE, 2020a).
However, the CPC has alot of other functions, such as supporting inter-state dialogue
in the context of the Forum for Security and Cooperation (FSC), and confidence-
and security-building measures (CSBMs). The latter has to do with military activi-
ties and security at large. In addition, the CPC oversees planning, restructuring, and
closing field operations. In short, there are a lot of functions and tasks that call for
prioritization. CPC monthly reports from past decades show an apparent inclination
toward military issues, from non-proliferation to ammunition to mélange extraction,
rather than an early warning.

Although the Forum for Security Cooperation could potentially serve as a platform
for early response in the OSCE (OSCE, 2012), EW has not always received much
attention from the CPC (especially considering the high level of HCNM involvement
in many relevant conflicts when they qualify as inter-ethnic).

In the wake of the failure to address the inter-ethnic violence in Kyrgyzstan in
2010 (see also OSCE, 2012), there was a serious emphasis on “developing a ‘culture’
of early crisis response in the OSCE” that included both the role of the HCNM and
the Secretariat’s CPC (OSCE, 2011b/CPC 2011).

In 2012, the Early Warning Guidelines were worked out by an internal working
group that included representatives of the HCNM and CPC and were disseminated
to all the OSCE executive structures (OSCE, 2012). The document stressed the
importance of field institution heads, the Secretary-General and CPC Director, and
the Chairmanship of the Permanent Council in addressing early warning issues and
the importance of cross-dimensional and cross-body coordination. It suggested a
working definition and relevant early warning procedures (from data collection to
analysis to communication) with case-by-case decision-making and a goal of timely
response.

These developments have created momentum for the so-called “informal early
warning” in the OSCE that is, to a large extent related to the field office focal points
reporting to the CPC on potential risks (OSCE, 2012). The primary function of these
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focal points is collecting, analyzing, and delivering the relevant information to the
headquarters. These focal points are the Network of Early Warning Focal Points
in the executive structures, including field offices and missions (OSCE, 2018b).
While some missions, e.g., the Mission to Skopje (OSCE, ), have an explicit early
warning mandate, some structures do not, e.g., the OSCE Programme Office in
Bishkek. However, there still may be a focal point—a person in charge of gathering
and analysing the relevant information for the CPC (OSCE, 2018b, 2019'7). Since
2012, a meeting of the focal point representatives for information exchange and
capacity-building has been held annually (OSCE, 2018b).

In the past decade, early warning has become more and more associated not
only with the HCNM, but also with the work of the CPC and its Network of Early
Warning Focal Points, as well as field offices, e.g., in North Macedonia or Georgia
(the Incident Prevention and Response Mechanism) (see OSCE, 2018b, 2019a,
2020b, 2021c, 2022a).

Here, as with the HCNM, we see a unique way in which international bureaucrats
have been able to pursue EWR that goes beyond the formal early warning in the
OSCE. In the case of the CPC, “informal early warning” has become an important
part of its activities in the organization’s conflict prevention and EWR framework.

2.6 Conclusion

It is impossible to talk about constructing conflict early warning in the OSCE—
or other major international organizations—without discussing the universal norms
and the so-called world cultural models (commonly accepted approaches and stan-
dards of policymaking). This work has focused on world cultural models necessary
for constructing conflict prevention and conflict early warning in IOs: the world
cultural model of conflict prevention that lays a foundation of generalized percep-
tions of CP/EW among organizations and the model of cooperation, as well as
their bureaucratization that contribute to sustaining similar policy approaches across
organizations.

As the OSCE example shows, the world cultural models reflected in the orga-
nization’s mandate can be interpreted in a manner that international bureaucracies
see fit to fulfill their mission better. Such bodies as the High Commissioner on
National Minorities and the Conflict Prevention Centre thus contribute to imple-
menting CP/EW policies and constructing their understanding and, ultimately, the
future of conflict early warning.

Taking a closer look at the OSCE, this study has uncovered interesting elements of
EW interpretation on account of the specifics of the organization at large, as well as
the role of the HCNM, which has become one of the first “instruments” for dealing
with inter-ethnic conflicts. Due to the challenging international environment and
difficulties in making the early warning and response work, the HCNM has put early

17 Online interview with IGO employee, August 2022.
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action before early warning. The HCNM’s “quiet diplomacy” —primarily based on
the principle of confidentiality—has become a more critical element of the job than
preparing and officially issuing early warnings, which the HCNM has exercised only
twice, namely in Macedonia (now North Macedonia) in 1999 and Kyrgyzstan in
2010.

Additionally, external events can trigger discursive and subsequent structural
changes in the organization. After the “failure” to address inter-ethnic clashes in
Kyrgyzstan in 2010, the early warning became more prominent in the OSCE agenda,
including its Conflict Prevention Centre. This also relates to “informal early warning”
(including information gathering and analysis) via the Early Warning Focal Points
in the field offices that report to the CPC. Similarly to the office of the HCNM, the
CPC has re-invented early warning—in this case, by focusing on “informal early
warning.”

Unfortunately, recent developments in the Azerbaijan-Armenia confrontation and
the war in Ukraine demonstrate once more'® that the result of these debates are long
overdue, and a more decisive approach is needed in order to revive the OSCE’s
role in conflict prevention and early warning. They also call for the re-evaluation
of the organization’s role and finding its “niche” when the conflicts are over,'® as
well as keeping up conflict prevention and early warning efforts in Central Asia, the
Caucasus, and Western Balkans.
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Chapter 3 ®)
NATO and EU Strategic Security oo
Environment

Aybike Yalcin-Ispir

3.1 Introduction

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the European Union (EU) are the
two essential actors of the European continent. These organizations have many over-
lapping areas regarding their members, geographical coverage, and agenda items.
Security was the reason for the founding of NATO, while throughout its history, the
EU has not had a primary focus on security.

For states and international organizations, identifying and evaluating enduring and
new security challenges are crucial for their survival. Such information is collected
in classified or public strategic security documents, which serve as the primary refer-
ences for describing the threats, deciding on proper actions, and determining the
need for development to better cope with threats (EU, 2022; NATO, 2022a).

In 2022, both NATO and the EU adopted strategic documents defining the security
environment in which these organizations operate. As a military and political alliance,
NATO revises its strategic concept approximately every ten years, and the adoption of
the 2022 Strategic Concept document coincided with a severe change in the security
landscape of NATO members with both the withdrawal from Afghanistan in August
2021 and the Russian invasion of Ukraine in February 2022. On the other hand, for the
EU, accepting the Strategic Compass in such a turbulent time indicates its increasing
relevance in security and defense. Although it is not the first time the EU has initi-
ated such a process, with the Russian invasion of Ukraine, publishing a document
assessing the strategic security environment has more significance for the EU.

This chapter investigates how NATO and the EU shaped their latest strategic
documents by considering the significant changes in their security environments.
By examining this, it is aimed to reveal whether these organizations could make
their roles regarding the safety and security of the European continent apparent in
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their overlapping responsibility areas. The study analyzes official documents and
open-source articles regarding the topic. In the first part, the security governance
approach is explained to understand better the theoretical framework for the European
security governance between NATO and the EU. The following details examine the
previous strategic documents of NATO and the EU and their attempts to establish a
strategic partnership on security to track the evolution of the security roles of these
organizations. Later, the strategic documents of NATO and the EU published in 2022
are scrutinized to grasp their perspectives better. Based on all these examinations, the
final section compares strategic documents under three headings: collective defense,
crisis management, and cooperative security.

3.2 Security Governance Approach

The emergence of new and non-traditional security threats following the post-Cold
War era necessitated the solving of problems with the inclusion of various actors and
adoption of different cooperation methods, also referred to as “governance without
government” (Rosenau & Czempiel, 1992). Hanggi supports the idea that gover-
nance includes horizontal and vertical dimensions, namely the inclusion of several
non-state actors as well as an increase in the interaction among these actors in various
platforms (2005, p. 7). While Rosenau and Czempiel describe governance as “a more
encompassing phenomenon than government” (1992, p. 4), Webber et al. underline
that the difference between government and governance is that government is tradi-
tionally understood as suggestive of centralized authority, vertical and hierarchical
forms of regulation, and an ability to impose policy preferences by coercive means if
necessary. Governance, by contrast, is concerned with understanding how the regu-
lation of societies has been supplemented by the roles of political actors other than
government as such (2004, p. 5).

The driving forces behind such a transition from government to governance are
discussed by Krahmann, who puts forward three reasons: increasing budgetary pres-
sures forcing governments to outsource and privatize some functions, increased
awareness of international threats and transnational crimes which cannot be unilat-
erally solved, and globalization, which allows for more accessible communication
and thus creates problems or perpetuates existing ones (2003, pp. 11-12). Gover-
nance is applied in many areas, including security. Security governance has also
broadened the perspective in the security realm, which was widely accepted as a sole
state affair, limited chiefly to national security and implemented primarily through
military means. Security sector reform, peacekeeping, demobilization, reintegration,
disarmament, and the rule of law can be categorized under security governance.

Security governance in Europe has been a topic of academic investigation (Webber
etal., 2004; Schroeder, 2011; Kirchner & Sperling, 2007; Sperling & Webber, 2019).
Specifically, European security governance between NATO and the EU has been
researched by Tangor (2021, p. 77), who argues that NATO and the EU are comple-
mentary in the security realm and practical reflections of such a partnership have
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characteristics of security governance. In line with this argument, the release of
strategic security documents by both NATO and the EU, in which the roles and
responsibilities to be assumed for the security of the region are stated, can be evalu-
ated as the main steppingstone for structured security governance in Europe and are
significant for this study.

3.3 NATO’s Strategic Concepts

Since its establishment, NATO has been the leading organization providing security
for the Euro-Atlantic area. The Washington Treaty, signed in 1949, is the primary
reference document; however, it does not explicitly define a threat because such an
operational view is reflected in the strategic concepts. NATO defined a Strategic
Concept as an official document that outlines NATO’s enduring purpose and nature,
as well as its fundamental security tasks (NATO, 2022a). When the use of strategic
concepts is taken into consideration historically, it can be asserted that they have
been used to present an era’s new security challenges and the necessary political
and military steps to be taken for adaptation to these challenges. Strategic concepts
are adopted by the North Atlantic Council (NAC), and additional documents may
accompany them. On the other hand, as Ringsmose and Rynning state, “There is no
single NATO method for producing a Strategic Concept” (2009, p. 6).

Changes in NATO’s security environment are reflected in the strategic concepts.
Since 1949, eight documents have been produced by NATO, with the most recent
published in 2022. Regarding the threat perception in these documents, there is
a definite need to distinguish Cold War documents from post-Cold War strategic
concepts. In 1949, 1952, 1957, and 1968 Strategic Concepts, the Soviet Union was
identified as the main adversary and threat (NATO, 2022a). On the other hand, in
the post-Cold War era, threats have not been as easy to predict due to the nature of
the new security environment, and this ambiguousness can also be found in strategic
concepts.

Starting with the 1991 Strategic Concept, the documents have been unclassi-
fied. These have not merely been used as a declaration of military strategy but
were conceived more as a public diplomacy tool. The 1991 Strategic Concept was
published following the dissolution of the Soviet Union. In the declaration, a more
comprehensive definition of security can be found in the following sentence: “In
contrast with the predominant threat of the past, the risks to Allied security that
remain are multi-faceted in nature and multi-directional, which makes them hard
to predict and assess” (NATO, 1991). While mainly searching for the relevance of
NATO in the new order, the 1991 Strategic Concept underlined unknown risks such
as the “proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, disruption of the flow of vital
resources and actions of terrorism and sabotage” (NATO, 1991). In the document,
the fundamental tasks of the organization were underlined as security, consultation,
deterrence, and defense and strategic balance within Europe. In addition to these
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aforementioned tasks, early versions of crisis prevention, management, and cooper-
ative security can be found in the document (NATO, 1991). The execution of such
roles became apparent during subsequent events, such as NATO’s operations in the
Balkan Wars of the 1990s and the Partnership for Peace initiative.

