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JANUSZ BUGAJSKI :  I’m going to hand over to my co-director of our U.S.-Kazakh 

OSCE taskforce, Margarita Assenova, who is actually just back from Astana.  So she’s probably 

fresher from what’s going on in Kazakhstan than anybody else.  So you can have some questions 

for her, as well.  I’m sure she has a few introductory comments.  Over to you, Margarita. 

 

MARGARITA ASSENOVA:  Good afternoon, everyone.  I will introduce our speakers 

for the second panel.  We will have their remarks and then we will open for discussion.   

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Okay, until you finish your lunch, I’m sorry, Ambassador 

Abdrakhmanov, I am going to interrupt you.  Ambassador Abdrakhmanov was appointed 

permanent representative of Kazakhstan to the OSCE mission in Vienna in December 2008, but 

before that, he was ambassador of Kazakhstan to Austria.   

 

He has served in many capacities in the course of his career, including as deputy minister 

of foreign affairs of Kazakhstan in 2006 and 2007, ambassador of Kazakhstan to Israel, 

minister/counselor of the Embassy of Kazakhstan to the United Kingdom and vice minister of 

foreign affairs of Kazakhstan in the late 1990s and early 2000.  And he was also the director of 

the department of bilateral cooperation, ministry of foreign affairs. 

 

Our second speaker today is Ambassador Istvan Gyarmati from Hungary, who was the 

chairman-in-office of OSCE at the time Hungary was chairing the organization.  He is the 

director of the International Center for Democratic Transition and senior political advisor to the 

director of the Geneva Center for the Democratic Control of Armed Forces.   

 

He is serving in different capacities, and one example is advisory board of the NATO 

Defense College in Rome and the London-based International Institute for Strategic Studies.  He 

is going to speak about the protracted conflicts and the potential of the OSCE to find consensus 

on the action plan for the organization for the next several years.  Thank you.  Ambassador 

Abdrakhmanov? 

 

AMBASSADOR KAIRAT ABDRAKHMANOV:  Thank you very much.  Ladies and 

gentlemen, dear friends, it’s my privilege today to attend one more CSIS event.  And this kind of 

invitation from – on the name of such a distinguished think tank, I am always accepting with 

great honor.  We are very thankful to both of you, dear co-chairpersons or co-presidents, for your 

tireless efforts in order to promote mutual understanding between two parts of our single world.   

 

Actually, all that my ambassador promised – he and very professional and distinguished 

speakers this morning left me without breath because they covered so professionally various 

aspects both of the OSCE chairmanship, as well as the OSCE’s role, itself.  So my task probably 



is much easier now.  As it was mentioned, I was appointed, in the end of 2008, to lead the 

permanent mission, or separate entity permanent mission of Kazakhstan to the OSCE.   

 

But for other reasons – and first and foremost, my previous capacities as ambassador to 

Austria and to other organizations in Vienna – I have been doing this kind of business for the 

OSCE since late spring of 2007.  It means that I witnessed Madrid OSCE ministerial meeting of 

2007.  I participated in drafting of the so-called Madrid commitments – renowned commitments 

– and everyone referring to these commitments while speaking about my Kazakhstan and its role 

in the OSCE under the chairmanship.   

 

In 2008, we were members of the OSCE quintet.  I remind you it was the innovation of 

the Finnish chairmanship.  Because of Madrid’s decision at that time, we defined time 

consecutive chairmanships of the OSCE, so the quintet started functioning at that time.  In 2009, 

we entered – we joined the OSCE troika.   

 

And now, after the chairmanship, we are still here.  And just also for your information, 

during the last trimester of this year – namely September, October, November, and December – 

Kazakhstan is going to chair the Forum for Security Cooperation – FSC.  And it’s also a very 

important vision for us because these four months were just on the eve of the next OSCE 

ministerial conference/council in Vilnius.  It means that we still have some business to complete 

and some things to be accomplished before the Vilnius ministerial in the immediate aftermath of 

the OSCE summit. 

 

So let me just share with you some observations from our chairmanship and from our 

experience of leading, by political means, such a very important organization.  Probably, most of 

you have paid quite an attention to some of the so-called interpretative statements made 

immediately after the doctrine of Astana commemorative declaration in Astana.  These were 

early hours on the 3
rd

 of December.  And a few moments later, I will explain to you why it was 

quite delayed.   

