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The National Defense Intelligence College supports and encourages
research on intelligence issues that distills lessons and improves Intelligence
Community capabilities for policy-level and operational consumers .

These proceedings are from the Second Symposium on Black Sea
and Caspian Sea Security Issues conducted 18-23 May 2007 in Constanta,
Romania. This continued the plan of having a forum for military intelligence
chiefs with an interest in the region. The resulting sharing of ideas provided
all participants with a better understanding of the security issues.

This publication is almost the entirety of their presentations, and the
views expressed are those of the conference participants. The views do not
necessarily reflect the official policy or position of any domestic on foreign
government or government entity.

Distribution of this publication is unrestricted. Paper copies are
available in limited quantities to the Intelligence Community and other U.S.
Government officials through the Center for Strategic Intelligence Research
of the College. Electronic copies of this and other Center publications are
available at http://www.ndic.edu. For more information on this or other pub-
lications contact the Center’s Associate Director at james.lightfoot@dia.mil or
commercial phone at 202-231-1917.

Dr. James E. Lightfoot, Editor and Associate Director
Center for Strategic Intelligence Research



From: General Director, Defense Intelligence General Directorate, Romania
and Director, Defense Intelligence Agency, USA

To: Director of Military Intelligence [Distribution List]
Via: United States Defense Attaché [Distribution List]

Subject: Invitation to attend a Symposium on Black Sea and Caspian Sea Security
Issues, 18-23 May 2007

1. Lieutenant General Constantin Croitoru, Romania, General Director,
Defense Intelligence General Directorate (D.1.G.D.) and Lieutenant General Michael D.
Maples, USA, Director, Defense Intelligence Agency (D.I.A.) are pleased to announce the
second edition of the Symposium on Black Sea and Caspian Sea Security Issues, sched-
uled for 18-23 May 2007 at the “IAKI Hotel’, Mamaia, Constanza County, Romania.

The intent of this reunion is to continue to develop the successful academic
dialogue established in the first Symposium, (Washington D.C., March 2006), as well
as to promote further regional relationships and cooperation in the region.

The international impact of security developments in the area and the
importance of continuing dialogue among military intelligence officials from the
Black Sea and Caspian Sea nations allow us to hope that such reunions will become
an annual tradition, to the benefit of all participants.

The attached enclosures provide a draft agenda (Annex A) and adminis-
trative details (Annex B).

2. The symposium is addressed to the military intelligence chiefs and a senior
staff intelligence officer from each country. If the chief is unavailable, a senior deputy
may participate instead. Additionally, the Defense Attaché accredited to Romania from
each invited country may accompany the delegation.

In the spirit of the first edition of the symposium, this second edition will be
also conducted in a non-attribution, academic environment and is not intended to be
an intelligence exchange conference, rather a forum to discuss key regional security
issues common to the Black Sea and Caspian Sea nations. The event will be co-hosted
by the Military Intelligence Directorate (M.LD.) - Romania and the U.S. National
Defense Intelligence College (N.D.I.C).

3. Funding, including international travel, per diem, and accommoda-
tion will be the responsibility of the participants. Accommodations will be reserved
for symposium participants at the “IAKI Hotel” (details Annex B).

| iii



Symposium participants should plan on arriving no earlier than 18 May
and departing no later than 23 May.

During the weekend, 19-20 May 2007, a social/cultural program is
scheduled in Constanza area, organized and sponsored by the host country.

During the conference days, continental breakfast and buffet lunch will
be provided.

Official receptions will be hosted, on the first night of the conference, by
the Romanian Minister of Defence and on the second night of the symposium, by
the National Defence and Security Advisor to the President of Romania.

4. Internal transportation will be provided by the host country.

5. Military participants should wear appropriate dress uniform and
civilians should wear business attire (coat and tie) during the symposium. Busi-
ness attire is recommended for the evening functions.

6. For early planning and in order to guarantee accommodation, the
names of participants and passport numbers should be forwarded no later than
30 March 2007.

Information should be sent to the Military Intelligence Directorate
points of contact, Commander Aurel Draghici ( phone 004021-3127864 ) or
Major Dana Popescu ( phone/fax 004021-3192036, e-mail : bprot@mid.ro).

7. We look forward to seeing you at what will be a most important event.

CONSTANTIN CROITORU MICHAEL D. MAPLES
Lieutenant General, Romania Lieutenant General, USA

Distribution List:
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Bulgaria
Georgia
Greece
Kazakhstan
Moldova
Russia
Tajikistan
Turkey
Turkmenistan
Ukraine
Uzbekistan



ATTENDEES

(ALPHABETICALLY BY SUBGROUP)

Cochairs:
LTG Michael D. Maples, USA
MG Francisc Radici, Romania

Cohosts:
NDIC Pres A. Denis Clift, USA
BG Gheorghe Savu, Romania

Principal Participants and Attendees:
Mr. Robert Lee Ayers, United Kingdom
Dr. Daniel Burghart, USA

Amb Sergiu Celac, Romania

Dr. Iulian Chifu, Romania

LTC Isokov Dilshod, Tajikistan

Dr. Athanasios Dragos, Greece

MAJ Muhamed Esenov, Turkmenistan
LCDR Sebastian Ezaru, Romania

Dr. Iulian Fota, Romania

COL Sergiu Gutu, Moldova

CAPT (N) Dogan Hasan, Turkey

Mr. Lorenzo Hiponia, USA

COL Hristo Kostadinov Ivanov, Bulgaria
COL Rahim Jafarov, Azerbaijan

BG Vahtahg Kapanadze, Georgia

COL A. Karapetyan, Armenia

BG Brian Keller, USA

Mr. Serghey Konoplyov, Ukraine

CPT (A) Irakli Kurasbediani, Georgia
BG Simeon Lalidis, Greece

Mr. James MacDougall, USA

GEN (Ret) Sergiu Medar, Romania
Defense Minister Teodor Melescanu, Romania
LTG Lysenko Mykhailo, Ukraine

Amb Larry Napper, USA

Minister Ioan Mircea Pascu, Romania
BG Dan Plavitu, Romania

COL Gocha Rafiani, Georgia



‘IUBLLIOY ‘NiIneld ueq D ‘YSN 8|18y uelg ©g ‘eluewoy ‘naes ay3ioayn Hg ‘SN ‘Sejdep ‘g 9eYdIN 17 ‘eIuBULIOY ‘NUBISS|a)\ 10P08 | JBISIUIA
asusja( ‘eluBLIOY ‘121peyY SISUBIH DI ‘YSN ‘YIID Siuaq Y I ‘eluewoy “1epapy nidias (18y) usn) :(3ySl 01 Ya]) 8pnjoul U0 MoJ UO SISOH *|9Y0H IMVI
ay} jo sdajs ay} uo wnisodwAg eag ueidse) pue eag yae|g ay) jo saapuane |eddurid sy} ym asod (MoJ }saiy) S}soy uejuewioy pue "s'n

vi |




CONTENTS

Welcoming Letter . . . ... ... ... ...... ... ... .. ..... iii
Attendees . . . . . ... v
Day 1
Welcoming Remarks. . . . .. ... ... ... ... . ...... 1
BG Gheorghe Savu, Director, Romanian MID, Romania. . . . . . . 1
President A. Denis Clift, NDIC,USA . . . ............... 3
Panel 1: Security Issues in the Black Sea and Caspian Sea Region -
Vicinity Zone for NATOandEU . ... ... ... ... ... ....... 5
Moderator: Ioan Mircea Pascu, Romania . . . ... ............ 5
Members:
Mr. James MacDougal, USA . . . . . ... ... ... ... ... 5
Amb Sergiu Celac, Romania . . . ... ................. 15
Dr. Iulian Fota, Romania . . . . ... .................. 28
Questionsand Discussion . . . . . ... ... ... ... ... .. 36
Panel 2: Energy and Security—Energy Transport Issues in the
Black Sea and Caspian SeaRegion . . . . . ... ............. 47
Moderator: Gen (Ret) Sergiu Medar, Romania . . . . ........... 47
Members:
Amb Larry Napper, USA . . . . . ... . i 49
BG Vahtahg Kapanadze, Georgia . . . . ... ............. 55
Mr. Robert Lee Ayers, United Kingdom. . . .. ............ 58
Questions and Discussion . . . .. ................... 71
Day 2
OpeningRemarks . . . ... ... . ... . ... . ... ..... 77
Mr. Serghey Konoplyov, Ukraine. . . . .. ............... 77
Panel 3: Black Sea and Caspian Sea Region — Transit Ways for
AsymmetricThreats. . . . ... ... ... . ... . ... . ... 77
Moderator: Dr. Dan Burghart, USA . . . ... ... . ... ..... 82
Members:
Dr. Athanasios Drougos, Greece . . . . . .. ... ... ... 83
Dr. Iulian Chifu, Romania . . . ... .................. 89

Mr. Serghey Konoplyov, Ukraine (Covered in Opening Remarks)
Questionsand Discussion . . . . . ... ... ... ... 101

vii



viii

Panel 4: The Role of the Intelligence Services in Improving
Regional Security and Trust Building Mechanisms for Bilateral

and Multilateral Cooperation . . . . .. ................... 105
Moderator: President A. Denis Clift, NDIC . . . . .. ............ 105
Members:
Gen (Ret) Sergiu Tudor Medar, Romania. . . ... ........... 105
BG Brian Keller, United States . . . . . ... ............... 110
BG Gheorghe Savu, Romania. . . .. ................... 114
Questionsand Discussion . . . . . ... ... ... .. 128
Hosted Social Events . . . . ... ....................... 135
ClosingRemarks . . ............ ... ... ............ 141



BLACK SEA AND CASPIAN SEA
SYMPOSIUM II

Monday, 21 May 2007

Welcoming Remarks
Brigadier General Ph.D. Eng. Gheorghe Savu

The second edition of the “Symposium on Black Sea and Caspian
Sea Security Issues” represents for me a unique opportunity to express my
gratitude for all the participants and, at the same time, the special honor of
opening the sessions of this international meeting, which, owing to your pres-
ence, reaches a truly academic, ideational and scientific level.

The beginning of the third millennium has imposed a dynamic and
omni directional approach, correlated with the evolution of the security envi-
ronment for provisioning and defining national, regional and global security
architectures.

Within this context, strategic information plays a crucial part, both
for the identification and knowledge of risks and threats and the development
of an open and coherent regional and international communication that has
to ensure new security instruments.

Romania’s geopolitical and geostrategical position, as a NATO and
EU member, offers the opportunity and the unique responsibility of getting
directly involved in the processes of maintaining and consolidating regional
and subregional security, together with its partners. Only a common effort of
all those who are involved can ensure the economic and social development
of the states from the region.

The issue of Black Sea and Caspian Sea security cannot be analyzed
without taking into consideration three different aspects, as follows: insecu-
rity flows (threats, risks and vulnerabilities), regional energetic and natural
resources flows, and strategic intelligence flows, which should allow a com-
mon effort in the field.