NATO’s second post-Cold War document, the 1999 Strategic Concept, articulated
the organization’s security, consultation, deterrence, and defense tasks. Additionally,
with special consideration given to NATO’s operation in Kosovo, crisis management
and partnership were expressed more clearly in the document (NATO, 1999). The
risks that might affect the security interests of the Alliance were listed as similar
to those in the previous record except for additional references to organized crime
and mass migration (NATO, 1999). Throughout the document, the multiple uses of
the term “Euro-Atlantic” to describe the region draw attention and can be assessed
as a reference to the possibility of worldwide actions, namely non-Article 5 and
out-of-area operations.

Only two years after the 1999 Strategic Concept, the 9/11 terrorist attacks brought
about the recognition of the need for a new NATO concept. However, due to the
lack of political consensus among NATO members, it took nearly a decade for a new
document to be produced. In the meantime, an interim Strategic Concept was adopted
in November 2006, dubbed the “Comprehensive Political Guidance” (NATO, 2006).
The document identified terrorism and weapons of mass destruction (WMDs) as the
main threats. It stated that “[t]errorism, increasingly global in scope and lethal in
results, and the spread of weapons of mass destruction are likely to be the principal
threats to the Alliance over the next 10 to 15 years” (NATO, 2006).

In 2010 the third post-Cold War Strategic Concept document was approved
(NATO, 2010). Unlike those that preceded it, the 2010 Strategic Concept, entitled
Active Engagement, Modern Defense, underlined unconventional threats such as
terrorism and cyber-attacks and stressed the need to collectively defend against these
emerging security challenges (NATO, 2010). Moreover, the document focused more
attention on NATO’s role in crisis management and in the establishment of new
partnerships. There was also an emphasis on a civilian approach in conducting oper-
ations. This perspective is reflected in the following sentence: “The lessons learned
from NATO operations, particularly in Afghanistan and the Western Balkans, make
it clear that a comprehensive political, civilian and military approach is necessary
for effective crisis management” (NATO, 2010).

3.4 The EU’s Security Documents

EU member states had an opportunity to adopt a “comprehensive and cooperative
security approach” at the 1973 Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
(CSCE and now OSCE) (Biscop & Coolsaet, 2003, p. 9). However, the first EU secu-
rity strategy was only prepared in 2003. According to Koziej, the development of the
EU’s security approach can be categorized into three stages: pre-strategic, declara-
tive, and initiative (Koziej 2018, as cited in Zielinski, 2020, p. 27). The pre-strategic
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stage covers the years up to 2003 when the first document containing the word “strat-
egy”’ was published. In 1990, the EU made efforts to formulate a common foreign
and security policy, and the EU was positioned as the region’s future political and
security actor. As a result of the discussions, in the Maastricht Treaty, the EU adopted
the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP); however, there remained a need
for a security strategy (EU, 1992). On this topic, Biscop and Coolsaet underline that
the absence of an explicit strategy can be solved if all those involved in policymaking
share the same basic views and can thus easily reach a consensus on policies that
fit within these general guidelines, even if they are not explicitly written down. But
about the external policies of the EU, distributed among all three EU pillars, this
is not the case, in particular in areas covered by the Common Foreign and Security
Policy (CFSP) and its military instrument, the European Security and Defense Policy
(ESDP) (2003, p. 1).

According to Koziej’s categorization, the second stage began with adopting the
EU’s first security strategy document (Koziej, 2018, as cited in Zielinski, 2020,
p. 27). The European Security Strategy (ESS)—A Secure Europe in a Better World
was published in 2003 by the European Council. In the document, key threats to Euro-
pean security were listed as terrorism, a proliferation of WMDs, regional conflicts,
state failure, and organized crime (EU, 2009). Addressing these threats, building
security in the EU neighborhood, and ensuring international order based on effective
multilateralism were stated as the strategic objectives of the EU (2009). Following
the ESS, the Franco-British Saint-Malo Declaration of 2008 is referenced as a signif-
icant change in the development of EU security and defense due to it containing the
first overt expression of the desire for autonomous action capacity (Ozen, 2002,
p- 237). The ESS was considered a success by some. For example, a report prepared
by the General Secretariat of the European Council in 2009 underlines the increased
capacity to respond to threats identified in the ESS but also highlights the need to
increase coherence through better coordination and strategic decision-making (EU,
2009). Moreover, the report added further threats to cyber security, energy security,
and climate change (EU, 2009). According to Klohs and Niemann, “From 2003 to
2014, the EU undertook about 30 missions under the umbrella of the ESDP, with
tasks and missions ranging from the support of security sector reform to ensuring
compliance with peace agreements” (2014, p. 3). Grevi et al. also believe that the
ESDP was a success and that all these missions can be evaluated as “tangible added
value” (2009, p. 403). There are some who believe otherwise. For example, according
to Zielinski, the document is insufficient due to the lack of “tools that would allow for
real execution of the determined strategic objectives: addressing the threats, building
security in the neighborhood, strengthening an international order based on effective
multilateralism” (2020, p. 28).

Because of strategic changes in the global environment, such as the Russian-
Georgian War, the Arab Spring, the financial crisis, and the Russian annexation of
Crimea, a new security strategy for the EU was needed. As Biscop states, “Obviously
no strategic document remains valid for 13 years. A strategy that cannot be touched
no longer is a strategy but a dogma” (2019, p. 2). In 2016, the EU Global Strategy
(EUGS)—Shared Vision, Common Action: A Stronger Europe was published by
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the EU (2016), and underlined that there was an existential crisis for the EU both
domestically and internationally (EU, 2016). The document is significant for its
multiple statements concerning strategic autonomy while also stressing complemen-
tarity and cooperation with NATO. However, such an approach by the EU was criti-
cized by Howort as follows: “The apparent implication here is that the EU (via CSDP)
aims to become a military actor comparable to NATO—while not undermining it or
questioning its supremacy. But what exactly does that mean?” (2017, p. 2).

The document listed five broad priorities: the security of the EU, security and
defense, counter-terrorism, cyber security, energy security, and strategic communi-
cations (EU, 2016). As opposed to the ESS, the EUGS was conceived of more as a
policy-oriented strategy, including policy recommendations (EU, 2016). According
to Zielinski, in the new EUGS, “the perception of threats to the European security
environment, compared to those included in the previous document, has not changed
significantly” (2020, p. 29). Namely, WMDs, terrorism and organized crime were still
challenges for the EU; however, in addition to these, hybrid threats entered into the
EU literature due to Russia’s employment of hybrid tactics, particularly in Crimea.
Moreover, the EUGS covered additional threats stated in the 2009 European Council
report, such as cyber security, energy security, and climate change (EU, 2016).

3.5 NATO-EU Strategic Partnership on Security

As the two significant actors with commonalities in members and agendas, a strategic
security partnership between NATO and the EU is inevitable. Tardy and Lindstrom
highlighted, that “(T)he NATO-EU partnership has become a central component
of the broad security governance architecture for a series of reasons” (2019, p. 7).
On the other hand, until the appearance of a real threat to the European region in
the form of the Russian invasion of Ukraine, the division of labor had not been
clear between these organizations, especially regarding the discussions on the EU’s
strategic autonomy. Although no clear assignment has been made regarding security
duties in the latest strategy documents, the collective defense has naturally been left
to NATO since Russia was highlighted as the most direct symmetric threat to the
alliance. In contrast, crisis-management-related responsibilities requiring economic
and political responses were stressed as direct asymmetric threats to the coalition.
The related responsibilities seem to be shared between the EU and other international
organizations.

With the launch of the ESDP in 1999, the EU expressed the need for clearly defined
cooperation with NATO, though there was much discussion regarding strategic
autonomy in the document. Subsequently, many attempts have aimed at achieving
collaboration between NATO and the EU in the security realm. The EU-NATO Decla-
ration on the ESDP of 2002 focused on strategic partnership in crisis management
and conflict prevention and paved the way for the Berlin Plus arrangements (NATO,
2022b). Following that, the 2003 EU-NATO Berlin Plus arrangements were adopted.
These have been recognized as “The most practical and longstanding EU-NATO
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cooperative framework” (Williams, 2018). According to the Berlin Plus arrange-
ments, the EU can request using NATO assets and capabilities to supplement an
EU operation in a crisis. In some operations, such as the EU’s Operation Althea,
the Berlin Plus arrangements were implemented; however, the arrangements’ limits
were proven, as was their inability to address the needs of both sides.

Cooperation between NATO and the EU intensified in 2016 with adoption of
the EU-NATO Joint Declaration (NATO, 2016). In the document, seven areas of
cooperation were defined: countering hybrid threats, operational cooperation in the
maritime domain, cyber security and defense, defense capabilities, defense industry
and research, exercise, and the resiliency of partners (NATO, 2016). Following
the document’s adoption, the EU and NATO drafted 74 concrete actions to imple-
ment the objectives of the Joint Declaration and progress reports have subsequently
been produced to study these. In 2018, a second EU-NATO Joint Declaration was
signed, which announced the aim of rapid development in four key areas: mili-
tary mobility; counter-terrorism; resilience to chemical, biological, radiological,
and nuclear-related (CBRN) risks; and Women, Peace and Security (WPS) (NATO,
2022b). Through these steps, both organizations improved their cooperation in three
aspects: achievement of political dialogue, integration of the NATO-EU dimension
into the organization’s work, and progress in their operations both in thematic areas
and in the field (Tardy & Lindstrom, 2019, pp. 6-7).

Following the Russian invasion of Ukraine and the release of the EU Strategic
Compass and NATO’s Strategic Concept in 2022, the form of cooperation between
these organizations became the official question. On 10 January 2023, a joint declara-
tion was published in which the EU acknowledges that NATO is primarily responsible
for collective defense while EU contributions complement NATO (2023). Moreover,
in the declaration, there is a pledge to advance cooperation in both already existing
areas and on newly emerging security challenges, such as space, climate change, and
resilience topics (NATO, 2023).

3.6 Strategic Documents of the EU and NATO

The release of the EU’s Strategic Compass coincided with the release of NATO’s
Strategic Concept and significant changes in the security landscape of the European
region due to the Russian war in Ukraine. In March 2022, the Strategic Compass
asserted that the EU aims “to become a stronger and more capable actor in security
and defense: both to protect the security of its citizens and to act in crises that
affect the EU’s values and interests” (EU, 2022). The document is also regarded as
a “quantum leap” in security matters for the EU’s next five to ten years (EU, 2022).
In contrast to the quiet welcome of the EU Global Strategy of 2016 by the Council
of the EU, the Strategic Compass was endorsed by the foreign and defense ministers
and heads of state and government of EU members, which is a sign of increasing
interest in security and defense issues (Fiott, 2022, p. 1). Some have also criticized
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the Strategic Compass for lacking in prioritization and ambition and for not being
clear about strategic autonomy and partnerships (Kaim & Kempin, 2022, pp. 3-6).

Moreover, it has also been argued that EU states lack the political will to imple-
ment the Strategic Concept, further fragmenting the CSDP with many new projects
(Kaim & Kempin, 2022, pp. 3-6). A significant feature of the Strategic Compass is
that a comprehensive threat analysis was conducted before its preparation and that
regular updates to this analysis are planned (EU, 2022, p. 7). The document covers
various threats from Russia and China to climate change and the Arctic. Such a threat
analysis can be considered a significant advance compared to previous EU strategy
documents.

In terms of the tasks of the EU, the document is divided into four baskets: act,
secure, invest, and partner (EU, 2022). According to Koenig, these baskets refer
to crisis management, resilience, capabilities, and partnerships (2022, p. 1). Under
these headings, there are several deliverables with deadlines, most of which are before
2025, making the document more concrete and realistic than previous on. In the “act”
basket, the EU aims to enhance the readiness of its armed forces for missions and
operations and has requested up to 5000 troops with rapid deployment capacity (EU,
2022). In the “secure” section, the aim is to strengthen the EU’s capacity with regard
to hybrid threats and enhance EU security interests in the maritime and space domains
(EU, 2022). In the “invest” basket, the focus is on investing in key military capabilities
as well as in research and innovation to minimize dependencies (EU, 2022). Lastly,
in the “partner” section, the goal is to enhance cooperation with NATO, the United
Nations (UN), the OSCE, the African Union (AU) and the Association of Southeast
Asian Nations (ASEAN), as well as with bilateral partners, such as the US, Canada
and Norway (EU, 2022).