 

With the conclusion of the Astana summit and the doctrine of the Astana Declaration, 

there were some interpretative statements.  And well, if we’re used to have interpretative 

statements on behalf of the European Union, the United States of America, the Russian 

Federation, some like-minded countries, but this time you probably noticed the interpretative 

statements made on behalf of Romania and the Czech Republic. 

 

The lack of attention from the world mass media was disappointing because in many 

ways the summit was pertinent for the global arena. For example, today the renowned Davos 

Economic Forum is highlighted because of the explosion in the basement of one of the hotels.  

So in order to attract some attention, you need some conflict.  Or you need a conflict of interests.  

 

And disappointment expressed by the Czech Republic and Romania, to a large extent, 

between us – I am not speaking now as an ambassador because as ambassador to the OSCE, I 

understand clearly what is behind these two interpretative statements – but still, these statements 

left me puzzled.  What was behind – why these distinguished European Union member so 

deliberately intervened with their interpretative statements? 



 

And in the case of Romania, they are probably pretending to play much greater role in 

Transnistria protracted conflict area.  Probably, the Czech Republic’s expectations from the 

human rights and fundamental freedoms, if I may say, dimension of the summit, and also on 

protracted conflicts, were too high.  But at the same time, these kind of statements, by no means, 

shall prevail when we are assessing the outcome of the Astana summit. 

 

Let me just give you some examples what kind of notions and issues and taskings we lost 

due to the non-adoption of so-called Astana action plan.  So just have a look:  We, which means 

heads of states and governments, work together within the OSCE to ensure respect for freedom 

of peaceful assembly and association, including via digital technologies; ensure respect for the 

rule of law; ensure respect for freedom of expression; promote the necessary conditions for free, 

independent and pluralistic media, including by taking concrete measures to ensure the 

protection of journalists. 

 

And by the way, this notion is already among priorities of the distinguished Lithuanian 

chairmanship; considering updating existing media freedom commitments; promote broadcasting 

pluralism and support their development, and so on and so forth; ensuring viability of the 

representative for freedom of the media to follow up, and so on and so forth.   

 

I’ll just pick up on some issues related to human dimensions, but as for the second 

dimension, it was at the draft of action plan our joint strive to work toward a Maastricht-plus, as 

appropriate.  Maastricht-plus – this is a main document in our second dimension.  As for 

protracted conflict, actually, while drafting the action plan, we took the following approach in 

order to combine issues of the entire so-called conflict circle. 

 

So we were talking, in the action plan, about enhancing the analytical, early-warning and 

operational capacity of the OSCE executive structures.  We were talking about developing the 

capacity of secretariat to support the chairmanship, strengthening OSCE promotion of civil 

society support for dialogue and reconciliation, while approaching any kind of protracted 

conflict.   

 

We were talking about efficiency and effectiveness of the OSCE decision-making bodies, 

and so on and so forth.  Unfortunately, all these and many other – there are many so-called 

“parastics” (ph), “subtics” (ph),  remaining, at that time, not adopted and unattended.  What was 

the reason why we failed – by we, I mean all participating states – to adopt this action plan?  It 

was rightly mentioned now, to a large extent and from my personal perspective and experience, 

we failed only because of protracted conflicts, namely one of them: conflict in Georgia. 

 

Until 11:00 a.m. of the second of December – and Ambassador Idrissov kindly supported 

us at that time, also attending our discussion there – the news came from the Russian-American 

frontier that they failed to reach an agreement on language on Georgia.  So the Georgian 

proposal at that time was: let’s include into the action plan the following sentence:  That we are 

going to take every necessary measures in order to resolve protracted conflicts, such as in 

Georgia, Moldova and, not Nagorno-Karabakh, but probably conflict dealt with by the Minsk 

group.  