The presence of the regional states and the United States’ represen-
tatives at this symposium proves, once again, the extraordinary importance
of the region for the configuration of common security and the creation of
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the instruments for cooperation and support in order to reach progress and
development.

From the point of view of providing regional security, which could
trigger the premises for a stable economic and social development, rigor-
ous activity of all state and non-state players is necessary in order to identify,
know and combat threats, risks, and vulnerabilities, especially those that are
asymmetric, or transnational.

Once again, I would like to thank you all, who have answered our
invitation and agreed to participate in this symposium, which honors us and
represents a commitment for us. Moreover, I express my conviction that this
activity will be a genuine workshop for the exchange of ideas and the identifi-
cation of viable solutions in order to define regional security.



President A. Denis Clift,
National Defense Intelligence College, USA

General Radici, General Maples, ladies and gentlemen, dear col-
leagues, as co-host with our Romanian partners, I am very pleased to wel-
come you to the 2007 Black Sea and Caspian Sea Symposium.

Since last year’s symposium, the College I lead has been freshly char-
tered by the U.S. Department of Defense with a new name — the National
Defense Intelligence College —and with expanded mission and responsibili-
ties, to include further growth in our international programs.

Through the College’s Center for External Engagement, we are
expanding our dialogue with friends, colleagues, and experts around the
world. We are entering new academic partnerships — with the Institute of the
General Intelligence Agency of Mongolia, to cite one example.

We are participating in critical thinking, research, and discussion on
key issues of the new era through international gatherings such as this sym-
posium in Constanta. We do so with the clear understanding that together we
can accomplish far more than we can working alone.

When we met last year, the conferees looked at the political eco-
nomic and military dimensions of the Black Sea and Caspian Sea region. We
addressed the region’s high conflict potential; its conflicts frozen in time; and
the diverging strategic interests and orientation of its members.

Last year’s speakers described the strategic, growing importance of
the region’s oil and gas reserves, and the region’s environmental challenges.

We examined the historic transportation routes cutting through the
region, the routes used to move oil and gas from the region; and the routes
used for the illegal movement of weapons, illegal human trafficking, illegal
drug trafficking, and the use of those routes by the perpetrators of interna-
tional terrorism.

Of importance last year, we looked at the first steps toward greater
regional cooperation:

the naval presence of Operation Black Sea Harmony;

the work of the Black Sea Coordination and Information Center in
Bourgas, Romania;

and the growing role of BLACKSEAFOR, the Black Sea Naval
Cooperation Task Group.

At last year’s symposium, we agreed that the door to information
exchange and cooperation could be opened much further, that there was
much more to be done.

In the intervening months, we have watched the dynamism, the pace
of events continue to unfold in this region — the signing just two months ago
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by Russia, Bulgaria, and Greece of a new oil pipeline agreement bypassing the
Bosporus being one example.

This brings us to the promise of our deliberations today and tomor-
row —and our goal of turning items on this excellent agenda into actions and
understandings furthering more tangible cooperation, stability, and wellbe-
ing in the region.

Thank you.



PROCEEDINGS
MORNING SESSION

SECURITY ISSUES IN THE BLACK SEA AND
CASPIAN SEA REGION— VICINITY ZONE FOR
NATO anp EU

BG GHEORGHE SAVU

The first panel of this symposium will be moderated by His Excel-
lency, Ioan Mircea Pascu. Mr. Pascu will lead the discussions on an interest-
ing and important topic: “Security Issues in the Black Sea and Caspian Sea
Region — Vicinity Zone for NATO and EU”

His colleagues in this dialogue are prestigious experts: His Excel-
lency, Ambassador Sergiu Celac, Mr. James MacDougall, and Mr. Iulian Fota.

MINISTER 10AN MIRCEA PASCU

After being Minister when Romania became a NATO member, and
now being a European Parliamentarian, I feel like Luis Figo who has left Bar-
celona for Real Madrid. But in any case, I will try to give you a little bit of a
perspective from the European Union point of view.

Let me introduce to you Mr. James MacDougall, who is now visiting
faculty at the Department of National Security Studies at National War Col-
lege, and who previously was in charge of many of the problems of this area,
in his position as Deputy Assistant Secretary for Defense for Eurasia between
November 2003 and March 2007.

MR. JAMES MACDOUGALL:

The topic we have been asked to address today is security issues in
the Black Sea and Caspian Sea Region, the Vicinity Zone for NATO and the
EU. We might slightly amend that to say Proximity Zone for NATO and the
EU, which I think, would be a little clearer.

I'll address NATO issues; however, I will defer to my EU colleagues
for EU issues although I may make some glancing remarks.

But I will address the issue more from a political level. I don’t intend
to get into the nuts and bolts of the hard core security issues, many of which
General Maples very accurately elucidated, the narcotics threat, a variety of
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transit threats through the region, certainly the WMD threat which Dan
Burghart outlined in a hypothetical situation. I would like to talk more about

the political dynamics in the region and the possibility of potential threats
from that field.

The Black Sea

I would like to remark on a few fundamental facts that I try to keep
in mind when I think about this region, and I think would be useful as a gen-
eral context. First, if we were to look at a physical globe, leaving aside the bor-
ders and the nation states, the first thing that would occur to us is that when
we get beyond the Black Sea to the Caucasus, and beyond to the Caspian and
Central Asia, we have a region that is landlocked.

Every state in Central Asia is landlocked. Uzbekistan, twice over;
every state it borders is landlocked. The Caspian Sea itself is a landlocked sea.
It has no access to the world’s oceans. Azerbaijan is landlocked. Armenia is
landlocked. Georgia has access through the Black Sea to the world’s oceans,
but then when we go to the Black Sea, we know that it has very narrowly
defined access through the straits of the Bosporus and the Dardanelles.

So this landlocked status creates certain issues right away that we
have to address, the first being that the region is largely inaccessible by sea.
This has implications for military deployments as we have learned in deploy-
ing forces to Afghanistan. It’s largely been done by strategic air. This requires
overflight, refueling access, ground access to support lines of communica-
tion and logistics—all very complicated and all requiring partnerships with
all states in the region.



The Eurasian Balkans
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The landlocked status also plays out when we look at the oil and gas
resources of the region and efforts to get them out to the market. The large
map very well illustrates the issues there and the various plans and contracts
to move oil and gas out of the region. I will defer to Ambassador Larry Napper
in the second panel today to discuss energy issues.

As we have discussed, the region is a transit zone for nefarious items,
drugs, weapons of mass destruction, etcetera.

If we switch then, from a physical globe to a political globe, and we
take into account the states on the map, the nation states, we are struck by
the fact that, in physical terms, the globe changes very little over time. It’s
relatively stable. There is erosion of coastlines, there is expansion of deserts,
but largely, the orientation of large land masses, continents to water, is static
over time.

In contrast, the political globe is very dynamic. Just in our own time,
the fall of the Soviet Union has resulted in 15 new states. A number of states
formerly part of the Warsaw Pact, are in fact genuinely free and independent.
They weren't during the Cold War.

I think if we looked at probably any 15-year period or 20-year period,
as we step back in history, we will see there is a tremendous dynamism to
the political, to the give and take of political units in the world. In the Black
Sea, we have six countries where once there were four, the Soviet Union, Tur-
key, Romania, and Bulgaria. In the Caspian Sea, we have five countries where
there were once two.
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Both of these regions, however, exhibit a certain amount of instabil-
ity. And this led one of our leading thinkers on the region, Zbigniew Brzezin-
ski, in his book The Grand Chessboard, to call this region the Eurasian Balkans.
Why? Because historically, the dynamics that have dominated the region have
been the competition of rival empires. There are ethnic, religious, and national
divisions that have created tension over the years. With the fall of the Soviet
Union, while some people talked about the end of history, in fact, we have
probably seen a return of history that was subsumed during the Soviet era.

When we look at the Black Sea region and the Caucasus, we can
think historically about at least ten Russo-Turkish Wars fought to control the
northern and eastern approaches to the Black Sea. Throughout the 19th cen-
tury, there were persistent Russian efforts to advance towards the straits, and
indeed control the straits. This raised concerns, particularly in England and
France, and led, in the middle of the 19th century, to a coalition of England,
France, and Austria-Hungary, joined laterally with the Ottoman Empire, to
fight Russia in the Crimean War.

This Crimean coalition led to Russia’s defeat and the Peace of Paris
in 1856. In the Peace of Paris, the most important clauses were the neutral-
ization of the Black Sea. Russia and other nations, but particularly Russia,
were not allowed to have warships on the Black Sea, nor fortifications on
the Black Sea.



Balkan Settiement

I raise this not to digress into seemingly ancient history, but I will
return to this later because, for the 20 years after the Peace of Paris, Russia
was very much an unhappy state, a revisionist state, and for 20 years, every
issue in Europe for Russia was seen through the prism of the Treaty of Paris
and the Black Sea neutralization clauses. But, as I said, I will return to this a
little bit later.

In the Caucasus and the Caspian we also had the give and take, the
ebb and flow of empires, the Ottoman, Russian and the Persian Empires.
There were four Russo-Persian wars, the last ending in 1828 in the Treaty of
Turkmanchai, which made the Caspian Sea a Russian lake, so to speak. The
Persian Empire was forbidden from deploying military or naval forces on the
Caspian Sea. The borders of modern day Azerbaijan were largely determined
in this treaty between Russia and Persia.

Given this context, let me now turn to the modern day and talk a
little bit about what I see as some of the larger dynamics in the region. First of
all, I think we should note, as we talk about NATO and the EU and the region,
we see a steady expansion of both NATO and the EU into the Central and
Eastern European region. And I think that is accurate as of today, but we can
well imagine, during the Cold War, the entire northern shore of the Black Sea
being part of the Warsaw Pact, and Turkey being the eastern flank of NATO.

Now, of course, NATO is moving around the Black Sea. Of the six
modern countries on the Black Sea, three belong to NATO. Both Georgia and
Ukraine, at various times, have expressed an interest in NATO. I understand
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they both have a way to go, but particularly in Georgia they want to move
towards a NATO membership. In Ukraine, there is a struggle for the future of
Ukraine, an internal struggle which we note and recognize.

And then, of course, there is Russia, which has a special relationship
with NATO through the NATO-Russia Council, but which more recently has
expressed serious misgivings about the continued expansion of NATO and
NATO activity.

In the Caucasus and Caspian region, every country is a member of
the Partnership for Peace. These countries coordinate with NATO. They are
involved in many NATO programs, some more than others, but every state,
particularly Azerbaijan, Armenia, and Kazakhstan, are working quite well
with NATO. I will leave the discussion of the EU to my colleagues, but I think
it’s a similar situation.

In contrast to what I said about the ebb and flow of empires of his-
tory, I would like to point out that NATO and the EU are voluntary associa-
tions of countries. No country has been coerced into joining NATO or the EU.
Countries largely express an interest, are required to meet certain standards,
and when they do are offered membership. So it isn’'t an imperial standard
that we see here in the advance of NATO in the EU.