Following the EU’s Strategic Compass, NATO published its Strategic Concept
in June 2022, 12 years after the previous concept. Prior to its publication, NATO
conducted a study entitled NATO 2030: Making a Strong Alliance Even Stronger,
which contributed to the new Strategic Concept and helped NATO shape its agenda
for 2030. In the NATO 2030 report, various proposals were submitted, such as
deeper political consultation and coordination and strengthened deterrence and
defense that brought a future-oriented perspective to NATO (2021). Also, in the
report, signals were given that NATO’s strategic security environment had changed
significantly, primarily due to “strategic competition as well as pervasive instability”
(Keyman, 2022, p. 25), and that the new document would reflect these new threats.
In line with this, the latest Strategic Concept refers to NATO’s strategic environment
as not at peace, mainly due to the Russian violation of international rules (NATO,
2022a, 2022b).

In contrast to the 2010 Strategic Concept, where Russia was referenced as a
“strategic partner” for NATO (2010), the 2022 Strategic Concept identifies Russia
as the “most significant and direct threat” (NATO, 2022a, 2022b). Authoritarian
leaders, terrorism, instability in Africa and the Middle East, and emerging and disrup-
tive technologies were listed among other threats. Unlike the previous document,
the new Strategic Concept refers to China as a challenge to the alliance; however,
“the document falls short of laying out how NATO can or should respond to this
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mounting challenge” (Tardy, 2022, p. 11). Sloan also supports the idea that “the
Allies have taken the step of identifying China as an aggressive competitor that they
had previously been unwilling to take” (2022, p. 21).

In the document, NATO’s core tasks were underlined as deterrence and defense,
crisis prevention and management, and cooperative security (NATO, 2022a, 2022b).
According to Keller, “collective defense” has been promoted to an overarching prin-
ciple to be served by all three core tasks” (2022, p. 36). Under the area of deterrence
and defense, NATO sets the aim that “in an environment of strategic competition,
we will enhance our global awareness and reach to deter, defend, contest and deny
across all domains and directions, in line with our 360-degree approach” (NATO,
2022a, 2022b). Counter-terrorism is considered as a cross-cutting task by NATO
and is underlined as essential to NATO’s collective defense. However, “terrorism is
inevitably marginalized in the Concept; it is a key threat to the Alliance, but not to the
extent that it would deserve the type of response that Russian aggression calls for”
(Tardi, 2022, p. 9). In addition, the new Strategic Concept differs from the previous
document in that climate change, human security, and the WPS agenda were included
in NATOQO’s tasks as cross-cutting themes.

Sloan criticizes the document since “it does not offer much detail about how the
funding and force commitments required of the members will be realized” (2022,
p- 18). The Strategic Concept is also evaluated as insufficient due to challenges that
may hamper its success such as “achieving sustainability, promoting democracy,
internalizing inclusive governance, and advocating for rules-based inter- and intra-
institutional alliances rather than transactionalism” (Keyman, 2022, p. 27).

3.7 The OSCE in European Security Governance

The newly published strategic documents of NATO and the EU are very much influ-
enced by the unlawful acts of Russia as well as by threats that are more complex and
fragmented than ever. The OSCE, as an organization established to bring the East and
West together for dialogue during the Cold War, is also a significant actor in Euro-
pean security governance. Since 1975, it has been experienced in supporting negoti-
ations on confidence-building measures. In the security realm, primarily through its
Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (ODIHR), the OSCE “provides
support, assistance, and expertise to participating States and civil society to promote
democracy, the rule of law, human rights and tolerance and non-discrimination”
(OSCE, 2022).

With the release of two separate but significant strategy documents and the concur-
rent Russian aggression in Ukraine, the role and future of the OSCE have been
questioned. Russell summarizes the weaknesses of the OSCE as follows: “limited
resources, diplomatic deadlock, and stalled reform efforts” (2021, p. 10). An OSCE
member, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine violates international law and OSCE norms,
which brings about several questions, such as whether Russia should be excluded and
how the OSCE can survive if its members do not respect the norms (Friesendorf &
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Wolff, 2022, p. 4). Many authors believe that keeping Russia as an OSCE member
is essential for maintaining dialogue even as it paralyzes the OSCE’s operational
capacity (Friesendorf & Wolff, 2022). Beyond such questions, and although the
OSCE has failed in its monitoring and mediating missions in Ukraine, it remains
an important participant in the region’s security governance and could arguably still
have the potential to play a crucial role in any ceasefire. Specifically, while NATO
and the EU have identified Russia as a threat in their latest strategic security docu-
ments, the OSCE needs to find a different path in line with the inclusive nature it has
maintained since the 1970s.

Regarding what the OSCE can do in such a tumultuous time, Reynolds and Ketola
highlight that focusing on security perceptions on the ground rather than what capitals
define as security perceptions for the region may help the OSCE find its added value
in a new international security environment. Focusing more on the process than any
obvious outcomes would resemble the original Helsinki process of the 1970s, where
the dialogue on European security was open-ended. Implementing values would still
be an intended outcome, but accepting that the OSCE is only one facet in a larger
ecosystem of international organizations and donors may help sidestep administrative
battles over implementation (2022, p. 8).

3.8 Conclusions

War on the European continent, geopolitical shifts in the international arena, a rising
China, instabilities in the Middle East and Africa, climate change, and cyber threats
are common issues addressed in the EU’s Strategic Compass and NATO’s Strategic
Concept of 2022. Overall, it is possible to identify three significant engagement
fields where NATO and the EU could share roles and responsibilities: deterrence and
defense, crisis prevention and management, and cooperative security.

3.8.1 Deterrence and Defense

In the Strategic Compass, there is an emphasis on the mutual defense clause of the
EU, which is believed to be essential in such a turbulent time with Russia posing a
direct threat to the European continent. Article 42.7 of the Treaty on the European
Union states that “If a Member State is the victim of armed aggression on its territory,
the other Member States shall have towards it an obligation of aid and assistance by
all the means in their power” (EU, 2012), and the 12 specific referrals to this clause
in the Strategic Compass indicate that the EU is trying to take the initiative. As a
matter of fact, “the return of collective defense as the main paradigm for organizing
European defense efforts is central to maintaining European unity just as much as it
is about safeguarding NATO cohesion and the transatlantic link” (Mattelaer, 2019,
p. 41). On the other hand, by examining the actions proposed in the document, the
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mutual assistance article is regarded more “from the perspective of hybrid threats,
cyber defense and space rather than a wider conceptualization of how the EU would
actually—if at all—respond should Russian tanks enter EU territory” (Fiott, 2022,
p- 2). For NATO, an organization established for collective defense, strengthening
deterrence and defense has always been the top core task “to deny any potential
adversary any possible opportunities for aggression” (NATO, 2022a, 2022b). As
highlighted Mattelaer in this regard, “in practice, the Alliance’s new deterrence and
defense-centric approach has already materialized via NATO’s reset of its policy
on the Eastern flank, with a series of decisions taken since February 2022 (2019,
p- 9-10).

In terms of the division of labor between the EU and NATO for the collective
defense of the same territory, a concordat between the EU and NATO would be
logical: NATO would be the central entity responsible for collective defense while
the EU would assume a supportive role (Biscop, 2021, p. 2). In particular, Finland’s
NATO membership and Sweden’s possible membership would reinforce the incli-
nation to refer to NATO as the main guarantor of security for many European states.
At the same time, non-NATO countries would seek to invoke EU Article 42.7. In
addition to the division of roles in collective defense, cooperation in the defense-
industrial sector is significant. Still, it is being undermined “by considerations of
economic competitiveness and strategic autonomy” (Fiott, 2022, p. 48).

3.8.2 Crisis Prevention and Management

The EU’s Strategic Compass addresses crisis prevention mainly under the “act” and
“secure” headings and articulates the necessary actions that the EU must take: “We
need to be able to act rapidly and robustly whenever a crisis erupts, with partners if
possible and alone when necessary”, and, “We need to enhance our ability to antic-
ipate threats, guarantee secure access to strategic domains and protect our citizens”
(EU, 2022). NATO’s Strategic Concept also stresses the importance of experience
gained in crisis prevention and management and underlines the need to “invest in
crisis response, preparedness and management, through regular exercises” and to
leverage the “ability to coordinate, conduct sustain and support multinational crisis
response operations” (NATO, 2022a, 2022b).

Indeed, there is room for cooperation between NATO and the EU in countering
hybrid threats and finding ways to respond to these, which essentially requires civilian
expertise (EU Institute for Security Studies, 2021, p. 3). Since the 2016 Warsaw
Summit, strategic communication, formal training and exercises for crisis response,
and resilience are the areas that were enhanced by NATO and the EU (Smith, 2019,
p- 17). Especially in the area of cyber insecurity, there is an improved possibility of
cooperation between NATO and the EU because these organizations “share many
of the same priorities in cyberspace, their policies are largely identical—based on
the principles of resilience, deterrence, and defense—and their tools are becoming
increasingly complementary” (Lete, 2019, pp. 29-30). According to the concordat
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proposed by Biscop, the EU needs to assume the lead in confronting non-military
threats and building resistance, while NATO would take a supportive role in these
aspects (2021, p. 3). In particular, regarding how to deal with China, the EU needs to
take a leading role in confronting China in the non-military realm, such as addressing
vulnerabilities in global supply chains and confronting economic espionage. NATO
would thus play a supporting role to the EU in terms of complex security. From
the angle of crisis prevention, especially regarding its southern flank, the EU seems
to be a more fitting organization than NATO in supporting the governments of that
region, particularly at a time of actual possibility of conventional war in Europe. In
this regard, Biscop also underlines that the “EU should favor an indirect military
approach: supporting the states of the region through long-term capacity-building,
rather than assuming executive tasks itself” (2021, p. 4).

3.8.3 Cooperative Security

The EU’s Strategic Compass acknowledges the role of partnerships in addressing
common threats and challenges and signals this via the “partners” heading (EU,
2022). The EU aims to enhance partnerships on a bilateral and multilateral basis.
Regarding cooperation with NATO, it is stated that “further ambitious and concrete
steps need to be taken to develop shared answers to existing and new threats and
common challenges,” and improved political dialogue, shared situational awareness,
and parallel and coordinated exercises were listed among the possible ways to consol-
idate such cooperation (EU, 2022). In addition to NATO, the OSCE, AU, ASEAN,
and Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) are among the other organizations listed for
relations with the EU (2022).

NATO’s Strategic Concept also emphasizes the importance of partnerships, and a
special focus is given to the relation with the EU. Nonetheless, despite the significance
of cooperation between NATO and the EU emerging from strategic documents, these
organizations have been described as “unstrategic partners” (Koops, 2010), their
relationship as a “frozen conflict” (NATO, 2007) and the Berlin Plus agreement as a
“straitjacket” (NATO, 2007). However, following the 2016 Declaration, there have
been concrete developments. In particular, the latest strategic documents reveal that
both organizations are increasingly aware of the benefits that their synergy will bring
to the European continent, especially with war in the region requiring a united front.

