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Hearing at the European Parliament on 22 June 2010 

      Euro-Atlantic Security in the XXI Century
                                                      
                                                           Dr. Nadia Alexandrova-Arbatova

1. Do we need a new security architecture in Europe?
2. What  Russia’s initiative is about
3. Towards a new Euro-Atlantic security: what should be done?

I. Is a new European security architecture needed?

Recently at one of international conferences one of the EU diplomats said to me: “Why 
should we change the existing security architecture, if Europe can ensure its security without 
Russia? We understand that we cannot do that against Russia’ interests but we can achieve it 
without Russia.”

My objections to this concept are twofold:
First, European security may no longer be confined to the EU and NATO borders. New 

external threats are transnational and Russia is needed to cope with these threats: 
proliferation of WMD, international terrorism, drug-traffic, illegal migration, trans-border 
crime, ethno-religious conflicts, piracy etc.

Second, as long as Russia shares the continent with EU and NATO, which possess huge 
economic, technological and military power - “without Russia” will be always interpreted by 
Moscow as “against Russia”.

The main problem of European security is that Russia has yet neither found, nor been 
proposed its proper place in the post-bipolar Europe.

Usually all world wars ended with peace conferences – be it Peace of Westphalia, 
Vienna Congress, Versailles, or Yalta - that established a new world order and new rules of 
behavior in international relations. Unlike the past world wars the end of the Cold War did 
not result in a reconstruction of the international relations in Euro-Atlantic space. The 
collapse of the Communist East created the impression in the West that everything in its 
policy had been right and there was no need to change anything. The Cold War security 
system was logical and had a clear goal – to prevent a new big war in Europe either through 
a deliberate aggression or inadvertent escalation. That system had fulfilled its goal, the Cold 
War ended twenty years ago, new security threats have emerged - but the existing system 
still basically consists of the old elements and hastily introduced innovations (i.e. Russia-
NATO council), which are not adequate to new security challenges.

Two conflicts after the end of bipolarity– the Kosovo crisis of 1999 and the Caucasus 
crisis of 2008 are the most telling evidence to the fact, that none of the existing security 
institutions, allegedly responsible for preventing and resolving such conflicts, were able to 
effectively do their job. The UN Security Council indulged in futile discussions. OSCE has 
been virtually paralyzed.

NATO turned much more part of the problem rather than part of the solution. Its genetic 
code as a military alliance against a common external foe (Article V), its eastward 
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geopolitical expansion and out-of-area offensive operations - have all combined to create the 
major security problem in Russia’s relations with the West. This schism first occurred with 
respect to Kosovo and nine years later almost led to a military confrontation during the 
Caucasus crisis. 

Only European Union (EU), although not being a genuine security organization, for 
lack of anything better assumed an ad hoc intermediary conflict-resolution role.

Still it would not be an overstatement to claim that European security cooperation is 
presently a great mess, conflict resolution is paralyzed, conventional arms limitation is 
deadlocked, nuclear arms control is eroding, joint Russia-NATO anti-missile systems, 
peace-keeping forces or operations are non-existent.

II. What Russia’s initiative is about?

The shock of the August 2008 Caucasus crisis and the danger of its repetition elsewhere 
(foremost in Ukraine) have revived discussions in Europe around President Medvedev's 
proposal for new security architecture, made in June 2008 in Berlin.

That proposal met an ambiguous reaction in the West. Some observers compared it with 
“peaceful initiatives of the USSR” of Gromyko times or with Gorbachev’s idea of “a 
common European house”, still others regarded it as “a dagger strike at NATO heart”. 

However, the substance of the Medvedev initiative was simply a message to the West
that the existing security system was outdated, was not fulfilling its new tasks, and hence 
was badly in need of deep revision and refurbishment.

A year and a half later this initiative has been implemented in the Draft of the European 
Security Treaty. The Treaty should be legally binding. It is addressed to all members of 
Euro-Atlantic region "from Vancouver to Vladivostok". It calls for mutual cooperation 
between signatory countries "on the basis of principles of indivisible, equal and 
undiminished security”. Russia's draft Treaty would enable any signatory to call a summit if 
it considered its security threatened. The draft also includes collective security provisions, 
similar to North Atlantic Treaty articles. It would give signatories wide-ranging rights to
object to actions contrary to their security interests and commit them not to create a threat of 
aggression against other parties. 