I would like to express what I believe is a general U.S. interest in
the entire region. And I think it’s an interest shared by both NATO and the
European Union—to see the development of independent, democratic, stable,
and prosperous countries, increasingly integrated into world economic and
security institutions.

The world has changed dramatically. We know that. There was a very
good discussion on the boat yesterday about some of the challenges of global-
ization, some of the challenges of the speed of information and the volume of
information, trying to understand this, trying to sort this into some kind of
usable product, usable to decision-makers and our leaders.

As the world transforms, all of our countries individually, and all of
our institutions, multilaterally, have to transform with it. I think that is axi-
omatic. When I look at the past, it’s not with nostalgia for a simpler time, but
I look to the past for clues, some guideposts to the future.

As we look to the future, for instance, NATO is no longer an organi-
zation solely designed to defend against an attack from the Soviet Union. It’s
an organization now that is taking on increasing responsibilities in Afghani-
stan, an out-of-area operation for NATO. It is a tremendous challenge but one,
I think we are addressing along with our partners here, the other NATO allies.

The asymmetric threats, on which I know Professor Dan Burghart has a panel,
are being addressed by NATO.



So the questions that come to my mind when I think of NATO are—
What is the future of NATO? Will NATO continue to expand? What are the
logical limits to the expansion? Have we already reached them? I mentioned
that both Ukraine and Georgia have expressed an interest in NATO member-
ship. The U.S. policy statement on this has been, and remains, the door to
NATO membership is open. Secretary of Defense Cohen, when he was in
office, liked to add that the door to NATO remains open, but it’s located at
the top of a flight of stairs, maybe a steep flight of stairs, and aspirants have
to get up the stairs in order to get in the door. As I said, Georgia has cer-
tainly moved a considerable way up the stairs, and other countries are not far
behind them.

But there is, in addition to the technical requirements of member-
ship, a certain political question here that we all have to ask ourselves. What
is the logical limit of NATO? And is the Caucasus region part of Europe, part
of NATO, potentially? Central Asia?

I think there is a certain unanimity that the Balkans region is part of
Europe whole and free, despite some continuing difficulties there. We have
the Adriatic Three, Croatia, Albania, and Macedonia, moving quite rapidly
towards NATO.

We also, at the same time, have lingering conflicts. We have the issue
in Kosovo, which is coming now to a political head. I don’t think I need to say

HOZEN GONNICES
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this to anyone in the room, but it will be a very difficult process. The recom-
mendations from President Ahtisaari of Finland will be for some sort of inde-
pendence for Kosovo. Russia has said that if the Serbians don’t back this, they
won't back it. This will lead to, I think, quite a political situation in the United
Nations Security Council, and I don’t know exactly where that will go.

This slide represents the frozen conflicts in Eurasia, or in the Black
Sea/Caspian Sea region. Each one of those conflicts could, potentially, be
impacted by the precedent that Kosovo settlement will make. And I know,
having talked to most of you, Moldovans, Georgians, Azeris, and Armenians,
that this is a very sensitive subject. So we are coming to, I think, a very critical
political moment on Kosovo, and on the region as we move forward.

Just a word about these separatist conflicts. I think Mr. Clift alluded
to them when he said they had been frozen in time. And indeed they have
been, for some 15 years now. The question I pose to you, and I do pose this as
an open question—What can we do collectively, what can we do as a group,
to try and move these conflicts towards some sort of settlement? And lets
include Kosovo as we move in that direction.

Lets take Nagorno-Karabakh as one example. We have a process
within the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe, a mixed
group of 15 nations headed by three co-chair nations, Russia, United States
and France. Despite considerable efforts by all three of those co-chairs, and by
the entire group, the conflict is still unresolved.

While we are encouraged from time to time by some positive state-
ments from Yerevan or from Baku, the fact is, it doesn’t seem to be any closer
to resolution than it was, say 10, 12 years ago. Do we need a different group?
Do we need to move this out of the OSCE? Have a different co-chairman pro-
cess? I don’t know, but this is an open question. And in my mind, and I can
say this now because I am no longer an official of the administration but an
academic, it seems to me that Turkey should have a more direct role in this
issue. Relations between Turkey and Armenia are critical.

If we look at Nagorno-Karabakh as the single biggest obstacle
towards closer integration of the Caucasus region, which is by the way the
link between the Black Sea and the Caspian Sea regions, of course we have
Russia with a direct interest, but Turkey also has a direct interest. We recog-
nize the difficult relations between Turkey and Armenia, but having Turkey
on the side doesn’t seem, to me at least, to contribute to solving the problem. I
think, politically, we need some new thinking on these conflicts if we're going
to try and promote stability and prosperity throughout the Black Sea and the
Caspian region.

One of the single biggest issues in the region is proliferation of weap-
ons of mass destruction and elements thereof. Again, Dr. Dan Burghart raised



a very interesting scenario yesterday, and it was encouraging to hear the dis-
cussion of it. I might add to that particular discussion that, while Dan raised it
in hypothetical terms, with five different transit routes by which WMD might
move from Russia to Turkey, there are some practical real world experiences
in this regard. Georgia, we are aware of, has interdicted at least twice, radio-
active elements on their border with Russia, heading south. But it would be
very interesting for the rest of us, at the appropriate time, to hear from our
Georgian colleagues. How did you interdict that? What role did information,
information sharing, human intelligence play? How exactly did you interdict
those elements? We could all benefit from that experience.

But again, think of the geography. In Russia there is quite a surplus of
nuclear, biological, and chemical materials from the Cold War. To the south,
in the Islamic Crescent, we know there is a demand for these very elements.
So again, based on the strategic geography, for these elements to get from Rus-
sia, and I certainly don’t mean to indict Russian controls, and we’re working
with the Russians very closely and energetically to try and control these ele-
ments, but there is a supply or potential supply and demand, and this passes
right through this region that we are here to discuss. So it is imperative for all
of us to work together on border controls and information sharing, to deal
with these elements of WMD.

What I want to do is mention a specific incident of this and a specific
U.S. policy designed to counter it. It is one which you have all heard about,
our plan to deploy a limited missile defense in Europe. We know Iran has
missiles, ever increasing in range as they develop. We know they are pursu-
ing nuclear or military nuclear technology and other technologies. And given
that dynamic, it is a matter of time before Iran has the ability to launch a mis-
sile with either nuclear or some other WMD payload.

So, along with our decision to protect our homeland with missile
defense, we are now committed, after discussion with allies, to pursue a for-
ward-based missile defense system in Europe that would protect against a
launch from Iran. It would protect both the United States and our European
allies. In this region you might say, if the interceptors are in Poland and the
radar is in Czech, you fall a bit under the radar here, because you are closer to
Iran. And that is true; I recognize that. But I should say that, at NATO, there
is a discussion on theater missile defense and lower altitude defenses that may
be applicable to this particular area. But that is a discussion that NATO will
still have to have.

We're working very closely with our allies and friends to deploy this
system. And I should say, the system, just to be clear, would consist of ten
interceptors in Poland and a radar in the Czech Republic. An X-band radar
closer to Iran may be a third element to be discussed in the future. It's not
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imperative, but it would help the efficiency of the system, and I know we have
discussed it with some of you here in the room.

As you know, Russia has reacted very strongly against the deploy-
ment of this system. We have been in consultation with the Russians for at
least two years. When I was in a position of responsibility, I was in on dis-
cussions of this. More recently Secretary of Defense Gates and Secretary of
State Rice have been to Russia to discuss this. President Bush and President
Putin have talked about this. Still Russia, to date, is dead set against this
deployment.

As close as I have been to the issue, I can say this isn’t a technical
issue. Ten interceptors in Poland would not effectively degrade Russia’s offen-
sive missile capability. They have hundreds of missiles and still some 2,000
or more warheads. So I don't believe this is a technical issue. I believe it is, in
large part, a political issue. And it’s a political issue about the future of Europe
and the future of Eurasia.

On the theoretical side, and I don’t want to get into the theory
of nuclear warfare, but throughout the Cold War both sides, the Soviets
and the Americans, were deterred by a doctrine called Mutually Assured
Destruction. Both sides knew if one were to start the war, both sides would
be annihilated. A balance of terror, it was called colloquially. Not a par-
ticularly happy scenario, but one that seemed to have caused both sides to
exercise extreme caution.

If a state such as Iran had a nuclear weapon, were not convinced
that there would be this same caution, that the deterrent effect of our arse-
nal would be enough to cause them, A, not to use it, and B, certainly not to
threaten countries, European countries, the U.S., with a weapon. And I think
if we look at the suicide bomber mentality and extrapolate that to the level
of a suicide bomber with a nuclear weapon, it’s extremely troubling. And we
feel compelled in the U.S., to do what we can to combat this. That’s part of the
philosophical basis for this missile defense.

In North Korea, and I had the opportunity to travel there just recently,
they have spent 30 years developing nuclear weapons. If we can degrade those
30 years of effort with deployment as we have in Alaska of missile defense
elements, it does two things. One, it devalues the threat potential of those
weapons, and two, it deters other states who may decide they want to pursue
a nuclear weapon. In the North Korea case, they have largely mortgaged the
entire country against these weapons, and you still wind up with a weapon
that is less than effective because we have some sort of defenses.

Again, I don’t want to get into the theories of nuclear strategy, but
we believe there is a strategic basis for missile defense and a practical basis
for basing it here in Europe. It’s to maintain the indivisibility of European



and U.S. security. It’s not simply to defend the U.S. And while we recognize
Russia’s concerns, were committed to trying to work through them with the
Russians. But at the end of the day, I think Secretary Rice said it quite clearly,
we don't intend to give Russia or anyone else a veto over what we believe to be
the security of our homeland and the NATO alliance.

I want to say a few words now about Russia, and I should say I under-
stand it is bad form to talk about a country that is not in the room. And I
regret that. 'm not a diplomat, but I think colleagues, who have been in other
meetings with me before, recognize that I wouldn’t say anything different if
the Russians were in the room. I'm happy to meet with them and say the same
thing. And I'm not raising issues that are anti-Russian, but largely rhetorical
questions: Where is Russia going? How do we understand where Russia is
going? How do we react to it or adjust to it?

Some of you who have been to St. Petersburg may recognize this
statue of Peter the Great, the Bronze Horseman. You may have heard me
quote this before, but Pushkin in his poem “The Bronze Horseman,” asks rhe-
torically “Whither dost thou gallop proud steed? And where will you plant
thy hooves?” I think it’s a question we can ask ourselves today. And in the
context of Peter the Great and Pushkin, Peter the Great was trying to drag
Russia towards Europe. After all, that was the whole point of St. Petersburg,
the window on Europe.
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But I think as a rhetorical question, it is applicable today. I have spent
most of my adult life studying the Soviet Union and Russia, and I'm left, in
the last couple of years, with Where is Russia going? How do we understand
this?