According to the analysis of the institutional genesis of both organizations through
security-related documents, it can be argued that collective defense will remain
an area reserved for NATO as long as nuclear weapons exist. In light of NATO’s
hasty withdrawal from Afghanistan, expeditionary missions have become a target
of discussions within NATO, and with the Russian war in Ukraine, crisis preven-
tion and management have lost prominence for most NATO members. This situation
has brought the EU to the fore as a potential leading actor in crisis prevention and
management. Although there is a natural and uncodified division of labor between
NATO and the EU, this does not imply that the other party should do nothing.
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On security-related topics, counter-terrorism is where the possibility for NATO-
EU cooperation is the lowest. There are differences in approaches between NATO
and the EU regarding combating terrorism, which also result in differences in their
incentives for collaboration. Because fighting terrorism requires hard and soft power
capabilities, neither organization can take the lead or leave the matter to the other.
However, other issues have recently appeared on NATO and EU agendas, such as the
WPS agenda, emerging and disruptive technologies, and climate change, in which
cooperation is necessary and easy to implement.

The Strategic Compass and Strategic Concept published in 2022 are significant
opportunities to bolster cooperation between NATO and the EU and “to mend the
schism between them” (Biscop, 2021, p. 1). At a time of war in Europe and a change
of balance in the global arena, NATO and the EU must be more united than ever
and complementary. A zero-sum game mentality would be detrimental to European
security interests, and it is time to reap the benefits of synergy.
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Chapter 4 ®
Patterns of Border Disputes Amongst oo

OSCE Countries

Halina Sapeha, Kasra Ghorbaninejad, Ari Finnsson, Benjamin Perrier,
and Emmanuel Brunet-Jailly

4.1 Introduction

The Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) includes 57 states
across Europe and beyond, encompassing three continents: Europe, Asia, and North
America. The OSCE is an interesting security organization because it is the world’s
largest organization, intending to work for stability, peace, and democracy for about
1 billion people. The OSCE is a recent international organization, developed during
the “détente” in the early 1970s when the Conference on Security and Co-operation
in Europe (CSCE) was created to provide a forum for “dialogue and negotiation
between East and West” (OSCE History, 2022). The CSCE emerged from years of
negotiation originating with the Helsinki process and was established on 1 August
1975 with the signing of the Helsinki Final Act.

Over the years from 1975 to 1994, participating states met at summits and confer-
ences to discuss their progress toward establishing the so-called “Decalogue,” i.e.,
ten principles understood to guide the behavior of States at the end of the Cold War.
On 9 October 1994, at the Budapest summit, the heads of state agreed to change the
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name from the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe to the Organisa-
tion for Security and Cooperation in Europe “to reflect its actual work, and they set
out to strengthen a number of OSCE institutions” (OSCE, Budapest 1994).

Given the scope and reach of the OSCE as a security organization, this study aims
to examine whether the patterns of border disputes in the OSCE region significantly
differ from those in the other areas and how the OSCE patterns follow those in the
rest of the world. With the help of the Borders in Globalization Dyads Database
(BiG Dyads Database), the study we presented tested four main hypotheses: first,
that traditional land border disputes are more prevalent in the OSCE region due to
the presence of relatively young borders which are more likely to be unsettled and
contested; second, that border disputes are less likely when borders are drawn along
former administrative boundaries; third, that territorial disputes are more likely to
occur when borders lack standing under international law; and fourth, that democratic
dyads are less conflictual.

To address these questions, the paper reviews and discusses dyadic relationships,
their history, disputes and conflicts, and their democratic solidity. This study of
OSCE patterns contributes to the theoretical debates about factors that can explain the
likelihood of border disputes. The focus on the OSCE region helps contextualize the
discussion of relationships between border disputes and several aspects of interest. It
sheds light on some persistent challenges to security governance in the OSCE region.

4.2 Border Stability and Disputes

Border disputes have fascinated social scientists since the Second World War. This
fascination is also indicated by the wide range of terms used to describe borders—
boundaries, lines, frontiers, marches, borderlands, border regions—and the various
mechanisms that bring both sides of the border apart or together, such as border
shapes, stitching borders, and territorial or a-territorial borders. This variety of
terminologies focusing on the delineation and delimitation of territory and relevant
communities of belonging is rooted in vibrant discussions that treat borders as part
of a larger question, i.e., a question fundamentally interested in the stability of the
current international system.

The acceptance of the norm of territorial integrity and the increasing economic
interdependence of states have contributed to the general decline in territorial
conquest and disputes over traditional land borders (Frederick et al., 2017; Hensel
et al., 2009; Mitchell, 2016; Zacher, 2001). This does not mean that disputes have
become a thing of the past. Disputes persist in different corners of the world, but
these have evolved (Altman, 2020; Mitchell, 2016). For example, when it comes to
their nature, disputes deal with “competition over maritime resources in areas around
islands or homeland areas including the Spratly Islands, the Diaoyu/Senkaku Islands,
and the Bakassi Peninsula” (Mitchell, 2016). Altman (2020) points to the shift in
the predominant strategy of territorial conquest towards attempts to seize small terri-
tories—particularly unpopulated or undefended areas—while trying to avoid war.
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Some studies highlight the limits of the territorial integrity norm as a constraint
against territorial conflict (Altman, 2020; Hensel et al., 2009).

The existing research suggests that border disputes are less likely to happen when
borders are drawn along previous internal or external administrative borders (Carter &
Goemans, 2011, 2014; Toft, 2014). In the nineteenth century, after gaining indepen-
dence, Latin American states used the principle of uti possidetis juris (when internal
boundaries become international borders) to assert their territorial integrity in the
face of potential attempts by European states to colonize parts of their territory
and to avoid border conflicts between themselves (Carter & Goemans, 2011). More
recently, the principle of uti possidetis juris was applied after the dissolution of the
Soviet Union and Yugoslavia (Ratner, 1996; Vidmar, 2010). Such inherited borders
make interstate interactions more predictable and decrease the cost of adaptation
to changed circumstances. Otherwise, as Carter and Goemans argue, the parties
concerned would have to allocate resources to deal with multiple issues, including
“infrastructure, citizenship, taxpayer status, and property rights” (Carter & Goemans,
2011, 284).

Carter and Goemans analyzed a data set that included international borders that
emerged in the twentieth century whether peacefully or forcefully and concluded
that territorial disputes were less likely to occur when borders were drawn according
to previous administrative frontiers (Carter & Goemans, 2011). The researchers also
found that both violent and peaceful territorial transfers that follow previous adminis-
trative boundaries increase the probability of peace over time. Thus, the initial violent
nature of border formation does not preclude a path to peace and stability when the
borders correspond to previously established administrative lines. Likewise, drawing
borders along previous administrative boundaries does not preclude the possibility
of the emergence of disputes between the parties involved. However, such border
disputes are less likely to result in militarized confrontation (Carter & Goemans,
2011). In a later study, Carter and Goemans (2014) showed that peace and stability
are less likely when previous administrative boundaries are disregarded. They refer
to the case of Kosovo’s independence vs. the cases of Abkhazia and South Ossetia.
They suggest that the latter are at a higher risk of a re-emergence of conflict because
their newly drawn borders differ from their previous administrative borders within
Georgia.

The existing literature shows that neighboring states with settled borders are less
likely to experience militarized disputes or wars (Kocs, 1995; Owsiak, 2012). Interna-
tional border agreements between states solidify a negotiated outcome and represent a
bilateral commitment. States often honour such international legal obligations and try
to avoid breaking international promises. This was particularly relevant in the post-
1945 world with the adoption of the United Nations Charter and the reinforcement
of the principle of territorial integrity and prohibition on using force.

Borders that lack standing under international law are more prone to territorial
disputes (Kocs, 1995; Owsiak, 2012; Toft, 2014). Kocs (1995) examined the relation-
ship between the legal status of borders and interstate wars and found that unresolved
territorial disputes between neighboring states are more likely to lead to wars. In the
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post-1945 period, neighbouring states with settled borders rarely resorted to war
despite changes in political, military, economic, and other indicators (Kocs, 1995).

Allee and Huth (2006) found that the legal settlement of territorial disputes is more
likely when decision-makers face domestic political accountability, including due to
the presence of democratic political institutions, which decreases the probability of
an armed conflict. However, the relationship between stable borders and democracy
remains unclear as the existing research disagrees on whether democracy precedes
border stability or vice versa and stabilized borders and a lack of territorial disputes
and conflicts create favorable conditions for democratic transition (Allee & Huth,
2006; Gibler, 2007; Owsiak, 2012; Toft, 2014). Gibler (2007) found that democracy
has little or no effect on conflict when controlled for stable borders. His research
argues that democracy and peace do not cause the stabilization of borders; quite the
opposite, stabilized borders are conducive to democracy and the peaceful coexistence
of democratic states (Gibler, 2007). Owsiak’s study (2012) confirmed the existence
of a positive relationship between settled borders and joint democracy in contiguous
dyads but also emphasizes that “the pacific effects of joint democracy do not eliminate
the statistical relationship between settled borders and militarized conflict” (Owsiak,
2012, 64).

We are using the Borders in Globalization Dyads Database (BiG Dyads Database)
and dyad as a unit of analysis, to examine: first, whether traditional land border
disputes are more prevalent in the OSCE region as the dyads in the region are rela-
tively young and therefore have the potential to be unsettled and contested; second,
whether border disputes are less likely when borders are drawn along previous admin-
istrative boundaries third, whether territorial disputes are more likely to occur when
borders lack standing under international law; and fourth, whether democratic dyads
will be less conflictual.

In the field of border studies, experts debate the use of the terms borders, bound-
aries and frontiers; this study focuses on dyads (Newman & Paasi, 1998; Prescott,
1987; Parker & Vaughan-Williams, 2009; Wilson & Donnan, 2012). A dyadic study
of borders is less common but also more legalistic. Indeed, while the term boundary
delineates a territory and has a history in international law, it also has a specific
meaning, i.e., to bound a given territory. A meaning that emerged in the fourteenth
century from the French frontiére which, when translated into English—as, for
instance, in the Treaty of Paris of 1783 which settled the American revolutionary
war—is understood to mean the boundary of a territory.

The specific meaning of frontiere in French, however, is a front, or the edge of
a particular territory, i.e. the space between two existing territories (Hasselsberger,
2014; Konrad & Nicol, 2008; Kristof, 1959). Traditionally, legal experts refer to
boundaries rather than borders to designate the delineation of the territory of a state.
For instance, two essential and recent international treaties rely on the term boundary:
the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties (entered into force in 1980) and the
Vienna Convention on Succession of States in Respect of Treaties (entered into force
in 1996).

The term “boundaries,” despite being primarily used in international agreements,
is not commonly used in social sciences and geopolitics by experts and scholars who
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refer rather to the concept of borders, acknowledging, however, that the meaning of
borders has evolved. For instance, Biggs (1999) notes that in the seventeenth century,
borders were considered terrestrial lines on land and maps. More recently, however,
scholars such as Brunet-Jailly (2015), Agnew (2008, 2009) and Paasi (2012) have
suggested meanings that encompass policies and institutions, including specific state
functions such as controlling trade flows or migration and human mobility through
trade customs or migration policies.

The terms and meanings discussed above refer to specific aspects of borders or
boundaries of the territory of a state. Here, we have to shift our focus on a dyadic
view of the world which brings together the territories of two states, i.e. a bi-statist
view of the edges of the territory of two states and their shared border.

The term dyad originates in ancient Greek duas or Latin dyas, meaning two or
duo (Oxford—EOD n.d.). A dyad is “something that consists of two elements or
parts.” Dyad as a concept is used in several studies. For instance, Foucher in Fronts
et Frontieres (1988), the Correlate of War project (Singer & Small, 1972), or again
the International Border Agreement Database (IBAD) by Owsiak, Cuttner and Buck
(Owsiak et al., 2018), all use the dyad as a unit of analysis. The meanings given for
dyads are not always the same. For instance, for Gochman and the Correlates of
War (COW) project (1991) a dyad can be about sharing or non-contiguous territorial
relationship between two states. For the COW project, the dyad is about contiguity
and non-contiguity. What is central to the relationship is that it is recorded in inter-
national law in the United Nations registry. The Borders in Globalization database
focuses on the dyad as a shared territorial line between two neighboring states when
the United Nations recognizes it and whether it is delineated and recorded in interna-
tional law. In this study, the focus is on the concurrency of the relationship between
two territories.