 

And as for the Transnistriaand Nagorno-Karabakh situations, it was more or less 

manageable.  And we are really very thankful to those who are involved in solving these 

conflicts.  But in the case of Georgia, Russia immediately came out with a legitimate, from their 

perspective and the perspective of those who recognize the independence of South Ossetia and 

Abkhazia opinion. That, okay, if such language will be used for Georgian language, then it must 

be reflected when talking about conflicts in South Ossetia, Abkhazia, Moldova, and so on and so 

forth.   

 

The chairmanship designated the permanent representative of Switzerland, Ambassador 

Thomas Greminger to facilitate a dialogue, for which we very thankful to him. So from the 20
th

 

of November until the end of the summit, he tried and he did his utmost best in finding a 

common language on Georgia.  But this news came, as I told you, around 11:00 a.m., just one 

hour before the scheduled closure of the summit.   

 

And from that time onward, efforts of the above-mentioned two countries, the United 

States and the Russian Federation, and the chairmanship, of course, were aimed at persuading 

and convincing the European Union – because I remind you, and if you didn’t know about it – 

the European Union voiced out their fairly strong support for a single-document political 

declaration with action plan attached to the main body of the document.   

 

And as it was also mentioned this morning, the European Union is quite an entity, with a 

27-voice household.  And some countries – as it was mentioned, Sweden, the United Kingdom, 

the Czech Republic – are legitimately concerned about the lack of attention to human dimension, 

namely to human rights and fundamental freedoms.   

 

And from 11:00 to late evening or early morning of the 3
rd

 of December, it took 

enormous efforts on behalf of the chairmanship and all other states concerned in order to bring us 

to a common understanding.  Otherwise, with such a so-called action plan – exact name of which 

is the Astana framework for action – we could move our organization advanced into the current 

hierarchy with other international organizations.   

 

But nevertheless it is a pity for me since it was the common baby of the permanent 

council and preparatory committee and all the ambassadors of participating states who finally 

reached an agreement on almost 95 percent, except for the Georgian and protracted-conflict 

language. I wonder when we will have next chance to attend to all these issues. And it also took 

efforts from the chairmanship to convince Turkmenistan, Belarus, the Russian Federation and 

some other countries, for whom all of the quoted notions are of utmost importance.   

 

But from that point of view, we are always really thankful to our CIS and Central Asian 

partners and friends for enormous support, which they extended to the Kazakh chairmanship.  

And even Uzbekistan, for it was also quite a crucial moment to include their position on 

Afghanistan in the declaration. 

 

And if you will go back to the text of the declaration and article X, in particular 

paragraph 10, when you see the following wording:  “In particular, we underscore the need to 



contribute effectively, based on the capacity and national interests of each participating state, to 

collective efforts to promote Afghanistan.”  So namely, these words – “based on the capacity and 

national interests of each participating states” – this exactly language was proposed by 

Uzbekistan.   

 

And I believe it was one of demonstrations to what extent we could be flexible and 

cooperative when all participating states accepted this proposal.  And now, it is here.  Because 

before then, there were some speculations that some participating states might block any moves 

on behalf of our organization towards Afghanistan.  Thus, Afghanistan is a significant success in 

the declaration.  

 

Our language on emerging transnational threats – TNTs – is present. Unambiguous 

reaffirmation of all OSCE norms, principles and commitments are there.  More than two times 

the so-called language of the Moscow document or Moscow mechanisms reflected in the text of 

the declaration.  And Michael [Haltzel], now, in an excellent way, actually presented to you that 

dimension of our activity there.   

 

Commitment to increase efforts to resolve existing conflicts in the OSCE area – also, it is 

here.  The vibrant dialogue among civil society and governments was promoted via the three 

review conferences and the parallel NGO forum.  And by the way, it is now time that we can’t 

leave any single proposals made during the summit, during the NGO forum or review 

conferences – we can’t leave them unattended.  

 

Individual leaders made very interesting proposals.  I’d just invite you to have a look at 

the statement of the president of Turkmenistan.  He was saying about the so-called forum for 

security in the Caspian region.  So let’s think about it, as well – not just only to criticize this 

country for lingering issues in human rights and fundamental freedoms, but let’s listen to them.  

Let’s understand what their expectations are from this organization.  And it was quite a vivid 

example.  And when president of this country reflected on some undoubtedly very accurate 

issues, Uzbek foreign minister also raised some issues of their concerns.  Other leaders also 

reflected quite widely and covered quite a wide scope of issues. 