This gentleman, this statue or this bust is half a mile down the
embankment from the Bronze Horseman in front of the Admiralty Building
in Petersburg. It commemorates the Czarist Foreign Minister Alexander Gor-
chakov. Why do I raise this?

Gorchakov has taken on a central prominence in Russian foreign
policy in the last ten years. This statue was placed there in 1998. Then, I
believe, the Foreign Minister Primakov, started a series of Gorchakov lectures
at the foreign ministry. The Russians minted a Gorchakov medal that has
been awarded to senior world statesmen and other officials.

Why is Gorchakov important, and how might he help us under-
stand what is going on today? If we go back to the Crimean War, I told
you for 20 years the Russians were very upset at the conditions that they
were forced to agree to at Paris. They largely withdrew from European poli-
tics, and Gorchakov was asked about Russian’s sullenness. His response, in
French, the diplomatic language of the day was “Russia doesn’t sulk, she
concentrates her forces”



In 1870, some 14 years after the Peace of Paris, Gorchakov with the
approval of the Czar, issued a circular to all European capitals, and it said
simply, “Russia no longer will be bound by the Treaty of Paris, and calls
for a European-wide conference within one year to renegotiate the security
parameters, the security arrangements in Europe” Indeed, within a year a
conference was held in London. Based on a different situation, a different con-
stellation of power than existed 14 years earlier, the European security terms
were renegotiated, giving Russian a much greater role in abrogating or over-
turning the Black Sea clauses on neutrality.

Gorchakov then, and today, is considered a hero for this. There is a
certain strain of Russian foreign policy called Gorchakovism. And I main-
tain that this, perhaps, is one way to try and understand the current moves
by the Russians.

I had the good fortune to be in the very interesting meeting in Munich
when President Putin made his speech. Some of you may have been there. If
so, I think you also found it fascinating. But his discussion, his statement that
Russia will hold the terms of the CFE Treaty in abeyance until such time as
other states start observing the terms, unmistakably echoed Gorchakov in the
Gorchakov circular of 1870. I don’t think there is any question about it, that
this is the model being used.

Interests in Black Sea Region
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Now, what does this mean? Perhaps this is all just historical triv-
ia. I don’t think so. In the 1990s, Russia was weak after the collapse of the
Soviet Union. Russia was disoriented, and the Russians agreed or were largely
pressed into agreeing, to many things that 15 years later, flush with petrodol-
lars, they no longer feel they can live with.

If you analyze President Putin’s speech very carefully, you'll find he is
calling for a renegotiation of the rules of engagement in Europe. We hear the
Russians calling now for relations based on interest and not values. By the way,
the NATO-Russia Council founding document says it’s founded on a mutual
understanding of values. But in any case, I believe the Russians want to rene-
gotiate, or at least reorganize, the security arrangements in Europe. I would be
interested to hear what you think. You who have been here, you who were part
of the Warsaw Pact, you certainly know the Russians better than we do.

But if in fact this is the case, what do we do about it? This remains
a very serious question. As much as I have been able to think this through, I
believe that the independence of all the regional states is of paramount impor-
tance. We should continue to seek every opportunity to engage with the Rus-
sians because I don’t believe anyone here is anti-Russian. We should seek to
engage with the Russians where we can, where our interests allow us to, but at
the same time, be firm on supporting the independence of all regional states,
particularly those closest to Russia. Particularly those, for instance, Georgia
and Ukraine, which have expressed aspirations to join the western commu-
nity, the European community. To my mind, the freedom and independence
of those states will reverberate in Russia. In other words, it will dampen the
imperial tendencies in Russia.

I will end with an anecdote, and I won't mention the country. Dur-
ing the Soviet days there was a story in one of the capitals of a neighboring
republic to Russia, one of the Soviet Republics. There was a queue waiting
for a bus and it was a perfectly bright sunshiny day. The third person in the
queue had his umbrella over his head. And his neighbor said, my friend, it’s
a perfectly sunny day. Why do you have your umbrella up? Ah, he says, it’s
raining in Moscow.

Humorous or not, I think as we proceed in Europe, as we sit here
and think how we’re going to cooperate, we can’t be oblivious to the weather
in Moscow. We have to take this into account. We have to try and under-
stand this, and develop an approach to the Russians that will somehow
reduce the threat that they perceive, and try and enlist them or convince
them to cooperate on these issues, for instance, proliferation and counter-
terrorism, issues that are important to all of us. As we go forward, and as
we look at these asymmetric threats, I think it is important and this is why I
raise this in this context, I think it is important to understand that the post-



Soviet world that we have gotten used to for 15 years, is about to change,
and change in a way that reflects more of the 19th century world. That is,
centers of power, centers of power that are interested in spheres of influence,
and this will be a difficult challenge for all of us on a political level, and also
maybe on the military level.

MINISTER PASCU:

It’s indeed a privilege to hear historical references coming from an
American, to a people who like to live in history rather than in the present,
especially in this part of the world. But in any case, it was very instructive
because this indicated the milestones of history along this way.

I would add that Gorchakov was the foreign minister who commu-
nicated to the British, in writing, that Afghanistan was outside the Russian
sphere of influence. And that was one of the first instances in which sphere of
influence, as a concept, was officially used.

I think you know that the main goal after we liberated ourselves was
to become secure by the time Russia comes back. And to us, this meant to be
members of NATO and members of the European Union. Now, some of us
are members. Others are moving in that direction. But I think that the main
point is that we see these two organizations as the security and prosperity
guarantee for ourselves. And, therefore, it would be for nothing if we see that
our position within those organizations is somehow a lesser position because
Russia would like to see it that way. And this would really nullify our efforts. I
think that this is important.

As for the frozen conflicts, let’s wait and see what the impact of
global warming is on that. Is it positive or is it negative? Should we keep
them frozen, or should we let global warming unfreeze them, and try to deal
with them?

AMBASSADOR SERGIU CELAC:

It is indeed a privilege to talk to such a distinguished audience
because being a layman myself and a classical diplomat, as they say, I have
come to understand and admire the fact that you are not only the eyes and
the ears but also, to a large extent, the brains of the military establishments in
your respective countries.

I think that the subject that you have chosen for debate today, and
the combination of the two regions that, until recently, have been considered
separately, the Black Sea and the Caspian region, is most welcome, especially
since this is the second meeting of its kind and, according to General Maples,
there will be a third meeting as well.
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It is important because, increasingly, on both sides of the Atlantic,
and also in the regions themselves, these twin regions are seen more and
more as part of a single geostrategic and geopolitical space.

It is interesting to note that recent policy papers and academic
research are increasingly seeing the link between the two regions and consid-
ering them as one. There may be some influence of Brzezinski’s thinking in
this, but it is also a reality which becomes more and more obvious. And the
reasons for that are three.

First, energy is being increasingly perceived as a national and inter-
national security issue for the 21st Century. The G8 summit in St. Petersburg
last year concluded that a new balance is necessary and, in fact, is in the mak-
ing between the interests, responsiveness, and practical behavior of the pro-
ducers, consumers, and transit countries.

Views on what is a legitimate interest for each of the group of three
may differ. And some tensions in this interim period, until things settle down
in some sort of a mutually acceptable agreement, are likely to persist. But
sound and responsible management is certainly needed in this period of tran-
sition to a new state of affairs.

The second reason for the permanence of those two regions world-
wide is the nexus between international terrorism and organized crime, and
the fact that the two threats to regional and worldwide security and stability
are seen as two faces of the same coin. Nowhere is this more evident than
in the case of Afghanistan, for instance, where the main source of support
and material sustenance for the Taliban resurgence is opium production
and trade.

Third, we have to deal with a new set of non-conventional threats.
Recent events in Estonia and the cybernetic attack on government institu-
tions, banks, and even on some of the government agencies related to security,
gives one a reason to think twice about what may follow. Clearly, it was not an
all-out attack. It was not cyber war. It was a shot across the bow. It was a warn-
ing shot of what can happen if the matter is not taken seriously. The evidence
of state sponsorship in the attack on Estonia is patchy, and, to some extent
irrelevant, and to a large extent, deniable. That makes it so serious.

I think this is one of the subjects for possible cooperation between
military intelligence agencies, including exchange of information and
exchange of technologies, because we have just been given notice that this
may happen.

When I served as ambassador to London, Mr. Savu was a colleague,
and I remember talking to the Estonian ambassador to London. And he told
me very proudly that because of the scarcity of highly skilled personnel in the
state administration and in diplomacy, they were forced by circumstances, by



their poverty of resources, to go electronic. And therefore, I think Estonia is
one of the most vulnerable countries. Not surprisingly, it happened in a place
that is vulnerable. But in this, we are all vulnerable. The more sophisticated
our communications information and decision-making, our electronic sys-
tem and e-governance, the more vulnerable we are.

Having said this, I would say that a commonly agreed perception of
the existing dangers to national and regional security and stability is a nec-
essary requirement and also a very powerful incentive for joint cooperative
action. Meetings like this fit this desirable pattern. And the regional approach,
a collective approach, to our responses to perceived threats, brings added
value to individual efforts.

Now let me say a few words about the regional picture that we are
witnessing today. My focus will be primarily on what the European Union is
doing and likely to do, because I understand we shall have a more extensive
presentation on NATO. But let me start with a general view of the way the
Black Sea Caspian Region is going.

If you look at the World Banks recent statistics, you see that most of
the Black Sea Caspian Region has seen dynamic economic growth in the past
years in terms of GDP, second only to the region of East and South Asia, one
of the most dynamic regions of the world. And that applies to resource-rich
and to resource-poor countries as well.

The development of a resource-poor country, like Armenia, almost
matches the very fast double digit, constant double digit development of an
oil-rich country like Azerbaijan. So, this is an additional incentive to think
about the benefits of cooperation between those two — potential benefits.

What is interesting is that this economic growth, after a very pain-
ful decline after the breakup of the Soviet Union, was accompanied by better
macro-economic indicators, improved logistical and regulatory frameworks
and, to some extent, institutional performance. This also applies, thanks to the
Partnership for Peace, to the military and security establishment. Still, prog-
ress has been uneven between and within countries, with large disparities.
And the transition to market economies and functional democratic govern-
ments has not yet been completed. There are still important setbacks in terms
of human rights, freedom of the media, and even governance accountability
and transparency.

In all the countries of the region, there appears to be a consensus
that the current threats to regional security and stability are perceived at
three distinct levels. First, those that derive from global trends, not the least
climate change, which is at least partially responsible for the crisis in Darfur
in the Sudan. This created new migration patterns and pressures, which led
to conflict.
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Second, threats caused by factors that are external to the region,
such as the fallout of events in Afghanistan, and also increased drug traf-
fic through the region. And finally, those that arise from internal develop-
ments in the countries of the region and outstanding unresolved problems
between them.