Finally, a dyad is much more specific than a boundary or border. For instance,
European continental/metropolitan France has boundaries with Andorra, Belgium,
Germany, Great Britain (Channel Tunnel), Italy, Luxembourg, Monaco, Spain, and
Switzerland. In other words, France has nine dyadic relationships with other coun-
tries, each dyadic relationship being inscribed in international treaties and registered
at the United Nations and each dyad, thus, being much more specific and providing
this study with a conceptual advantage for the analysis of border disputes.

4.3 Methodological Approach

The data for the analyses come from the Borders in Globalization Dyads Database
(BiG Dyads Database). The BiG Dyads Database was inspired by Michel Foucher
(1988, 2006), Kathy Staudt (2017) and other scholars using the dyad as a unit of
analysis. These scholars, coming generally from international, peace, conflict, and
war studies, created several datasets allowing for the analysis of boundaries from
a dyadic perspective (see Starr, 1976; Gochman, 1991; Stinnett et al., 2002; Parris,
2004; Anderson & Gerber, 2004, 2007; Donaldson, 2009; Weidmann et al., 2010;
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Lai, 2012; Chenetal., 2015; Staudt, 2017; Simmons & Kenwick, 2018; Owsiak et al.,
2018). The International Border Agreements Dataset (IBAD) by Owsiak et al. (2018)
and the Correlates of War Project (COW) (see Glochman, 1991; Stinnett et al., 2002)
are perhaps the most similar to the BiG Dyads Database. The BiG Dyads Database,
however, goes beyond the COW and IBAD regarding function and substance.

Regarding function, the BiG Dyads Database is a collection of datasets hosted
on the open-source software MYSQL. MYSQL is a web-based relational database
management system that allows users to query across datasets. Therefore, the BiG
Dyads Database allows for a combination of diverse datasets and running queries
across data that has never been subjected to computational analysis. This innovative
functionality makes it possible to query or challenge established assumptions in
border studies.

The BiG Dyads Database aims to provide a global view of dyadic regions. The
database currently includes 47 variables across the 770 world dyads, specifically
the 333 land dyads and 437 sea dyads (BiG Dyads Code Book, 2022). Only land
dyads were selected for this research using the Foundations of Dyads Dataset (BiG
Dyads Code Book, 2022, 16). These numbers differ from other projects employing
the dyad as a unit of analysis. In Fronts et Frontiers, Michel Foucher noted that in
1988 there were 264 dyads in the world (Foucher, 1988, 7). Owsiak et al. (2018) have
281 territorial dyads in the IBAD, and the COW datasets contain 848 dyads in five
categories (four are maritime), including 474 in their contiguous terrestrial category
(Stinnett et al., 2002). The difference between the numbers of dyads in these various
datasets is mainly based on years. The COW includes all dyads between states in
the international system between 1818 and 2016. For example, it contains the dyads
of Yugoslavia and the dyads of the countries that emerged after the breakup of
Yugoslavia. As such, the COW has more dyads in their datasets, even if these dyads
no longer exist. The IBAD dyads are based on legal border agreements between 1816
and 2001. In comparison, in the BiG Dyads Database, dyad dates in the historical
dataset do not necessarily correspond to a legal delimitation agreement and more
recent dyads than the IBAD are included, such as the new dyads created with the
independence of South Sudan in 2011.

Substantively, the BiG Dyads Database includes data on political, social,
economic, environmental and cultural indicators that are arranged as datasets relating
to the various themes of the Borders in Globalization research program, i.e., History,
Security, Governance, and Sustainability. Among the datasets are the history of dyads
and their dates, conflicts and disputes. These indicators were developed to track
dyads’ origin and status today. The indicators are continually updated ad hoc when
border changes are made, conflicts are resolved, or new states are created.

This study uses three indicators from the Dates Dataset under the History Theme
(i.e., the year of establishment, the year of adjustment, and the historical antecedent
of existing dyads) and three indicators from the Conflicts Dataset under the Security
Theme (i.e., border disputes, border conflicts, and independence) to examine whether
traditional land border disputes are more prevalent in the OSCE region as the dyads
in Europe are relatively young; and whether border disputes are less likely when
borders are drawn along previous administrative boundaries.
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More specifically, the Dates Dataset under the History Theme was used to deter-
mine the age of dyads and whether borders were drawn along previous administrative
boundaries. The dataset includes (1) the year of establishment, (2) the year of adjust-
ment, and (3) the historical antecedent of existing dyads (BiG Dyads Code Book,
2022, 18-19). The year of establishment of a dyad is when the basic shape of the
current dyad was established. This includes any substantial change, such as the emer-
gence of a new state on the dyad, a treaty altering the course of the boundary line
over a significant portion of the dyad, and/or other changes of this nature. The year
of adjustment is the year of the last minor adjustment (i.e., an adjustment that does
not fundamentally change the shape of the dyad) to the current dyad. This includes
agreements involving exchanges of little territory parcels, legislating the boundary
line’s delimitation, or making minor adjustments to the boundary line. There are two
prominent cases regarding how dyads appear; therefore, we determined the estab-
lishment dates in two ways. In the first case, dyads can appear by a delimitation
process by existing states when two states that share a contiguous relationship sign
and ratify a legal agreement to determine the geographical delimitation or location
of the border. Here, the date of establishment relates to the date of the treaty. In the
second case, dyads result from the appearance or disappearance of one or two new
states in a contiguous relationship, which can come about in various ways, including
via state succession, decolonization, secession, etc. Here, the date of establishment
relates to the date of the event that changed the territorial situation. The historical
antecedent indicates the year of establishment of the historical antecedent of the
current dyad in cases when the modern dyad follows much the same lines as the
dyad between predecessor states.

The Conflicts Dataset under the Security Theme was used to establish the number
of dyads currently disputed and the number of dyads created through conflict and/
or independence. This dataset includes (1) border disputes, (2) conflict, and (3)
independence (BiG Dyads Code Book, 2022, 20). The indicator of border dispute is
defined as whether at least one of the states in the dyad disputes the position of the
border, and/or if the border has never been officially delimited, and/or whether at least
one of the states in the dyad disputes the ownership of some portion/the entirety of the
territory of the other state. The indicator of border conflict determines whether the
current shape of a dyad arose out of a military conflict, violent independence, etc. The
independence indicator determines whether the dyad arose from an independence/
partition regardless of violence (BiG Dyads Code Book, 2022, 20).

UN recognition data were used to determine whether a dyadic pair has standing
under international law and therefore examine whether territorial disputes are more
likely to occur when borders lack standing under international law. The indicator on
UN-recognized dyads is defined as whether or not the UN recognizes both states in
the dyad. If both countries in the dyad are not recognized, or one of the countries in
the dyad is not recognized, the dyad is considered to lack recognition (BiG Dyads
Code Book, 2022, 14).

The study relied on the Democracy Index created by the Economist Intelli-
gence Unit (Economist Intelligence Unit, 2022) to examine the relationship between
democracy and border disputes. The overall index score is an average based on 60
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indicators in five categories—electoral process and pluralism, functioning of govern-
ment, political participation, political culture, and civil liberties—with each category
scored on a 0 to 10 scale. Countries are divided into four groups: full democracies
are those countries with an overall score between 8.01 and 10 (out of 10), flawed
democracies are those with a score between 6.01 and 8.00, non-democratic countries
include hybrid regimes with scores between 4.01 and 6.0, and authoritarian regimes
are those with scores under 4.0. A dyad is classified as democratic if both countries
in the dyad are democracies (whether full or flawed). If both countries in the dyad
are not democratic or one of the countries in the dyad is not democratic, the dyad is
considered non-democratic.

The BiG Dyads Database’s datasets have limitations due to their binary nature,
leaving no room for descriptive detail. This means that the datasets cannot describe
the nature of each data point. For example, the dataset does not give information about
the scale or intensity of border disputes or conflicts; it only records their existence.
Furthermore, the dataset only records dyads currently in dispute and misses dyads
that were once in dispute but have since been resolved.

4.4 Findings

This chapter started with assumption that traditional land border disputes are more
prevalent in the OSCE region due to the relatively young borders of the state members
which have the potential to be unsettled and contested. The BiG Dyads Database data
show that the majority of dyads in the OSCE region are indeed comparatively young;
however, the data do not point to the prevalence of traditional land border disputes
in the region.

As Table 4.1 shows, the majority, 52 of the 93 (56%) European dyads—and 62
of the 107 (58%) dyads in the OSCE region—were established after 1990. This is
perhaps counterintuitive given that the “Old Continent” is credited with creating the
modern state system. Whereas the Spanish dyads do give Europe the oldest territorial
dyads in our dataset, by proportion of total dyads, Europe has 36 of 93, or only 39%,
of its dyads from before 1950. This is similar in the OSCE region where 39 of
107 (36%) date to before 1950. In comparison with Africa, which saw 64% of its
dyads appear in one decade (the 1960s), the 1990s was the decade when Europe
and the OSCE region established 44% and 51% of their dyads—remarkably more
than during any other decade. In terms of stable older dyads, however, Europe—and
therefore, the OSCE region—does have the oldest dyads in the world, with three pre-
dating 1800 and 13 total (14%) for Europe and 14 total (13%) for the OSCE region
predating the 1900s. Nonetheless, when we compare this to the Americas—the only
other region with modern dyads established before 1900—whose first dyads only
appeared after 1800, 37.5% of the total dyads in the Americas appeared before 1900;
this is more than two and a half times the proportion of Europe’s pre-1900 dyads.
Table 4.1 summarizes the key data from this regional perspective.
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Table 4.1 Key comparative data across regions

Africa | Americas | Asia | Europe |Intercontinental | OSCE region
Total # of land 109 40 89 93 5 107
dyads
Oldest dyad 1956 1815 1911 | 1658 1975 1658
Newest dyad 2011 1981 2002 | 2006 1994 2006
Dyads before 0 15 0 13 0 14
1900 0% 37.5% 0% | 14% | 0% 13%
% of total
Dyads before 0 33 33 36 0 39
1950 0% 82.5% 37% |39% | 0% 36%
% of total
Dyads after 1990 | 18 0 34 52 4 62
(inclusive) 17% | 0% 38% [56% | 80% 58%
% of total
Decade with the | 1960 1900 1990 | 1990 1990 1990
most dyads 70 9 2 |41 4 55
established

64% 22.5% 36% | 44% 80% 51%

Source The BiG Dyads Database https://biglobalization.org/dyads-database/ and BiG Dyads Code
Book (2022)

The oldest land dyads in the OSCE region date from the formation of unitary
Spain in 1716, while the independence of Montenegro from Serbia in 2006 created
the newest dyads (although several of them already existed in the same location but
were between two different entities). There were only two new dyads formed in the
OSCE region throughout the 1960s-1980s (the land dyad between Cyprus and the
UK-Akrotiri and Dhekelia in 1960 and the land dyad between France and the UK
(the Channel Tunnel/Chunnel) in 1987) and none further until the 1990s when 55
new dyads appeared (Fig. 4.1).

Despite its relatively young borders, the OSCE region is less prone to traditional
land disputes. Throughout the world, with 333 land dyads as recorded in the BiG
Dyads Database (BiG Dyads Code Book, 2022), there are 108 dyads—approx-
imately one-third (32%)—of which are currently disputed (or never officially
delimited or experiencing ongoing territorial dispute between the two states of the
dyad) (Table 4.2). There are now 107 land dyads in the OSCE region, and the
number of disputed dyads stands at 16 (15% of the dyads), which, contrary to our
first assumption and hypothesis, shows that traditional land border disputes are less
prevalent in the OSCE region. This is consistent with the findings of Frederick et al.
(2017) that point to a decline in the prevalence of territorial claims in Europe after
the Second World War and the shift of the regional distribution of shares toward
Asia (Frederick et al., 2017, 103).