 

One of my president’s mentioned initiatives was about the possible establishment of a so-

called security institute in our area.  And we are ready to provide Astana as the main venue for a 

security institute.  It is a sort of think tank, which is to be based very close to main arena of 

TNTs.   

 

And at least my mission proposed in Astana to consider opportunity to involve 

Nazarbayev University – newly established international university – as a sort of umbrella for 

this project.  And I think that we would be more than happy if such think tanks like CSIS and 

others, those who are represented here by you, my dear colleagues, will participate. 

 

Another initiative put forward by my president was the document on tolerance in the new 

decade: non-discrimination in our world.  One more thing I can’t escape is the effectiveness of 

our organization and legal status.  And to that end, we are thankful, again, for constructive 

approach on behalf of some participating states, and especially the United States.   



 

And the United States delegation was very supportive.  Especially about the ongoing 

dispute of whether we shall have convention or charter, convention first, followed by charter, or 

just the two together as the Russian Federation wanted.  But the effectiveness and legal-status 

notions are also in the text of our declaration.   

 

So it was impossible even to imagine, some time ago, that Moscow’s 

mechanism/language would be reflected for the first time in history on such a high level during 

the summit.  And it was also impossible to imagine the legal-status and effectiveness notions to 

be reflected in such a quite explicit way in the Astana commemorative declaration.   

 

Just to give you an example of how difficult it was to find common understanding, in first 

paragraph of our document, we are referring to some anniversaries – Helsinki Act, Charter of 

Paris.  Until last moment – until the early morning of the 2
nd

 of December – Belarus was 

insisting on including, in light of all these anniversaries, 65
th

 anniversary of the end of the 

Second World War.   

 

Coming back to Georgian language, it is still in my notes.  The Russian Federation did 

their utmost – and I witnessed, personally, how Foreign Minister Lavrov, after CSTO 

consultations, instructed his delegation, and I really admired and I would love all our foreign 

ministers to know in such details of OSCE business like Minister Lavrov, for example – and the 

Russians finally agreed to mention Georgia in the action plan. 

 

For instance, one of the options was Georgia/Geneva discussions, Moldova/five-plus-two 

format, followed by others.  On conflict in Georgia, protracted conflicts, including Georgia, 

Moldova and so on and so forth, but at the same, Georgian delegation was also very constructive, 

I would say, because there were some issues, like IDPs – internally displaced population – 

common language was found.  It was an issue of – just let me have a look at my – ah, withdrawal 

of foreign forces, withdrawal of forces.  Understanding was also there. 

 

Promotion of dialogue, which was the Georgian proposal, between Georgia and the 

Russian Federation on a high level.  Finally, Georgia agreed not to insist too much on it and they 

agreed to mention just to promote dialogue between Georgia and Russia on all levels. The OSCE 

was very close in restoring a meaningful presence of the organization in Georgia.   

 

But coming back to that protracted conflicts, we can’t ignore national interests.  Of 

course, we shall understand situation of countries that lost their territories.  And we believe that 

during the current and following chairmanships, our organization will do its utmost in order to 

tackle these kinds of issues. 

 

So we are shoulder-to-shoulder with our Lithuanian chairmanship, with our friends.  

Actually, Kazakhstan and Lithuania are enjoying excellent relations since our common past. And 

during preparation for the OSCE chairmanship, we even conducted some joint trainings.  

Members of our taskforce and embassies know each other personally.  And again, as a troika 

member, we are going to promote chairmanship’s priorities.   

 



Our chairmanship benefited greatly from our Central Asian location, as well.  The crisis 

in Kyrgyzstan was, I believe, tackled in quite a wise manner.  I’ll remind you that it was here, in 

Washington, where my president, President Obama, President Medvedev had a chance to talk 

about the situation there last spring.  And it was my president who also assisted in finding a 

solution for the escape of President Bakiyev from the territory of Kyrgyzstan because if he was 

to stay there, possible scenario was, at that time, unpredictable. 