In practical terms, we have to deal with a combination of all these
three categories of threats which, because of the peculiarity of the region, are
both conventional and nontraditional in their nature. Meaning that we still
have to deal with old fashioned threats of military confrontation and shooting
wars in the region.

Now, let me say a few words about the involvement of external inter-
national actors in regional stability. In the recent past, the European Union’s
external action has continued to be hobbled by the ongoing constitutional
crisis. The European security and defense policy and the common foreign and
security policy of the European Union have not yet matured because of con-
stitutional obstacles and also because of certain differences and turf battles
between the Council Secretariat and the European Commission, in terms of
foreign policy design and implementation. However, some practical positive
steps have been taken, particularly in the past year or so, with a new concept
of the European neighborhood policy adopted in December last year. And
with the more recent Black Sea Synergy, a communication of the European
Commission to the Council and the European Parliament, which is definitely
a step forward in a more forward-looking approach to the region as a region,
and not as individual countries.

NATO policies in the region have followed a cautious pattern, most-
ly dealing with individual states. I would have to add that the Partnership for
Peace and its follow-up programs have been an untrumpeted, but at the same
time, an enormous success. In practical terms, PfP has proved to be a bril-
liant idea, well implemented, and really appreciated in the entire region. It has
made a difference and is likely to continue to do so.

On the United States side, we have the general perception in the
region, at least in academic circles, that the U.S. administration has been too
absorbed with its ongoing operations in Afghanistan and Iraq to develop a
coherent and forward-looking strategy for the region. Sometimes one has the
impression that the various actions and initiatives, while sound in themselves,
are hardly coordinated in a long-term vision.

There have been meritorious attempts to move ahead towards a com-
mon view, a strategic design of the West for the Black Sea and the Caspian
Region. Together with Minister Pascu, we were involved in both the first and
the second strategy documents, which started under the aegis of the German
Marshall Fund of the U.S., which started under the premise that in order to



be effective, the strategy should be a strategy of the West, meaning the United
States and Europe together.

There is enormous value added in such an approach. And we, in
NATO and EU, see that very clearly from the vantage point of our geographi-
cal position and the margins of both EU and NATO, and with a vital interest
in having good and stable relations with our neighbors further east.

The Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE),
as a regional security organization, has proved increasingly ineffective and is
in real danger of falling into total irrelevance.

Now Russia is not an external actor. Russia is a part of both the Black
Sea and the Caspian region. I had also written down in my notes the name
of Prince Gorchakov. I think your analysis on the historical relevance of past
events is to the point and very much alive and openly admitted as such by the
Russian policy makers.

China is also becoming more active in the region, although China
is more likely to be absorbed for a while with assimilation of its own west-
ern provinces. But Chinese interests, including energy interests in some of
the countries of Central Asia, have been forcefully affirmed in recent years.
Currently, we have to deal with an unhappy situation in the bilateral relation-
ship between Russia and both the United States and the European Union and
NATO. There has even been some talk of a return to a Cold War in new cir-
cumstances, which I think is, for the moment, exaggerated.

It is important to see that in terms of big strategic issues, the current
turbulence is over relatively minor matters, from the point of view of global
strategic interests. And that leads us to draw the interim conclusion that what
is happening now is positioning for a new bargain, the same as Prince Gor-
chakov did. Although what the bargain is going to be, and what the aims of
that bargain are, is still a mystery. Because for the moment, we know, or we
are told, what is not liked, but we are not being told what they would like to
see done.

Now, what is to be expected? Usually, when you go to your desk
and prepare some possible scenarios for the future, you have to engage in
the worst possible scenario, because that is your responsibility and national
security interests are at stake. However, sometimes we neglect the best pos-
sible scenario, which is also a possibility. Moreover, putting forward better
scenarios, more optimistic scenarios for the future, is more likely to generate a
self-fulfilling prophecy. Because if you say this is the future I would like to see,
then people may share that and start working towards it. This is sometimes
called normative focusing.

My first suggestion is that the European Union becomes a lot more
active in the Black Sea and Caspian Sea region. In fact, the recent communi-
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cation of the European Commission on Black Sea synergies mentions spe-
cifically the link between Central Asia and the Caspian basin. This activity or
rather activism on the part of the European Union, although belated, appears
to be serious and based on an awareness that long-term fundamental interests
of Europe are at stake precisely in this future.

Until recently, the U.S. was leading the pack, telling the Europeans,
this is in your interest. We are trying to help you. Now, with the two recent
communications of the Commission, I think Europe is catching up. A new
fresh conceptual look by the United States at what is at stake in the Black Sea
and the Caspian region may be advisable.

After taking over from NATO and the United Nations in the Western
Balkans, the European Union can be expected to use the acquired experience
in the Balkans. And, therefore, we can expect some sort of even limited con-
stitutional arrangement, which would put additional muscle on the European
Security and Defense Policy, and on Common Foreign and Security Policy.
The consensus and the progress made on the battle group concept is an early
indication of that.

Also, interestingly enough, the two latest communications of the
European Commission that are relevant to the region mention specifically the
intention of the European Union to get involved, hands-on and much more
seriously, in helping resolve the frozen conflicts in the region.

Second point is that closer cooperation between the European Union
institutions and NATO is also in the cards because it is based on a more acute-
ly perceived commonality of interest and also on pragmatic considerations of
cost-effectiveness. Slowly, progress has been made, and a certain convergence
can be seen between ESDP and NATO operational concepts.

In the relations between the European Union and Russia, the very
recent summit in Samara has not been a resounding success. However, if you
look at the facts on the table and you set aside the rhetoric, a breakthrough
on a new legally binding arrangement between EU and Russia to replace the
Common Partnership and Co-operation Agreement is a distinct possibility.
The differences are not as fundamental as they may appear. Some progress
on that matter may have a very favorable impact on regional developments,
provided the European Union stays united and future agreements are based
on real and mutually shared values.

Having recently become a maritime Black Sea power, the European
Union will certainly push on with its comprehensive maritime policy, includ-
ing its physical security components. It will be interesting to see, in particular
for our Turkish colleagues as aspiring EU members, how the expanded opera-
tions of the European Union under the European Security and Defense Policy



will interact with the existing Black Sea Four and Operation Harmony. How
will they fit into the known limitation of the Montreux Treaty?

Finally, the United States — Russia relationship has not been exactly
a honeymoon in the past several months. But it is interesting to speculate
whether a U.S. — Russia rapprochement, based on a pragmatic understand-
ing of mutual priorities, may occur, possibly sooner rather than later, starting
with the turning down of rhetorical pronouncements.

It may be tempting for both incumbent administrations to set, in
the final stages of their respective presidencies, the outlines of a new bilat-
eral agenda, including arms control, confidence-building measures in the
military field, and Russia’s eventual accession to the World Trade Organiza-
tion, together with Ukraine and Azerbaijan, the remaining nonmembers
in the region, which will help create additional incentive for a cooperative
approach.

I continue to believe that a concerted strategic vision by the Europe-
an Union and the United States in the region is of enormous practical impor-
tance. It will not have to be limited to energy, which currently overshadows
all other interests and priorities of action, but may cover a broader scope of
activities, including regional security concerns.

Finally, I also think that we can expect an in-house role for region-
al organizations and initiatives. Personally, I am familiar with the experi-
ence of the organization of the Black Sea Economic Co-operation (BSEC).
I have been working for that organization for four years now. Maybe our
colleagues from the Caspian region should consider where BSEC has failed
on security matters.

The basic BSEC document mentioned that among the main purpos-
es of that organization are regional security and stability. However, an attempt
to produce, between 2002 and 2005, a policy paper on security and stability,
could not, while agreed upon at expert level, get to the higher echelons of
political decision-making. The harder aspects of regional security and stabil-
ity remain totally outside the BSEC agenda and will require some formal or
informal arrangement to discuss those issues.

The issues I have in mind are a group of three fundamental issues,
which are also applicable to parts of the Caspian basin. Those are the frozen or
other latent conflicts, without duplicating the existing international authori-
ties or negotiating formats, but just creating a forum where the regional inter-
ests can be voiced. Practically, there is no place for the regional countries
to give their political signals from within the region as stakeholders about
the frozen or other potential conflicts. The OSCE is almost dead. The United
Nations is not feeling well either.

| 25



26|

The BSEC is taboo. We have harmony in the BSEC, because the agen-
da of the BSEC excludes from the very start any controversial issue. So it is
beautiful. We talk about interesting matters, but not about those that are vital.
Nobody is happy with the status quo. That is so clear. Second, we have to have
somewhere to discuss the application to the region of the international stan-
dards on the mandate and national composition of peacekeeping forces. We
have a very strange phenomenon in the region, with so-called peacekeeping
contingents that are highly nontransparent and certainly not accountable.

Third, although the issue has been on the table for years, it has now
acquired an acute character, that is, the regional implications of the Conven-
tional Forces of Europe Treaty (CFE). We have to start talking openly about
what kind of arrangement may replace an essentially Cold War arrangement
between NATO and the Warsaw Treaty.

We all want a happy Russia. The question remains, what makes Rus-
sia happy? We, on our part, are well disposed to being accommodating and
open-minded about a possible compromise solution. But we, the countries in
the region, would like to know what the conclusions of possible negotiations
of the subject are going to be. It is, after all, not only global security that is at
stake, it is also our own national security in this region.

MINISTER PASCU:

I would like to say a couple of words on the European Union. Ambas-
sador Celac has mentioned what happened with the computers in Estonia;
this is also a test of the responses of both NATO and the European Union.
This is heralding a new era. It’s true, as was said, that the Crimean War put this
area on the map. Apparently it gets put on the map every 150 years. We are
now in the second phase, and we are benefiting from it. But in any case, then
and now, you see the implications.

Outsiders were barred from getting direct access to the area. Now
the entry of outsiders into the area is pushing for a new balance between the
countries around the two seas and the outsiders. This balance is in the making.
It is in the making.

This is very important for the European Union because the European
Union has a number of layers of relationships with Russia. For instance, we
have the strategic partnership between EU and Russia. We have the northern
dimension of the EU, which is engaging Russia. If we want, indirectly, even
the Mediterranean dialogue is also relevant to the relationship with Russia,
and all of a sudden, more or less, we now have this area as another component
of the dossier of relationships between EU and Russia.

There is a new type of interaction with Russia in this area, and the
impact of this new addition to the general relationship between the EU and



Russia is something the EU is not used to having with Russia. And I think that
this is something which we have to watch, the tendency of the commission
to speak on behalf of the European Union, to elaborate strategies, common
strategies. You see, we have a common European security strategy, but we
don’t have a common market in this respect.

So, I think the issue of the commission is to speak for all, to elaborate
documents which would represent EU as such. And then there are the capi-
tals to which a country like Russia is appealing. And when Russia is saying
in Samara that, look, there are some countries who would like to disturb our
cozy relationship with the capitals in the Union, it is addressing those enti-
ties who are practically running the show. And, therefore, the idea is indeed
important, and we have to take into account all of these mechanics, but also
the political implications.