There are 63 dyads in the world where the current shape of the border has resulted
from a past military conflict, violent independence, or a similar occurrence. Yet, 40%
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Fig. 4.1 Distribution of New Land Dyads in the OSCE Region by Decade. Source The BiG Dyads
Database https://biglobalization.org/dyads-database/ and BiG Dyads Code Book (2022)

Table 4.2 Disputed dyads in the OSCE region and the world

(A) Currently disputed* (B) Conflict-driven (C) Partitioned
World 108 63 247
Non-OSCE 66 27 152
OSCE/non-OSCE | 26 11 26
OSCE 16 25 69

Source The BiG Dyads Database https://biglobalization.org/dyads-database/ and BiG Dyads Code
Book (2022)

“The dataset only records dyads currently in dispute and does not include dyads which were once
in dispute but have since been resolved

of those dyads (25) are located within the OSCE region. The number of dyads arising
out of an independence/partition (regardless of the violence of the events leading up
to this, or lack thereof) stands at 247 worldwide, of which 69 belong to the OSCE
region.

Borders drawn along previously existing administrative boundaries appear to be
less at risk of border disputes (Carter & Goemans, 2011, 2014; Toft, 2014). Looking
at the recent history of the OSCE region, following the dissolution of the Soviet Union
and Yugoslavia, the borders of the newly emerging states primarily followed previ-
ously existing administrative boundaries (Carter & Goemans, 2011; Ratner, 1996;
Vidmar, 2010). Most formed international borders were recognized by neighboring
states and remained peaceful. However, some exceptions continue contributing to
ongoing instability in the OSCE region. A closer examination of the ongoing disputes
illustrates the region’s existing tensions and dispute patterns.
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Table 4.3 Disputed land borders in the OSCE region

69

Dyads Arose out of | Year and treaty of | Year and treaty | Historical
an establishment of adjustment antecedent
independence
Portugal-Spain No 1716 1926 1297
Last of the Nueva | Treaty of Treaty of
Planta decrees and | Badajoz—1801, | Zamora—1143,
formation of Congress of Treaty of
unitary Spain Vienna—1815, | Badajoz—1267,
Treaty of Treaty of

Lisbon—1864,
Convention of
limits—1926

Alcaiices—1297

Croatia-Slovenia Yes 1991 2017 1919
Independence of | Ruling by the Creation of
both countries Permanent Yugoslavia-internal
from Yugoslavia, | Court of borders
border still in Arbitration
dispute accepted by

Slovenia, not by
Croatia

Kosovo-Serbia Yes 2008 —888 —-999
Kosovan
independence

Cyprus-Northern Yes 1974 —888 —-999

Cyprus Partition of
Cyprus

Northern Cyprus-UK | Yes 1974 —888 1960

(Akrotiri and Dhekelia) Partition of Cyprian
Cyprus independence

Abkhazia-Georgia Yes 1994 —888 1931
Abkhazia-Georgia Internal border of
ceasefire Georgian SSR

Abkhazia-Russia Yes 1994 —888 —-999
Abkhazia-Georgia
ceasefire

Nagorno Karabakh/ Yes 1991 —888 —888

Artsakh-Azerbaijan Artsakh
Declaration of
independence

Armenia-Azerbaijan Yes 1991 1994 1920
Breakup of USSR | Independence | USSR Internal

of Republic of | Border
Artsakh

Georgia-South Ossetia | Yes 1991 2008 1936
Breakaway of Russo-Georgian | Autonomous
South Ossetia War Oblast within SSR
from Georgia of Georgia

(continued)
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Dyads Arose out of | Year and treaty of | Year and treaty | Historical
an establishment of adjustment antecedent
independence
Russia-South Ossetia Yes 1991 —888 —999
Breakaway of
South Ossetia
from Georgia
Russia-Ukraine Yes 1991 —888 1927
Dissolution of the USSR Internal
USSR border 1927-1991
Moldova-Transnistria- | Yes 1992 —888 —999
Transnistrian
breakaway from
Moldova
Transnistria-Ukraine Yes 1992 —888 —999
Transnistrian
breakaway from
Moldova
Kazakhstan-Uzbekistan | Yes 1992 2001 1924
Dissolution of the | Border USSR internal
USSR agreement border 1924-1991
Kyrgyzstan-Uzbekistan | Yes 1991 2011 1924
Dissolution of the | Agreements of | USSR internal
USSR 2004, 2011 border 1924-1991

Source The BiG dyads database https://biglobalization.org/dyads-database/ and BiG Dyads Code Book
(2022)

Table 4.3 shows that most disputed borders in the OSCE region were drawn
along previous administrative boundaries. Historical antecedents of these disputed
borders were internal administrative boundaries in the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia.
Most existing border disputes are located in the post-Soviet region. Among these are
breakaway territories that have proclaimed their independence, such as Transnistria
(de jure the territory of Moldova), Abkhazia and South Ossetia (both de jure the
territory of Georgia), and Nagorno Karabakh (de jure the territory of Azerbaijan).
Russia’s support underwrites the “independent” existence of these breakaway enti-
ties. In 2014, Russia occupied and incorporated Ukraine’s territory of Crimea via a
sham referendum. Russia has also applied an “independence” scenario to Ukraine’s
eastern regions, i.e., the so-called Luhansk and Donetsk People’s Republics, thus
creating a zone of instability within Ukraine’s internationally recognized borders. In
February 2022, Russia started a war in Ukraine and, once again, used sham refer-
enda to incorporate the Ukrainian territories it had managed to occupy during several
months of the war. While the boundaries of the occupied Crimea follow its adminis-
trative boundaries within Ukraine and those of the previous Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic, the boundaries of the other occupied territories reflect the fast-moving situ-
ation of the battlefield. Russia’s full-scale war on Ukraine ended the OSCE Special
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Monitoring Mission (SMM) in Ukraine, established in 2014 to facilitate dialogue and
bring peace to the Donetsk and Luhansk regions. The Mission was initially viewed as
a sign of the increased prominence of the OSCE as a security organization (Moser &
Peters, 2019). Still, Russia’s subsequent actions undermined the OSCE’s efforts and
credibility.

Creating and backing breakaway entities has been Russia’s purposeful and distinc-
tive strategy in the post-Soviet region (the so-called “near abroad”). Back in 1990,
before the official dissolution of the Soviet Union, Transnistria declared its inde-
pendence, leading to a war with Moldova that ended with the arrival of Russian
troops and a cease-fire arranged by Russia (Potter, 2022). Transnistria’s existence
creates instability and tensions at the borders of both Moldova and Ukraine as part
of the Moldova-Ukraine border is de facto a border between Ukraine and Transnis-
tria. Abkhazia and South Ossetia were autonomous regions in the Georgian Soviet
Socialist Republic and then in independent Georgia. In the early 1990s both regions
attempted to separate from Georgia. As a result of the 2008 Russian war on Georgia,
both breakaway regions were recognized as independent republics by Russia. In
the 2019 Luxembourg Declaration, the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly reiterated
its support for the territorial integrity of Georgia and the inviolability of Georgia’s
borders and referred to Russia’s illegal occupation of these territories.

As discussed above, most disputed borders in the OSCE region were drawn
along previous administrative boundaries from the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia
and were recognized as the international borders of newly emerged states (Carter &
Goemans, 2011; Ratner, 1996; Vidmar, 2010). The creation of breakaway regions on
the territory of some of these emerging states—backed by an external actor such as
Russia—violated the principle of territorial integrity and resulted in the international
community’s lack of recognition of the borders of these entities.

Most disputed borders in the OSCE region do not have standing under international
law, which tends to increase the risk of territorial conflict (Kocs, 1995; Owsiak, 2012;
Toft, 2014). More specifically, ten out of sixteen disputed dyads (approximately
63%) do not have UN recognition (Table 4.4) because one country of the dyadic pair,
being a breakaway entity, is not a UN member. All of these dyads are located on the
territory of the former Soviet Union and former Yugoslavia, except for the two dyads
between Northern Cyprus and Cyprus and Northern Cyprus and the UK (Akrotiri
and Dhekelia). Northern Cyprus is recognized only by Tiirkiye and does not have UN
membership. Furthermore, UN Security Council Resolution 541 (1983) explicitly
states that the independence declaration issued by the Turkish Cypriot authorities
was legally invalid and called upon all States not to recognize any Cypriot state other
than the Republic of Cyprus (SC Res 541).

UN-recognized but still disputed dyads include five relatively recent dyads—
four post-Soviet and one post-Yugoslavian—as well as one older dyad—the never
demarcated border between Portugal and Spain between the Caia River and Ribeira
de Cuncos deltas.

The existing literature points to a relationship between democracy and stable
borders (Allee & Huth, 2006; Gibler, 2007; Owsiak, 2012; Toft, 2014). To examine
the relationship between democracy and border disputes for the disputed dyads in
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Table 4.4 UN recognition of disputed dyads in the OSCE region

Dyads Arose out of a conflict UN recognition
Portugal-Spain Yes Yes
Croatia-Slovenia Yes Yes
Kosovo-Serbia Yes No
Cyprus-Northern Cyprus Yes No
Northern Cyprus-UK (Akrotiri and Dhekelia) Yes No
Abkhazia-Georgia Yes No
Abkhazia-Russia No No
Nagorno Karabakh/Artsakh-Azerbaijan Yes No
Armenia-Azerbaijan Yes Yes
Georgia-South Ossetia Yes No
Russia-South Ossetia No No
Russia-Ukraine Yes Yes
Moldova-Transnistria Yes No
Transnistria-Ukraine No No
Kazakhstan-Uzbekistan No Yes
Kyrgyzstan-Uzbekistan No Yes

Source The BiG dyads database https://biglobalization.org/dyads-database/ and BiG Dyads Code
Book (2022)

the OSCE region, the study used the Democracy Index created by the Economist
Intelligence Unit (Economist Intelligence Unit, 2022). The Index includes four cate-
gories: full democracies (overall score between 8.01 and 10), flawed democracies
(scores between 6.01 and 8.00), non-democratic countries including hybrid regimes
(scores between 4.01 and 6.0), and authoritarian regimes (scores under 4.0). For this
chapter and study, a dyad is classified as democratic if both countries on the dyad
are democracies (whether full or flawed) and non-democratic if both countries on
the dyad are not democratic or one of the countries on the dyad is not democratic.
Given that the Democracy Index was not calculated for breakaway entities, this study
made assumptions using the regime of states that protect and support such entities’
independence as a proxy (Table 4.5). For example, Abkhazia, South Ossetia, and
Transnistria, backed by non-democratic Russia, are classified as non-democratic.
Only three out of sixteen disputed dyads in the OSCE region could be classi-
fied as democratic (Table 4.5), which seems to point to the less conflictual nature
of democratic dyads. These include the old but still disputed border between two
democratic EU member-states, Portugal and Spain, as well as two recent borders
on the territory of the former Yugoslavia: one between EU members Croatia and
Slovenia and the other between EU candidate Serbia and potential candidate Kosovo.
Kosovo submitted its application for EU membership in December 2022 although
not all EU members recognize Kosovo as a state. Serbia has not officially recognized
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Table 4.5 Disputed dyads and democracy in the OSCE region

Dyads Country 1 Country 2 Democratic dyad
Portugal-Spain Flawed democracy | Flawed democracy 1
7.82 7.94
Croatia-Slovenia Flawed democracy | Flawed democracy 1
6.50 7.54
Kosovo-Serbia NA Flawed democracy 1?
6.36
Cyprus-Northern Cyprus Flawed democracy | NA ob
7.43
Northern Cyprus-UK-Akrotiri | NA Full democracy ob
and Dhekelia 8.1
Abkhazia-Georgia NA Hybrid regime 0°
5.12
Abkhazia-Russia NA Authoritarian regime | 0°
3.24
Nagorno Karabakh/ NA Authoritarian regime | 0°
Artsakh-Azerbaijan 2.68
Armenia-Azerbaijan Hybrid regime Authoritarian regime | 0
5.49 2.68
Georgia-South Ossetia Hybrid regime NA 0d
5.12
Russia-South Ossetia Authoritarian regime | NA od
3.24
Russia-Ukraine Authoritarian regime | Hybrid regime 0
3.24 5.57
Moldova-Transnistria Flawed democracy | NA 0°
6.10
Transnistria-Ukraine NA Hybrid regime 0°
5.57
Kazakhstan-Uzbekistan Authoritarian regime | Authoritarian regime | 0
3.08 2.12
Kyrgyzstan-Uzbekistan Authoritarian regime | Authoritarian regime | 0
3.62 2.12

Source Economist Intelligence Unit (2022)

4We assume Kosovo is a (flawed) democracy

"We assume Northern Cyprus is not democratic due to its dependency on Turkey, which is a
hybrid-regime with a score of 4.35

“We assume Abkhazia is not ademocracy due to its dependency on Russia, which is not a democracy
with a score of 3.24

dWe assume South Ossetia is not a democracy due to its dependency on Russia, which is not a
democracy with a score of 3.24

°We assume Transnistria is not a democracy due to its dependency on Russia, which is not a
democracy with a score of 3.24
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Kosovo’s independence and the potential for a border conflict still exists. Pursuing
EU membership is perceived as a path to a democratic and peaceful future.