Many in the West have reacted skeptically. They claim that the draft does not provide 
for a legally binding treaty since it lacks definitions, and that this document is about 
traditional hard security but ignores new threat dimensions. The toughest opponents insist 
that it could undermine Euro-Atlantic solidarity.

Still, whatever the juridical merits of the proposed draft – it reflects two realities that 
should not be ignored. First, hard security still matters for Russia and without radical 
changes in the NATO-Russia relations it will remain a major source for security conflicts in 
Europe. Second, Russia’s emphasis on a legally binding nature of the treaty stems form its 
bad experience with purely political agreements (i.e. late 1980’s Western leaders’ assurances 
on non-expansion of NATO in connection with the German reunification). 

Nonetheless the draft per se contains nothing that could legally affect NATO policies, 
but erroneously might limit Russia more than any other country. For example, Article 2 
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stipulates: “Treaty participants shall not undertake actions or steps that substantially affect 
the security of other treaty participants.” Has NATO ever recognized that its actions 
(including expansion) would negatively affect the security of Russia? Furthermore, the draft 
stipulates: “No treaty participant shall allow the use of its own territory, and shall not itself 
use another participant’s territory … for any actions that substantially affect the security of 
other treaty participant”. That would hardly affect anti-missile sites of NATO but rather 
could be used against Russia’s offensive missiles deployment counteraction ((“Iskander”). 
According to Article 7 (2), “every Party shall be entitled to render the attacked Party, subject 
to its consent, the necessary assistance, including the military one…”  It is hard to imagine 
any EU or NATO state appealing to Russia for protection, but it is much easier to conceive 
of a number of the post-Soviet nations eagerly applying for protection to the US or Atlantic 
Alliance.

If these provisions could in any way hamper NATO policies – it is only because there is 
no unity on these policies among allied nations or within particular Western countries’ 
political elites.

If Medvedev’s draft was not flatly opposed – it could certainly be used as one among 
many elements for a broad European Security dialogue, designed to constructively modify 
both NATO and Russia’s security perceptions and policies.

  
III. What should be done?

Certainly the optimal solution is neither staying where we are, nor throwing everything 
away and starting form scratch. Rather the way is a common effort at rearranging the roles 
and functions among the existing institutions and creating new ones if needed to perform 
new functions in line with the main directions of the European security – economic and 
energy security, external security of Europe, internal security, and humanitarian security.

The foundation of economic security in Europe should be the cooperation between the 
EU, Russia, Ukraine, other CIS states and Turkey. It should be directed at establishing a 
common system of energy security (on the basis of Energy Charter) linked to EU-Russia
partnership for modernization with special emphasis on the environmental security.

Security within Europe, foremost conflict prevention/resolution and suppression of
extremism of all kinds can be assured through cooperation of the EU (CSDP) with Russia 
and other relevant CIS states. Formation of joint rapid reaction corps and new agencies for
monitoring, arbitrage and mediation would be required. Aside from this, it would be 
expedient to promote integration of Air Defense systems. The EU-CIS should be a focal 
point for a new pan-European community for fighting organized crime.
  The external security of Europe: countering proliferation of WMD, international 
terrorism, piracy - should be provided for through cooperation of NATO and Russia 
(NATO-Russia Council) with participation of CSTO for resolving security problems in 
Central Asia, Afghanistan, Iran, probably Pakistan. Common global BMD and rapid 
deployment forces would be needed for counter-proliferation purposes and out-of-area 
peace-enforcement and peace-keeping operations. 
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  Humanitarian aspects of security (human rights, visas, education etc.) can be ensured 
through cooperation among OSCE, Council of Europe and European Union.

      With the Lisbon treaty EU has emerged as a new power center, a legal subject of 
international relations. The Lisbon treaty provides greater coherence, effectiveness and 
legitimacy to the EU decisions on various issues, including European security.  The future 
role of EU in the international relations will depend on its ability to cope with challenges to 
European integration and to build principles and norms of interaction with partners outside 
its structures, foremost with Russia, the biggest and the closest neighbor. A solid legal and 
institutional basis in Russia’s relations with the EU and NATO member-states is 
indispensable condition for the construction of a new European security architecture.
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