Two more things. I think that we cannot exclude the Danube from
the picture. And if there is a third edition to this, because we have Black Sea,
we have Caspian Sea, and now we have Black Sea and Caspian Sea, then we
have to add the Danube to this. Because the Danube, as General Maples has
mentioned, is really the corridor, the European corridor.

The approach of the European Union is already reviving institutions
which otherwise have been more or less just existing in the area like BSEC, up
until now. The European Union and its money have resuscitated the activity
of the existing institutions and BSEC among them.

We do not, and we cannot expect, the area to become integrated
and defined as such, in order to really have a nice approach to the area, sup-
port the area, and so on and so forth. The identity of the area, if it is to be
built, will be built around the projects, which the European Union and other
entities and countries will have for this area. And they will engage all the
parties and countries.

MR. MACDOUGALL:

I would echo what Minister Pascu said, and also a point very well
raised by Ambassador Celac, on the issue of the cyber attacks in Estonia. I
know that many of you are probably thinking this discussion is a little too
political, a little too policy oriented. We're looking for concrete actions that
we can do. And I think that is a very clear area, where there might be a basis
for cooperation.

I don’t, based on my experience, know exactly who on the U.S. side is
involved in defending against cyber attacks, who has responsibilities for this
area, but many of you are probably involved in this. And we have, of course,
U.S. colleagues here in the room who could discuss this with you. And to my
mind, this is a very concrete area of potential cooperation that has been raised
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by the ambassador, and I would just ask that you follow up on that in your
discussions, or maybe in the question and answer period after.

DR. IULIAN FOTA:

My intention is to present a scholarly and personal view on the Black
Sea and on the Caspian Sea and on the security issues important for this
region of the world. I will start my presentation with this map, trying to tell
you a little bit about the importance of the Black Sea, not necessarily from a
regional perspective, but from a global one. In the past, the importance of
the Black Sea was mainly a regional one; but I think that we are already wit-
nessing the importance of the Black Sea from a global point of view. On the
one hand, the Black Sea is, as Robert Kaplan visiting Bucharest some years
ago said, the stable periphery of the Greater Middle East. On the other hand,
in the Black Sea from the globalization point of view, we have two groups
of countries. One, a group of countries already participating in globalization
and already having benefits from it. Romania is a good example. But we also
have countries that are still looking for being connected to globalization, or
even countries that are rejecting globalization. Globalization will definitely
play a role when we talk about a Black Sea and Caspian Sea.

This is another map of the Black Sea area at this time. In the past,
the Black Sea was always a region. We used to consider the Black Sea our
region. What I think is very important is that today the Black Sea is also a
region for the international community, for NATO and the EU. Why are the



Black Sea and Caspian Sea strategically important today? I think we have
three groups of reasons or considerations. Some of them relate to conditions
after 9/11. Some others, a second group which I call evolutions, I will present
immediately. And finally the last group of arguments is a mixture of the first
two groups.

¢+ Reasons
+ Evolutions
* The Black Sea Nexus
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After 9/11, there were very clear reasons for considering the Black
Sea and the Caspian Sea very important. The first reason is energy. Energy
is a very common issue today and a very important one. We have very inter-
esting maps showing us how many stakes we have in the region from the
energy point of view. The Black Sea definitely is a very important area for
the transit of energy, as well as the Caspian Sea which is a very important
area for energy production.

So, after 9/11, and also as a result of globalization, the importance
of the Black Sea and the Caspian Sea has increased very much in the last
few years. Another reason for the Black Sea to be considered very important
is counterterrorism. There are already a lot of published materials showing
how, in the Black Sea, terrorism is an increasing issue. There is a lot of public
information about all the important terrorist organizations operating in the
Black Sea and about how easily these organizations have access to weaponry.
Counterterrorism will be one of the very important tasks of international
cooperation in this region.

Proliferation of weapons of mass destruction is also an issue under-
lying the importance of these two seas, the Black Sea and the Caspian Sea.
Probably you are aware that one year ago, The Economist, the well-known
British magazine, ran a test in one particular area of the Black Sea to see how
easy it would be to buy military hardware. It was the case, if I remember, of a
missile, not a very powerful one, but strong enough to be used, for instance,
for terrorist activities against airplanes. With a small amount of money, two




The Black Sea Nexus

*The region is geopolitically
significant precisely because it
1s a nexus of cultures,
international trade (both legal
and 1llicit), ideas, and
influences.

reporters succeeded in buying the weaponry very easily, demonstrating that
in the Black Sea region, when you speak about proliferation, including prolif-
eration of weapons of mass destruction, you have a problem.

Another area is the traffic in drugs, weapons, and people. And unfor-
tunately, if you ask countries from the area, especially the police or the bor-
der protection troops, they will tell you that we have increasing trafficking of
drugs or people. And that is an issue, a very important issue, for the future,
because I think that if we do not take the right measure, and if we do not act
in a very drastic way, it is possible to expect a continuous increase of activities
in this area.

Finally, frozen conflicts are on my list. I think some of the frozen
conflicts are artificial ones which maybe is good news, because being artificial,
they could be solved. But on the other hand, maybe it’s not very good news,
for the moment not many are interested in these conflicts being solved.

The second group of arguments emphasizing the international
importance of the Black Sea and the Caspian Sea is related to the enlargement
of NATO and the EU. In the past, Turkey was the only NATO country border-
ing the Black Sea. With Romania and Bulgaria joining NATO, the number of
countries bordering the Black Sea has increased. Starting with this year, the
first of January 2007, when Romania and Bulgaria joined the EU, the EU is
bordering Black Sea. And I think the fact that the EU is bordering the Black
Sea is changing the attitude and approach, not only of NATO, but also of the
EU officially. Finally, I think, the Black Sea is important because in the Black
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# ¢+ Bulgaria and Romania are members of NATO
y and of the European Union (EU).

¢ Ukraine is caught between the West and Russia.

¢ ¢+ Georgia leans toward the West but is under

| severe pressure from Russia, which endangers its
sovereignty and territorial integrity in the
secessionist territories of Abkhazia and South

Ossetia.
¢ Turkey and Russia vacillate between East and

West, pulled in different directions by history,

religion, national interests, and national pride.

i\ *+ The Black Sea’s six littoral states (Bulgaria,
Romania, Ukraine, Russia, Georgia, and Turkey)
are beginning to construct a tentative regional
identity .

Sea, for the moment, we have a nexus among all these issues. So the region
today is geopolitically very significant, precisely because it is a crossroads of
cultures, of international trade, of ideas, and of influences.

So, what does this nexus of the Black Sea mean? Romania and Bul-
garia are members of NATO and the EU, as I said. Ukraine is looking to the

NATO and the Black Sea

Summit of Istanbul June 2004 (para.41):
— Underlined the importance of the Black Sea
for the western security
— Member states and partners are already
cooperating in the area.

— NATO ready to support the consolidation of
the current regional cooperation




Cooperative Partner 2003
(Odessa )

¢ Participants
— NATO: France, Germany, Grece, Italy, Spain, Turkey,
UK, USA
— Partners: Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Croatia, Georgia,
Romania, Ukraine
— NATO Structures
« NATO's Standing Naval Force Mediterranean,
« Mine Countermeasures Force South
* NATO Southern Region Headquarters
¢ Objective: interoperability of NATO and P{P
countries

West, but is also being cautious about how to manage relations with Russia.
Georgia is closer to the West, but the process is not without pains. And Turkey
and Russia are changing their attitude towards the area, as well as toward the
West. And countries from the area are looking for a tentative regional identity
and cooperation, trying to be more and more active, and consolidating their
cooperative role in the area.

At the NATO Summit in June 2004 in Istanbul, NATO underlined
for the first time, officially, the importance of the Black Sea for western securi-
ty. We had NATO participation and involvement in the Black Sea before 2004,
but during the summit, for the first time, NATO underlined the importance
of the Black Sea as a region for western security.

Also, as part of that paragraph, NATO underlined the fact that it is
already cooperating, and it is already present in the area with different activi-
ties. NATO also declared its availability to support the consolidation of the
current regional cooperation.

Cooperative Partner in 2003 is an example of the fact that NATO
was already participating in, and hoping for, cooperation in the Black Sea.
Also, in some other fields, such as the scientific field, NATO has a lot of proj-
ects run by the NATO Science for Peace program, or by some other NATO
bodies. These are very important projects because some of them are focused
on issues of common interest for all the countries in the area, for instance,
environmental protection. This was very helpful for promoting or developing
regional cooperation.
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¢ NATO Science/Science for Peace

— “The BS ecosystem processes and
forecasting/Operational Database
Management System” (1998)

+ CCMS
— “The Black Sea Project” (1997)

— “Black Sea Integrated Coastal and Shelf Zone
Monitoring and Modeling (INCOM) Program”
(CCMS Publication, 2001)

A few words about the EU, which finally decided just a few weeks ago
to adopt and to promote a strategy on the Black Sea. It is called “The Black Sea
Synergy”” I think this is a very relevant fact, because it is the first time that the
EU is underlining and accepting the importance of the Black Sea as a region.
The document was released by Benita Ferrero-Waldner, the European Com-
missioner for External Relations.

The EU response
“The Black Sea Synergy"

* The draft text of the "synergy" envisages regular meetings
between foreign ministers of Black Sea zone states Romania,
Bulgaria, Greece, Russia, Turkey, Ukraine, Georgia, Armenia,
Azerbaijan and Moldova as well as the EU "trojka" of the EU
presidency, the office of EU foreign policy envoy Javier Solana
and the external relations commissioner.

The ministers will aim to agree new projects for bringing in
fresh supplies of as and oil from the Caspnn Sea basin,
soot] separa t tensions, curbing illéal tlon and
smu g, promoting human rights N

environmental crimes and lnuldmg new trnnsport ]mks

+ The EU-led club will not have its own building or secretariat
but will try to galvanise political agreement for actions to be
implemented by existing institutions, such as the Black Sea
Economic Cooperation group (BSEC) or the Black Sea Forum
gﬂiﬁ) t:md co-funded from the EU's "neighbourhood policy"

uage




First, the EU is proposing regular meetings between foreign minis-
ters of the Black Sea countries with the EU “troika” This is a big chance for
being sure that we will have regular meetings at the level of the EU’s most
important institutions, like the president of the commission and Javier Solana
with foreign ministers of the Black Sea countries.

Second, the meetings will be focused on addressing practical prob-
lems of the Black Sea area, including gas and oil, separatist tensions, illegal
immigration, smuggling, and human rights.

Finally, the EU will be focused not on inventing new institutions or
on inventing a new cooperation format, but will insist on having an important
and useful tool to work the so-called neighborhood, an EU neighborhood
policy. The EU will insist on supporting and helping the existing cooperation
organizations to do their job. By this I mean the BSEC, the Black Sea Eco-
nomic Cooperation group, the Black Sea Forum, and some other institutions
already existing in the area.