Non-democratic disputed dyads in the OSCE region are mostly recent and located
on the territory of the former Soviet Union where the transition of post-Soviet coun-
tries to democracy has been slower than expected. The OSCE’s efforts to promote
democracy in the region have had limited results. A few older non-democratic dyads
include the dyads between Northern Cyprus and Cyprus, and Northern Cyprus and
the UK (Akrotiri and Dhekelia). Northern Cyprus is classified as non-democratic
due to its dependency on non-democratic Tiirkiye.

4.5 Conclusion

Border disputes and conflicts, as well as weak democratic institutions, continue to
contribute to security instability in the OSCE region and the world. This study used
the Borders in Globalization Dyads Database (BiG Dyads Database) to examine the
current situation in the OSCE region. The data did not support the assumption and
hypothesis about the high prevalence of traditional land border disputes in the OSCE
region due to the young and potentially more unstable and contested borders. While
most OSCE dyads are young, traditional land border disputes are less prevalent in the
region. The newly formed international borders in the region followed administrative
boundaries in the former Yugoslavia and Soviet Union. They were later recognized
as the international borders of the recently emerged states. Most borders remain
peaceful, which supports the hypothesis that borders drawn along previously existing
administrative boundaries and recognized under international law tend to experience
less risk of border disputes. Nevertheless, exceptions exist, as most disputed borders
in the OSCE region were drawn along previous administrative boundaries in the
Soviet Union and Yugoslavia. Most disputed dyads in the OSCE region are not
democratic, which seems to lend support to the hypothesis about the less conflictual
nature of democracy or at least indicate the existence of a relationship between
democracy and stable borders.

The results underscore border dispute patterns likely to enhance tensions between
emerging forms of democratic and governance liquidity in the OSCE region and the
traditional forms of power exercise and protection of elites’ vested interests. For
example, Russia’s disregard of the OSCE and international law, more generally,
undermines regional security governance. Instead of contributing to the OSCE’s
efforts to promote security and democratization, Russia’s adversity to democracy and
purposeful strategy of instigating disputes and keeping them protracted and “frozen”
makes it extremely difficult to find solutions to many existing border disputes in the
OSCE region.

The data show that, while patterns of border disputes in the OSCE region follow
those in the rest of the world, there is also regional specificity as most dyads are very
young. Many dyads remain contested, which raises significant questions regarding
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the overall stability and governance in the OSCE region and the effectiveness and
limitations of regional international organizations such as the OSCE.
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Chapter 5 ®)
Assessing Water (Ir)Rationality St
in Nagorno-Karabakh

Leonardo Zanatta and Marco Alvi

5.1 Introduction

Since the collapse of the Soviet Union to September 2023' the landlocked moun-
tainous territory of Nagorno-Karabakh has been the object of an unresolved dispute
between Azerbaijan, of which it is internationally recognized as a part, and its ethnic
Armenian majority population, backed by neighboring Armenia.> As home to the

1On September 28, 2023, Samvel Shahramanyan, the elected president of the self-
proclaimed Republic of Nagorno-Karabakh/Artsakh, signed the order for its dissolution, effective
from January 1, 2024. This came after Azerbaijan conducted a lightning one-day offensive on
September 20 to reclaim full control over its breakaway region and demanded that Armenian troops
in Nagorno-Karabakh lay down their weapons.
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2 In the 1920s, the government of the Soviet Union established the Nagorno-Karabakh Autonomous
Oblast (NKAO) within Azerbaijan, where the majority of the population was ethnically Armenian.
Tensions between the two ethnic groups were contained by Bolshevik rule but, as the Soviet Union
crumbled, so did its hold on Armenia and Azerbaijan. In 1988, despite the region’s legal location
within Azerbaijan’s borders, ethnic Armenians living in the NKAO demanded that it be transferred
to Armenia and, in December 1991, with the demise of the Soviet Union, declared independence.
An armed conflict broke out between Azerbaijan and the Karabakh Armenian separatist forces
supported by Armenia. The war ended in May 1994 after the signing of the Bishkek ceasefire, which
maintained the status quo of self-declared secession of the Nagorno-Karabakh territory together
with seven adjacent districts of Azerbaijan. The war also resulted in roughly 100,000 casualties
and hundreds of thousands of refugees. For more than a decade, the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict
has been frozen, with artillery shelling and minor skirmishes between Armenian and Azerbaijani
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headwaters of rivers, dams, and hydropower plants alike, the lands in and around
Nagorno-Karabakh play a vital role in providing water to an area that has been
particularly afflicted by water scarcity. Throughout the years, the disputed status of
this area has worsened the water security of Azerbaijan, whose territory constitutes
the downstream area of this region.

The deterioration and scarcity of water resources have been increasingly at the
heart of debates on regional security, with disputes over management and ownership
of waterways leading upstream and downstream countries to the brink of conflict.
To quote Cooley (1984), “water is likely to cause wars, cement peace, and make and
break empires and alliances in the region”. The danger of running into this eventuality
emphasizes the need for transboundary cooperation to ensure water resilience and
prevent further conflicts.

In this chapter, we will examine the existing literature on environmental security
and governance, with an empirical analysis of the impact of water scarcity on regional
conflicts. We intend to test two hypotheses: (1) water scarcity is unlikely to be the
main cause of wars, but it can combine with factors such as ethnic, political, and social
tensions to transform already existing hostilities into open military conflicts; and (2)
politicization of environmental issues represents a further obstacle that increases
mutual mistrust between contending parties and thus implies the need for a third
actor to achieve durable and successful governance.

On 27 September 2020, the decades-long conflict between Armenia, which
provides military and economic backing to the de facto Armenian breakaway republic
of Artsakh,® and Azerbaijan erupted into an open military brawl lasting 44 days,
representing a turning point in the dispute. On 9 November 2020, the two countries’
leaders signed a Russia-brokered agreement to end belligerent operations, returning
part of the region and the surrounding areas to the control of Baku. While the Azer-
baijani side achieved significant territorial gains and access to abundant freshwater
resources, the territories under Armenian control have been plagued by water and
electricity shortages. Despite the end of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict in September
2023, the lack of any new border demarcation between Armenia and Azerbaijan and
exchanges of fire along the Armenian-Azerbaijani state border are just a few of the
contentious issues that still eclipse water security problems. Nevertheless, the lack of
lasting solutions to environmental issues poses the threat of new escalation between
Azerbaijan and Armenia.

Our work consists mainly of three parts. The first section examines the existing
literature on water scarcity and provides an overview of the hydropolitical structure
of the Kura-Aras basin. In doing this, we highlight the region’s potential regarding
water resources and hydroelectric energy, analyze the water scarcity situation in
Azerbaijan in the wake of the 2020 war, and describe the impacts of the November 9th

troops threatening the status quo. In April 2016, the two sides fought a 4-day war that resulted in
dozens of deaths and more than 300 casualties.

3 The term “Artsakh” has become extensively used by the Armenian people to allude to the region’s
historical and cultural significance. According to one version, the name derives from the combination
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of two Armenian words: “ar” for “sun” and “tsakh” for “valley”.
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ceasefire agreement on water-related issues. The second section deals with regional
environmental governance and water rationality theory. Consequently, we identify
the types of governance and the possible actors involved in the South Caucasus region,
evaluating whether the governance structures available are feasible according to the
framework of water rationality theory. The third section applies the considerations
overviewed in the second part before and right after the 2020 war to investigate
the already existing and ongoing initiatives attempting to tackle water issues in the
region, specifically those involving the three major regional powers—Russia, Turkey,
and Iran—and the OSCE. Finally, we provide some conclusions on the uniqueness of
the case of Nagorno-Karabakh in the literature on water conflict and governance and
on the possible insights that the latter can provide to the analysis of transboundary
water management issues in the broader OSCE region.

5.2 Real or Constructed “Wars Over Water”’

This section seeks, using the geographical and political context of the South Caucasus
and Azerbaijan, to understand the rationale behind the water wars and, more specif-
ically, to what extent water issues trigger the outbreak of military conflicts. Water
is essential to all aspects of life. It is necessary for human health, hygiene, waste
disposal, food, and ecology, and it powers society’s most important industries,
including agriculture, energy, and transportation. In Azerbaijan, the country at the
center of our research, annual freshwater consumption by economic sectors increased
by 7% between 2000 and 2017 (SEIS, 2016). Due to the massive use of irrigation,
agriculture has the highest water demand. In the same period, water use in this sector
increased by 76.5% (SEIS, 2016). The country’s energy mix is still heavily concen-
trated on its rich fossil fuels reserves, with oil and gas accounting for more than
98% of total supply and hydropower accounting for only 6% of gross electricity
generation in 2019 (IEA, 2021).

According to Bencala and Dabelko (2008), factors such as population growth,
increased agricultural production, increased consumption, and climate change are
expected to result in an unprecedented scarcity of water resources. Mehta (2003),
emphasizing the multifaceted nature of environmental scarcity, claims that it (1) is
often caused by poor management; (2) varies across time and space, depending on
factors such as climate, season, and temperature; and (3) is impacted by the fact that
natural resources are “unequal resources” when it comes to their access and control.
Being a “scarce” resource, it is understandable why policymakers, practitioners,
experts, and scholars inevitably end up treating access to freshwater as a security
issue (Gupta & Pahl-Wostl, 2013). Azerbaijan was experiencing a water crisis in
the run-up to the 2020 Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. A report from CEOBS (2021)
indicates that during the summer, water levels in the Kura River fell by two and a
half meters, allowing seawater from the Caspian Sea to flow inland and upstream;
and (2) the Mingachevir reservoir, the largest in the Caucasus region, saw its level
drop by 16 m. This significantly impacted rural Azeris’ drinking and agricultural
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water supplies. Azerbaijani President Ilham Aliyev has acknowledged the country’s
water issues, pointing to the role of drinking water and irrigation projects as the
most important issues on the government agenda in the coming years (President of
Azerbaijan, 2020). On the eve of the conflict in July 2020, Azerbaijani President
Ilham Aliyev approved the Action Plan for 2020-2022 to ensure the efficient use of
water resources, which lists the construction of 10 new reservoirs across the country
as well as water pipelines and irrigation canals (Lmahamad, 2020).

In addressing the issue of environmental scarcity, Homer-Dixon (2001) claims
that it can be of three types: supply-induced, demand-driven, and structural. The
first results from the deterioration and the exhaustion of an environmental resource,
such as cropland erosion. The second is caused by regional population growth or
increased per capita consumption of a resource, both rising demand. The third stems
from the unequal social distribution of a resource that concentrates it in the hands of a
small number of people while the rest of the population suffers from severe scarcity.
These forms of environmental scarcity often interact in two patterns (Homer-Dixon,
2001). The first pattern of interaction, “resource capture”, occurs when powerful
groups respond to a drop in the quality and quantity of a renewable resource, such
as water, by changing the distribution of the resource in a way that harms weaker
groups. The second, “ecological marginalization”, occurs if high population density,
combined with a lack of knowledge and capital to protect local resources, causes
severe environmental damage and chronic poverty.