 

But at the same time, it was impossible, believe me, to respect our Kyrgyz friends, 

brothers and sisters.  It was impossible to include them into the Astana – to the text of 

declaration because this kind of conflict and crisis in Kyrgyzstan was of a completely different 

nature.  Our Kyrgyz friends requested, as one of the distinguished participating states, not to 

focus too much attention on this conflict.  And the participating states agreed to the request 

demonstrating their constructiveness.  

 

Security issues, climate change - all these issues, which still have political background, 

and misunderstanding among certain participating states will remain on our agenda.  And even 

more, for energy security, as one of the countries who are trying to play some role in this sector, 

we are very much interested in promoting it. And coming back to the organization’s status, I 

wonder if it is failing one – the latest decision was to close the Minsk office.  

 

But at the same time, we want, we wish and we must do our utmost in order to keep 

Belarus, or any other countries without OSCE field presence, onboard because I can’t imagine, 

any security or any dialogue on energy security, on environmental areas, on human dimension, 

first dimension without Belarus.  So let’s continue to work and to have them be heavily engaged 

and our agenda will be heavily saturated by all these kind of issues in the coming months and 

months. 

 

By the end of this year, we have, actually, quite a direct tasking from the summit and its 

document to do our utmost in order to modernize Vienna document.  That’s why our 

chairmanship for the FSC, in the last trimester of this year, is becoming also quite a responsible 

mission.  So if I am limited in time, I will stop here.  If not, I have, still, some messages to 

deliver.  But maybe we will give, now, time to Istvan.  Okay, thank you. 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Thank you very much, Ambassador Abdrakhmanov.  That was such a 

fascinating account about what happened behind closed doors in the negotiations at the summit.  

The Astana declaration is really a program document, to a large extent, outlining what is ahead 

of the organization.   

 

And now I’m turning to Ambassador Gyarmati, who is also a professor of military 

science.  And he was instrumental – he was head of the taskforce in Hungary in developing the 

Hungarian national military strategy.  He has extensive knowledge about the OSCE and he is 

going to talk about whether we are going to be able to achieve agreement on this 5 percent 

remaining of the action plan and end up with an action plan in Vilnius in December.  Thank you. 

 

ISTVAN GYARMATI:  Thank you very much.  Thanks, everybody.  I think it’s a – 

(inaudible) – for everybody to come to this meeting today in this weather.  It shows that the 



OSCE is staying interesting for some people – those who really know how important it is, or 

could be or should be, for European security. 

 

MR. :  (Off mic, laughter.) 

 

MS. :  (Off mic.) 

 

MR. GYARMATI:  Anyway, so I wanted to start with this, to tell you that one of the big 

advantages, one of the big, very positive features of the OSCE is that, if you look at the state of 

the OSCE and where OSCE stands, what are the problems, resolved and unresolved in the 

OSCE, you get a pretty good picture of European security.  And if you look at the current 

situation, the Astana summit, it tells us that there are three kinds of problems/issues in Europe. 

 

One group is where we do agree.  And there are several of these issues, like fighting 

against terrorism, et cetera.  Behind the scenes, we also agree that – we can say very clearly that 

European security is becoming more and more dependent on China.  So I think we have 

agreement on some large strategic issues.  We don’t agree, necessarily, how to deal with them, 

but we do agree that they are there and we should somehow find a way to cooperate. 

 

The second group of issues is where we pretend to agree, but we really don’t.  And this is 

the notion of, basically, what democracy means, the notion of human rights.  I mean, one of the 

big advantages, as the ambassador quoted, of the Astana action plan would have been the 

reconfirmation of the commitments.   

 

I’m, in principle, not very happy with reconfirmations because I don’t think commitments 

need to be reconfirmed – they are either there or they are not – but what I was very skeptical 

about when I was watching the events in the Astana summit is that no reconfirmation of the 

commitments would have caused those who have ignored, systematically, those commitments 

not to ignore them.   

 

And no reconfirmation would cause those who are interested in those agreements to do 

more for their implementation in some other countries.  So I think it’s a nice – it would be a nice 

document.  I mean, this part would be very nice to have, but I have a real skeptical approach to 

the effects that they would have in Europe. 