The role of Russia

+ "We want to have the Russians on board, but this
is different to the Northern Dimension," an
European Commission official said, referring to
another forum for Baltic Sea projects where
Brussels is on equal footing with Moscow. "The
Black Sea Synergy is an EU initiative, so Russia
will play a different role."

This document is very important because it underlines the fact that
Russia will play a different role. Some of you are familiar with the fact that the
EU supported, in the past, and helped the northern countries to develop what
was called the Northern Dimension, and the European Commission played
a very important role in promoting that Northern Dimension. The project

focused on the Baltic Sea. Russia, from the beginning, was part of the project.

Russia was on equal footing with Brussels on that project. This project, the
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Black Sea Synergy, is an EU initiative, so Russia will definitely be invited to
play a role.

What is the weak point of the European Union approach at the
moment? We know that the EU is good at producing very useful and impor-
tant papers. But we do not always have strategic action after the European
Union produces these very important papers. So, I think for the next few
months it will be very important to see what kind of concrete action, what
practical action, the EU will propose, to be sure that this Black Sea Synergy
will have a follow-up and will bring some real results to the table.

What I think is very important for the future is for us to insist, for
our countries and for our organizations, to insist on building a new security
culture in the Black Sea. This security culture is very important, not only for
international stability and globalization, but for our own citizens.

I think that it will be very important in the future to have an agree-
ment to build a new Acquis of Security Policy. This word “acquis” is from
the French language. The idea of European “acquis communautaire” means a
certain set of norms or rules accepted by countries. If they want to establish
a community, acquis is very important to establishing and to building the
European Economic Community.

I think for our countries, if we want to build a community around
the Black Sea, it is also important to look at what I call the “New Acquis of
Security Policy” And this security policy acquis has five important elements.

The New Acquis of Security
Policy

¢ Security +Prosperity
¢ The multidimensional concept of security
¢ Focus on the citizen and the quality of life
¢ Civilian leadership and democratic control
¢ Integrated management
nationally (interagency cooperation)
and
internationally




First is the connection between security and prosperity. In our coun-
tries, we have to speak and to work very clearly on building not only security
for our countries, but also prosperity, because poverty, I think, could be a very
serious threat to our nations’ security.

The concept of security should be a multidimensional one. If you
take a country like Romania, for instance, some of the biggest threats we have
faced in the last few years came from nature, from floods and other natural
disasters, and not necessarily from abroad.

The focus of our security policy should be on the citizen. And this
is a very practical way of evaluating the quality of our security policy. If the
quality of life for the ordinary citizen is increasing, we will know that our
security policy is on the right track. But, if after some years, the quality of life
is declining, then we need to address questions regarding the quality of our
security policy.

Civilian leadership and democratic control are important. I think
integrated management is also very important for our security policies. We
need to integrate our security policy nationally, meaning, in the western
understanding, interagency cooperation. But also we need international
cooperation.

I think it is very important for the Black Sea to address the issue of
modernization of military education. Romania is a good example; we received
a lot of support from western countries on modernizing our military educa-

Modernization of military
education

+ IMET

+ ESC “George C. Marshall”
+* NATO Defence College

¢ PfP Training Center 1997

¢ Defense Resources Management
Center 1999
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tion. We still have things to do. The more we extend cooperation in the Black
Sea area in this field, the better it will be for our countries.

And there are examples in other areas. For instance, due to our loca-
tion, Romania is also involved in Central European Cooperation. For the first
time, we will have a meeting of the defense academies and colleges of Central
Europe, where we will look for ways of increasing our cooperation.

I think what can be done for the Black Sea in the future will be to
extend and to increase contacts and cooperation at the level of military educa-
tion, which could have a positive influence on interplay among our countries.
I think encouraging or having a better cooperation between the government
and the academics in our country, even establishing a partnership if possible,
could help cooperation around the Black Sea.

Government-Academic Partnership

. Policy-makers

+ Universities Think-Tanks

+ From NGO’s to Think-Tanks

In Romania we are trying to encourage a transition from non-
governmental organizations to think tanks. We try to encourage some of
the non-governmental organizations to stop producing alternative political
thinking and to start engaging in a partnership with the government. And
there are successes on promoting the interests of Romania abroad, based on
this cooperation between government and non-government organizations
or think tanks.

Finally, some challenges. One of the important challenges for the
future, I think, is the fact that the West is not in a very good situation when
it comes to leadership. What I mean by western leadership is that there are



Future challenges

*Weak western leadership
*Russia- the end of transition
*Turkey-very greatly needed!
*Transition fatigue

some important countries where, due to the political situation, we will have
elections, and until these elections are finalized and we know who is in power,
I don’t expect increased participation and initiative.

Also, I think Russia is a challenge. We are already witnessing in Mos-
cow the end of transition. In Europe, the question for many years was what
kind of Russia will we have? What path will Russia follow? We are now in
a position to say something about how Russia will be for the next years and
how we will act. We know the structure of power in Moscow. We know the
ideology. We know the culture, including the political one.

Turkey, I think is the most important country in the Black Sea for
the moment. And Turkey is needed for any kind of cooperation in the Black
Sea. Without Turkey, cooperation in the Black Sea will not be very effective. I
am underlining this fact because there are some areas where, for the moment,
Turkey is still evaluating its cooperation.

Finally, a factor which may not be very familiar for those coming
from the West, but I feel in our countries there is a kind of transition fatigue. It
is many years since our countries began this transition. Even for countries like
Romania and Bulgaria, who have already joined NATO and the EU, this kind
of fatigue is visible. And that is a factor to be taken into consideration because,
if you look at the citizen on the street, he/she is already expecting benefits and
is hoping for a different life from that of the past. The success of cooperation
in the Black Sea will be very much influenced by the attitudes of the citizens.

|39



40 |

MR. MACDOUGALL:

In all three presentations, similar threats, challenges, and dynamics
in the Black Sea and the Caspian Sea region were identified. The importance of
cooperating, to try and overcome or to meet these challenges and take advan-
tage of opportunities, was highlighted. I want to make a special note that Dr.
Fota placed importance on military education in the IMET program. I'm sure
that some of you have already taken advantage of the IMET program, but I
think within the intelligence sphere, that is a potentially very useful tool.

I would also like to echo, Doctor, your point about the importance of
Turkey. So far, we have made little mention of Turkey, but I think you are right
on the mark that Turkey, for the West, is probably the indispensable country
in the Black Sea region. We look forward to hearing from the Turks at some
point about their view.

I think we have opened up a pretty wide range of possibilities for dis-
cussion, but I would to ask General Maples, the chairman, and Mr. Clift, the
director of this symposium, if they care to make any remarks. Following that,
I will identify one or two areas where I think we could have a useful discus-
sion and maybe take a few questions.

LTG MICHAEL D. MAPLES:

We have identified a number of challenges as they are today and as
we have seen them. But I think also in the threads of what has been presented,
we see a number of opportunities that are being offered as suggestions. We
have heard those in terms of the possibility of other forums that might con-
sider these issues. We have discussed or heard of the periods of transition,
and I thought your slide on transitions was very important because we are
seeing a change in time, a transition period perhaps coming to an end and
other transitions that are taking place. Many points were brought out in these
presentations that really provide an opportunity for us to discuss further how
we can move forward in terms of cooperation. So, thank you to the members
of the panel.

COL SERGIU GUTU:

Black Sea Synergy, the communication of the European Commission,
one thing that I wanted to add is that there is money attached now. Because
when everything appears in print, you get a budget. I saw this budget already
and there is an opportunity to at least share some costs and promote Black Sea
original ideas, besides United States money.

There is another opportunity to promote ideas. The Black Sea Trust
was established, I think, last year during the Black Sea Forum for Co-opera-



tion and Partnership. This was done at the initiative of Romania. I believe it
has already started to consider some grants.

Another important point concerns the cooperation in different
spheres like think tanks and NGOs. For those who would like to know more
about that, there is a great initiative which was done by one of the manage-
ment initiatives in Brussels with the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Romania.
And I know they have already done one such integration of bringing NGOs
and think tanks together, which sometimes are much more flexible than your
governmental agencies in those countries, and much more willing to partici-
pate in and discuss particular, security issues. That would be another integra-
tion. They do an excellent job in presenting different scenarios from which
governmental agencies like yours could benefit.

So there are a lot of opportunities. What is missing in the Black Sea
is a good promotion for good cases, successful cases. There are plenty, and
we need to know about them, we need to talk about them. One of them is
the SECI Center, which is also in Bucharest. It is an excellent organization,
which already provides good records of what could be done if countries sit
down together.

This is another area where, by the way, Russia could be actively
involved. It should not be political, not about a missile shield in Europe or
something similar, but let’s say about civil emergency preparedness. This is
something where Russia could not feel threatened by the political ramifica-
tions of working together, and instead focus on avoiding, or preventing, or
dealing with the consequences of different disasters.

MR. MACDOUGALL:

There are, I think, an increasing number of forums where Black Sea
and Caspian Sea issues are discussed. These are all useful leads.

BG BRIAN KELLER:

Perhaps this is a question more for my colleagues around the table,
so I will ask your opinions on this. It seems to me, as we discuss Caspian Sea
and Black Sea security, that, beyond the Russians, someone else is missing—
the Iranians. Why would we not want to encourage, even as observers, per-
haps, a key partner in any kind of discussion on security in this region? Why
not at least consider in the future an Iranian viewpoint, even if it is from
academia or from someone else not with the government of Iran? I think it
might be useful.

More importantly, I would like to hear your thoughts and discussions
on the future. Because certainly, there are political considerations today from
my government’s perspective and, as a simple soldier, I won't get involved in
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higher ranking political decisions. I'm a soldier and will follow the orders of
my president. But I think it's important for all of you to at least contribute or
think about why, perhaps in the future, we would want to have some kind of
participation from Iran.

BG DAN PLAVITU:

I am General Plavitu, Deputy Chief of the Military Intelligence
Directorate, Romania. Thank you very much, General Keller, for raising this
point. I would like to say that we thought about this, and that it is very impor-
tant really for all of us that all the important actors are at the table to exchange
opinions and to know each other. Unfortunately, as you know, up to now, we
have no defense attaché in Iran, but we have started to open the relationship
at the intelligence and military level. And we hope that at the next meeting
we will have the occasion to invite Iranian representatives. We need to be
together with all actors.

MR. MACDOUGALL:

I might note that at the Munich Security Conference held annually,
there has, for the last two years, been an Iranian diplomat there. And there
recently have been some very interesting exchanges between him and Chan-
cellor Merkel.

But on this point, perhaps I could ask the Azeri, Armenian, or Turk-
men representatives to comment, because all three of you border Iran. Maybe
you have some views about Iran or about the utility of trying to engage Iran
on some of these security issues.

I would like to change the general focus to what we can do for the
common good of all the countries that are represented here. I do appreciate
your comments, but I would like to try and bear in mind this general observa-
tion as we continue our discussions.