In the case of Azerbaijan, it is arguable that the country has faced the problem of
water scarcity from all the levels indicated. Since its independence in 1991, Azer-
baijan has faced several water issues, such as water pollution, exhaustion of water
resources in arid areas, salinization of irrigated lands, and a decrease in the level of
the Caspian Sea. The nation’s ecosystem varies from dry in the central and eastern
regions to subtropical and humid in the southeast. Aside from the Caucasus moun-
tains and the Lankaran lowland, most of the territory in the arid east and central areas
records insufficient rainfall (Yu, 2022).

Azerbaijan’s climate makes its agriculture heavily dependent on irrigation. In
the country’s most arid regions—such as the Aran and Absheron macroregions—
the water level of the Kura and Aras Rivers has dramatically decreased in recent
years. Lowlands like the Southern shore of the Absheron Peninsula and Southeast of
Gobustan receive the minimum average annual precipitation—around 150-200 mm
per year. At the same time, maximum and minimum temperatures across the country
are expected to rise faster than the global average (Asian Development Bank, 2021)
(Map 5.1).

This suggests that Azerbaijan’s water scarcity is certainly supply-induced. Yet,
water scarcity in Azerbaijan also exhibits characteristics of demand-induced scarcity
since the country’s population has reached 10 million people—more than half of the
South Caucasus population—around half of whom live in rural areas and rely on
agriculture (Yu, 2022). As a result of human activities, it is calculated that 40% of
the water in the case of the Kura and 27% of the water in the case of the Aras is not
discharged to the Caspian Sea (Zeeb, 2010). Finally, the water scarcity of Azerbaijan
is also structurally induced, due to the conflict around Nagorno-Karabakh. This
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W Arid, desert, hot (BWh)
W Arid, desert, cold (BWK)
BN And. steppe, hot (BSh)
Arid, steppe, cold (BSk)
Temperate, dry summer, hot summer (Csa)
Temperate, no dry season, hot summer (Cfa)
W Cold, dry summer, hot summer (Dsa)
W Cold, dry summer, warm summer {Dsb)
Cold, no dry season, hot summer (Dfa)
B Cold, no dry season, warm summer (Dfb)
I Cold, no dry season, cold summer (Dfc)
s Polar, tundra (ET)

Map 5.1 Koppen-Geiger climate classification map for Azerbaijan. Source Beck et al. (2018)

region comprises unavailable water resources, which could reduce water scarcity
in the most arid regions of the country. Eight rivers cross this region: the Tatar,
Khachen, and Karkar, which flow into the Kura River, while the Vorotan, Voghchi,
Hakari, Ishkhan, and Chkhpor are five tributaries of the Aras.

The lands in and around Nagorno-Karabakh are vital in providing water to its
agricultural lowlands, which have been particularly affected by water scarcity. The
region still preserves four significant dams and 36 hydropower plants built during
the Soviet era, which together can generate about 2.56 billion cubic meters of water
annually (Ministry of Energy of Azerbaijan, 2022). The largest single hydropower
plant is Sarsang, built in 1976 on the Tartar River and located in the Terter region,
which produces more than half the territory’s hydropower capacity at 50 megawatts of
energy (Mejlumyan & Natiqqizi, 2021). In 1990, the power produced by the plant per
annum amounted to 81.9 million kW/hour (Ministry of Energy of Azerbaijan, 2022).
It is worth mentioning that the Sarsang water reservoir provides irrigation water
for about 125,000 hectares across six districts—Tartar, Agdam, Barda, Goranboy,
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Yevlakh, and Agjabadi. Access to water resources cradled in the Karabakh mountains
will inevitably change the energy strategy of Baku, shifting it towards a more intense
use of hydroelectricity for local needs and thus reallocating natural gas resources
available for export (Karimli, 2022).

Having defined the concept of water scarcity, framed its characteristics, and
explained how it could be a security issue for a country, we need to understand
the relationship between water scarcity and the outbreak of violent conflict and
whether water issues alone can bring nations to the brink of military confrontation.
As argued by Bencala and Dabelko (2008), the challenge for experts and practi-
tioners is to distinguish between the several dynamics that can lead to conflict over
water and find opportunities for cooperation. According to the existing literature,
in areas where water is scarce in terms of quality and quantity, competition for
limited supplies may involve individuals, groups (Gleick, 1993, Merierding, 2013),
and even nations (Gleick, 1993; Klare, 2002). Klare (2002) argues that the possi-
bility of conflict between states will increase as states face escalating demands for
resources, resource shortages, and proliferating ownership contests. Some scholars
(Abdel-Samad & Khoury, 2006) claim that environmental degradation can be both
areason for and a consequence of violent actions.

But are water or environmental issues enough to push states to war? Gleditsch
(2001) states that, besides ecological degradation or resource scarcity, political,
economic, and cultural factors could result in social fragmentation and cleavages,
causing conflict. In the longstanding Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, military security,
economic viability, and ethno-nationalist tensions have overshadowed water secu-
rity issues for years. Alam (2002), although focusing on the Indian subcontinent,
provides an exciting observation potentially relevant to the latest events in the South
Caucasus. If a water shortage occurs during a wider conflict and enemy states depend
on the same shared resources, each country will work to guarantee its access to the
required water. O’Lear and Gray (2006), who also used Azerbaijan as a case study,
insist that there needs to be more clarity in the causal linkages between environmental
degradation and conflicts. Thus, we can argue that although the Nagorno-Karabakh
conflict has deep historical and political roots, ecological issues revealed renewed
tensions concerning Azerbaijan’s water scarcity issues. This topic has seldom been
researched, although Baku has seen this water-rich region of its territory as a way
out of the country’s constant lack of water resources. Up to 40% of the Republic of
Azerbaijan’s mineral water resources are located in areas under Armenian control
before the 2020 war (Ahmadi et al., 2023). Thus, the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict
case seems to prove Homer-Dixon and Blitt’s (1998) claims on the fact that: (1)
the perception of relative scarcity alone is not sufficient to generate conflict; but
(2) if there is enough mobilization around a shared identity, such as religion, class,
or ethnicity in the face of a rigid political structure then violent conflict related to
resource scarcity among groups within a state may emerge.

Moreover, another aspect of water scarcity outlined by this conflict is that, as
argued by Mehta (2003), environmental scarcity is both “real” and “constructed”.
This means that, even if water and water supply systems are increasingly likely to
become both objectives of military action and instruments of war (Gleick, 1993),
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environmental scarcity will be increasingly instrumentalized by policymakers and
become the center of a series of political and discursive processes due to the increased
strain that climate change will place on freshwater resources from industry, agri-
culture, and expanding urban populations (Armitage et al., 2015). This will likely
happen through those mechanisms Alam (2002) describes as “bellicose statements”.
A 2021 report from CEOBS (2021) indicates that the extent to which the environment
featured in the 2020 conflict between Armenia and Azerbaijan was unusual, with both
parties co-opting and weaponizing the term ecocide and accusing each other of eco-
terrorism and environmental sabotage. From the Armenian side, 51 NGOs, based
mainly in Armenia, signed an “Ecocide Alert”. In the alert, they blamed the Azer-
baijan army for using white phosphorus, representing an existential ecological threat.
They called for action from global environmental actors to prevent this “ecocide”,
highlighting the region’s significant biodiversity and number of endangered species
(CEOBS, 2021).

On the other hand, the Azerbaijani side blamed their Armenian counterparts for
provoking fires and destroying ecosystems and settlements. Azerbaijan’s Deputy
Foreign Minister Elnur Mammadov said that Baku intended to bring evidence
to the International Court of Justice of Armenia’s environmental terrorism and
illegal exploitation of natural resources. This included the pollution of industrial
wastes from the Armenian side of the Okhchu River, 1 of 11 Azerbaijani rivers in
Nagorno-Karabakh, providing approximately 30% of the country’s total drinking
water reserves (Mehdiyev, 2021). Moreover, in Resolution 2085, the Parliamen-
tary Assembly of the Council of Europe (PACE) criticized the Armenian authori-
ties, stating that deliberate limitation to access of water resources flowing from the
Nagorno-Karabakh region to the citizens of Azerbaijan living in the Lower Karabakh
“must be regarded as environmental aggression and seen as a hostile act by one state
towards another aimed at creating environmental disaster areas and making normal
life impossible for the population concerned” (PACE, 2016).

5.3 Establishing Water Governance in the South Caucasus:
Irrationality Prevails

As claimed by Ahmadi et al. (2023), water played a dual role in the Nagorno-
Karabakh region: (1) it ensured the water and energy security of the de facto republic
and, to a lesser extent, Armenia; and (2) it was and still is critical for the devel-
opment of Azerbaijan’s neighboring regions and for the country’s security. Homer-
Dixon (1998) argues that, since river waters flow from one area to another, one
country’s access may be hampered by the actions of another. In the case of Nagorno-
Karabakh hydropolitics, a term used by Waterbury (1979) to discuss the policies
influenced by water resources, this implies that both the Armenian and Azerbaijani
sides have used water diversion as both “real” and “constructed” weapons to exert
pressure on each other. If, prior to the 2020 war, the ethnic Armenians living in the
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region could rely on energy self-sufficiency, export electricity to Armenia, and, as
claimed by the Azerbaijani side (Ahmadi et al., 2023), create artificial floods and
droughts through the Sarsang Reservoir to provoke environmental damage in the
plains of the Karabakh region under Azerbaijani control, in its aftermath, the de
facto republic has suffered from water and electricity shortages. After the ceasefire
agreement, only one-sixth of the Nagorno-Karabakh hydroelectric plants remained
in the Armenian-Russian-controlled area, reducing the energy production capacity
from the pre-war 191 megawatts to 79 MW (Mejlumyan & Natiqqizi, 2021). At the
same time, Azerbaijan increased its hydropower production capacity, taking control
of several hydroelectric power plants and planning to create new ones in the territo-
ries it retook in the war. The Kalbajar and Lachin districts, under Armenian control
until the 2020 conflict, contain the Arpa and Vorotan Rivers. Around 5,000 cubic
meters of thermal water per day in the Kalbajar, Lachin, and Shusha districts are now
at Azerbaijan’s disposal (Karimli, 2022). Baku also controlled the Jabrayil district
and the state border with Iran, thus accessing the Khodaafarin reservoir. Therefore,
the 2020 war completely changed the regional balance of power in terms of water
resources.

Stabilizing conflict entails assisting governance through actors viewed as legit-
imate by the local population. Governance is widely understood to be the institu-
tions (laws, constitutions, laws, policies, formal and informal rules), structures (enti-
ties, organizations, informal networks of actors and organizations), and processes
(articulation of institutional mandates, negotiation of values, conflict resolution, law-
making, and policy formation) that decide who makes decisions, how and for whom
decisions are made, whether actions are taken, by whom, and for what purposes
(Graham et al., 2003)?

What makes us think that in such a contested situation, the parties involved can
work to reach a regime that governs environmental issues? Alam (2002) suggests that
to secure their long-term water supply, states build and maintain relationships with
their co-riparian countries conducive to long-term access to shared water. Never-
theless, if direct bilateral negotiations prove unsuccessful, the intervention of an
impartial mediator can assist in communication between the parties (Alam, 2002).
This theory is known as the “water rationality theory”.

The institutional, structural, and procedural components of governance take place
at various scales, from local to global, interact with each other, and influence the
general capability, performance, and consequences of environmental governance
(Bennet & Satterfield, 2018). Pahl-Wostl et al. (2018) sum up the different levels at
which water scholars and policymakers advocate governance: (1) local, (2) national,
(3) basin-level, and (4) global. When dealing with water resources in Nagorno-
Karabakh, the first significant challenge is to understand who the actors were at each
level of governance and, looking at water rationality theory, whether they could have
collaborated.

Local environmental governance (LEG) has its cornerstones in subsidiarity and
decentraliza