DR. ATHANASIOS DROUGOS:

I am a little bit skeptical. The Iranians have a defense attaché in Ath-
ens, who comes regularly to various social events. He is deeply connected
to Ahmadinejad’s regime, and I can tell you that the last couple of years he
hasn’t produced any different thoughts or ways of asking about the American
positions and the probable Israeli reaction to the Iranian nuclear program. I
think that it is time to wait and see about the Iranians. There are three open
issues. One is the very provocative nuclear program of Iran and the continued
enrichment of uranium with more centrifuges. So we have to keep an eye on
the Iranians and what they are doing.

Second is the chance for a dialogue concerning Iraq. As we know,
there were some recent talks at the Samara summit and in Egypt, and also



some other talks to bring some kind of stabilization to certain parts of Iraq,
and attempts to open a low level dialogue between the Americans and the
Iragis with the Iranians. P'm not sure if in the end these will be successful. For
years, as you know, the Iranians have been falsifying data and deceiving, espe-
cially in the nuclear program. So I would like to see some results first coming
from the Iraqi dialogue about stabilization in Iraq. You can’t go on inviting the
Iranians to contribute on various issues because I'm not sure what they want
and how exactly they think about that. If there were to be a deterioration of
U.S.-Iranian relations, and Western relations with Iran, then what next?

So, I think that it is better to wait and see if there are any results from
the dialogue between the United States, Iraq, and Iran and other regional pow-
ers like Turkey, Egypt, and Saudi Arabia. For me, the main problem remains
the provocative statements from the Iranians concerning their enrichment
and nuclear activities and their secret programs in uranium or plutonium.

So, let’s wait and see. 'm working almost daily on the Iranian nuclear
program in Athens, following the events, and I would like to keep a distance
to see if the Iranians really want to change the balance and to be less provoca-
tive in the Gulf area and also in the global agenda.

MR. MACDOUGALL:

If I may, I would like to return to two points that came up earlier.
The first is a continuation of Professor Burghart’s discussion yesterday. I men-
tioned that in Georgia there were actual cases of interdiction of radioactive
materials. 'm wondering if the Georgian delegation is in a position to discuss
that and can offer any sort of advice we can draw on as a group. That was
a successful national event for Georgia, and we would be interested to hear
about that.

CAPT DOGAN HASAN:

I would like to touch on three points. One, with regard to the poten-
tial role for Turkey to play in terms of contributing to the Nagorno-Karabakh
issue. You mentioned that Turkey can assist in solving the conflict.

It has been described as a new and different approach to Armenia by
Turkey. Maybe it could be called stopping the isolation. In fact, Turkey was
among the first countries to recognize Armenia as a neighbor, as a neighbor-
ing country, at the beginning of the 1990s. But in the time frame since, we
have faced a number of difficulties stemming from Armenian politics
and attitudes.

The first one is the so-called Armenian genocide issue. I don’t want
to get into the details of that point. I think this table is not appropriate for a

|43



44|

discussion on that. As long as the so-called Armenian genocide claims con-
tinue, it will not be possible to open the door for Armenia.

The second problem is the recognition of the common border
between Turkey and Armenia, those border lines that were drawn by the Kars
Treaty of 1921. We need to receive clear messages that Armenia recognizes the
current border. This point should be clarified by Armenia.

The third point with which Turkey has a problem with Armenia is
the continuing occupation of Azerbaijani national territory. This should be
ended. Then there will be no problem for Turkish attitudes and its approach
to Armenia.

MR. MACDOUGALL:

I think you were fair to say that we all recognize the painful issue of
the history between Armenia and Turkey some 100 years and more ago. We
recognize that. We understand it looks very different from either side of the
border. Though I have studied this for years, I find that it is an open question.
I don’t want to go into that here, except that I will offer you a brief chance to
comment. And then I would like to move on. Perhaps we'll go back to your
questions, but try and move past these historical issues.

I appreciate the comments on both sides of this issue, and I would
like to underscore the fact that it is important within a group of this type that
you are both here and that you are able to exchange views. I hope you can speak
privately to each other and are able to take some small step forward or reach
an understanding of the way forward because, again, the frozen conflicts in
the region, I believe, are an impediment to a better future for everyone in the
region, though I don’t minimize the difficulties and the challenges in trying to
solve them. I applaud both of you for your views and for your restraint.

CAPT HASAN:

Mr. Celac suggested interaction, further interaction, much more
interaction between Black Sea Four, Black Sea Operation Harmony, and the
EU’s Coast Guard initiatives. Could you please elaborate on this point and the
modalities of the initiative?



AMBASSADOR CELAC:

By the end of this year, the European Commission is expected to
submit to the EU Council and to the European Parliament, a comprehensive
maritime policy covering two oceans and five seas that wash the littoral of
European Union countries. The Black Sea is one of the five. The new European
maritime policy, which has been in the making for the past three years and is
still being elaborated on, covers a very wide range of issues from ecological to
fisheries to the geological changes of the coastline, to safety and reliability of
navigation, to accidents, to support in case of accidents at sea, and also secu-
rity at sea. A very comprehensive document is still being developed.

One of the provisions of that communication, which for the Euro-
pean Union will probably acquire legal force, is about the European Coast
Guard Service, which is already being experimentally applied between indi-
vidual European countries sharing the same littoral. Basically, it refers to
mutual exchange of Coast Guard vessels in each other’s territorial water.

I raise this issue for reflection because of the obligations of the new
members, Bulgaria and Romania, under this future document, which will
include the commitment to Coast Guard Service. Therefore, it will be useful
for Turkey, as a future member of the European Union, to think it over and to
see whether there are incompatibilities. I don’t think there are. I think that it
does not affect the Montreux regime in any way. And I think there is compat-
ibility and room for cooperation between the concept of a European Coast
Guard Service and existing agreed-upon operations, Black Sea Four and
Operation Harmony, agreed to by the six littoral states. I know how sensitive
the Montreux issue is. And I sympathize with the Turkish position on that.

MR. MACDOUGALL:

As T have said, the value of meeting here is to understand better
how each side feels, what issues each side feels are important, and to actu-
ally explore ways that we could work together to try and promote some
common interests.
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LTG Maples presents an official gift to his counterparts from Ukraine on the last
day of the Symposium.
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LTG Maples presents an official gift to the representatives from the Republic
of Georgia, CPT Irakli Kurasbediani and COL Gochia Ratiani, and thanks them
for offering to host the next Black Sea/Caspian Sea Symposium in Batumi,
Georgia in June 2008.



AFTERNOON SESSION

Energy and Security Energy
Transport Issues in the Black Sea
and Caspian Sea Region

BG SAVU:

General Medar will be the moderator of the discussions. I am very
confident that, once again, he and his esteemed guests will present new per-
spectives on the topics of this panel, which are energy and the security of the
energy transport in the Black Sea — Caspian Sea region. Ambassador Larry
Napper of the United States, Brigadier General Vahtahg Kapanadze, sorry
for my pronunciation, sir, from Georgia, and Mr. Robert Lee Ayers from the
United Kingdom will deal with this issue.

GEN SERGIU MEDAR:

I think that isolation, for our countries and for us, is the most dan-
gerous thing. What we have to do is extend the dialogue, to talk, to express
our opinions, and to understand each other’s cultures and to understand each
other’s interests.

Today’s world is not a world of ideologies anymore, not a world of
black and white, but a world of interests, and we have to identify all of our
countries’ interests. It doesn’t matter that one country is big and another small.
Every country has the right to have its national interests and to do everything
to achieve its national interests. And we are here to try to identify all our
national interests and to put them together for the common interest, which is
very simply called peace.

The subject for this afternoon is energy and the security of energy
transport in the Black Sea and Caspian Sea. We are here as chiefs and rep-
resentatives of military intelligence. The first question should be why does
military intelligence need to discuss energy? Why not a representative of
the energy companies to discuss prices, the amount of energy in the reserves,
transportation, or the capability of transportation, and so on?

But we are here as representatives of our intelligence services because
the area of energy is always a subject of security. These areas were always trou-
bled areas. Why? Because of the crossing interests in that area of energy.
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Then why military intelligence? Militaries generally deal with, let’s
say, conflict areas with military things, with brigades, divisions, and so on.
When I speak about J-2, everybody thinks this is about combat intelligence.
But in our day, commanders cannot be isolated in a battlefield from the politi-
cal issues that happen in the battlefield. This is why we can never separate
military intelligence and security issues.

Why is energy a security issue? It has always proved to be so, even by
history. It’s a security issue from the national point of view because the lack of
energy affects national security. But it is a security issue from the internation-
al point of view because of the tendency for every country to position itself in
a very advantageous way regarding areas of energy resources.

This was underlined very clearly by the final statement from a NATO
summit from Riga when energy and the security of energy were discussed.
This means that NATO is moving a little bit from a political military alliance
to a security alliance. It doesn’t deal so much with military issues and political
issues as it will with security issues in the future. This is on one side.

On the other side, everybody is thinking about NATO enlargement,
European Union enlargement, and bringing in some of these countries. Is this
an offensive process or not? This is the question for some people.

But when we are looking for NATO enlargement, when we are look-
ing for European Union enlargement, we don’t have to see this as an alliance
enlargement. It’s a process of democracy enlargement. Not guns, not tanks,
but democracy issues.

This is coming now from West to East, but also from East to West.
This is why we have to think and why we have to see this as a democracy
enlargement.

The speech by President Putin in Munich, for me, honestly, was not
a surprise, because everything he said had been said before, on different occa-
sions by different people. But one of the things that I would like to underline
from his speech is that he said that the energy market in Russia is an open
market. He said that there are 26 or 28 Western European and American com-
panies involved in energy and transportation resources. As long as the energy
market and the transportation lines are open, it means that the Black Sea is
an open sea.

The question from the security point of view was whether the Black
Sea was an open sea or not? President Putin gave the answer. It’s an open sea
as long as the market is open to the world. This raises another question in the
way he saw it.

You know that in intelligence, it is very difficult to draw the line
between analysis and speculations. For this reason, nobody can say that from
here up to here, it’s analysis, and from here up to here it’s speculation.



My question for you, and maybe in your comments you can talk
about this, concerns what I said about the energy market being an open mar-
ket. Pipelines are an open market and, as a conclusion, the Black Sea is an
open sea. In your comments, say whether this is analysis or speculation.

I would like to underline something else. For the people who are
studying energy, the Hubert Curve is very well known. The Hubert Curve
shows how much energy production and consumption are increasing over
time and when they will start to decline. The Hubert Curve shows that some-
time around 2020 we will reach the maximum of exportation and energy
resources. In 2030, these will start to decline. It is not necessary for energy
resources to be finished; all the studies show that when an additional 15 per-
cent of the energy is used, a lot of countries will be close to collapse.

This is another subject that I would like to bring to the table. Is it true
that countries would like to position themselves regarding energy resources,
and that between 2020 and 2030, countries that are better positioned on t