 

And thirdly, there are issues where we clearly disagree.  And I think Astana has revealed 

– not that we didn’t know – but it has revealed some basic disagreements.  One of the 

disagreements is that a bigger part of the European countries is happy with the current European 

security status quo.  There are a few countries, especially one, which is very unhappy with the 

current status quo, and especially unhappy with the status quo in what I could call the gray zone 

between current NATO and EU members and Russia. 

 

And therefore, I think the most important strategic disagreement within Europe, or 

between Russia and the NATO/European Union, is about the gray zone.  How do we deal with 

those things?  There is a fundamental difference in the approach.  The Western part – EU, NATO 

countries – do not want to rule these countries, do not want to impose their will.   



 

They, of course, have strategic – or we, of course, have strategic interests there.  But I 

think the way of promoting them is rather through cooperation then new alliances.  I would say 

that we don’t even go far enough by offering them enough. 

 

I for one, I’m very much trying to push, for instance, the European Union to have a 

meaningful summit with the Eastern Partnerships countries, including an offer that the best 

performing members of the Eastern Partnerships should be offered an exit from the Eastern 

Partnership towards membership, towards association.  I’m not sure everybody will agree with 

this but I think that’s the logic of the Eastern Partnership.  Otherwise, it’s a dead-end street – 

might be better paved than the others but it’s still a dead-end street. 

 

So that part of Europe is satisfied with the status quo, wants to strengthen the status quo 

in the gray zone, while Russia wants to change it.  And I think there has been a significant 

change in the Russian approach towards these countries and Russia is now more in a regime-

change mood – perhaps they learned it here in this city a few years ago.  But Russia is more in a 

regime-change mood than it has ever been before – I mean, since the fall of the Soviet Union.  

Actually, even then they wanted to change the regime even less than today. 

 

So I think Russia wants to basically get these countries back, not in a Soviet-type of 

unified country but under – get them and keep them under very close control and install regimes 

or half-install regimes which agree with this and are cooperative.   

 

And this approach is very important, not only in quotation marks only for strategic 

reasons but also because that gives us some guidance.  What are the prospectives of resolving the 

protracted conflicts?  And I think as long as this contradiction between the two parts, especially 

the Russian approach prevails, we have very little chance to solve the protracted conflicts 

because the way to exert more influence, to improve, to strengthen their influence or to maintain 

their influence is through the conflicts. 

 

The best example for this is Moldova.  Moldova is not Georgia.  Moldova has borders to 

Europe, to the European Union – it doesn’t border to Russia.  So the Abkhaz solution is not 

available.  But as long as we agree that the Transnistrian conflict – the solution of the 

Transnistrian conflict is a matter of priority, we use it – so to say, we, the Europeans, use it as a 

kind of an excuse not even to negotiate Moldovan association with the European Union, let alone 

talk about much more cooperation with NATO.  We basically give the Russian – the Russians – 

the Russian government the leverage over Moldova. 

 

Of course, the solution would be to get Transnistria back and the Russian troops out.  But 

I don’t think that’s, at this point, a realistic option.  My view is that we should lower our 

expectations and talk less about the immediate solution of the conflict in Transnistria because 

that would reduce the leverage of Mr. Smirnov and Mr. Putin in Moldova. 

 

And I think the Transnistrian conflict to be – we know what will be the solution of the 

Transnistrian conflict.  We don’t know how to get there and when we will get there.  I mean, if 

you look at the economy, 75 percent of trade of Transnistria is between Transnistria and the 



European Union through Moldova, not Russia, not Ukraine but through Moldova.  I’m not 

talking about the illegal trade which is through Ukraine and Moldova and through mostly – and 

Russia.  So we know where the economic interests lie.  I think we know the solution. 

 

Nagorno-Karabakh is different.  Nagorno-Karabakh, I think, is a protracted conflict but 

it’s – we don’t talk too much about it but it’s getting closer to being unfrozen and not the 

peaceful way – not the good way.   

 

We hear more and more talk about a new war.  We see the influx of weapons into most 

countries, I think, more and more in the past years.  There is a little change that before, the 

Russians were selling more weapons to the Armenians than to the Azeris.  Now I think it’s 

balanced.  So I think we are – if nothing happens, we are moving just in the right direction – the 

wrong direction with Nagorno-Karabakh.   

 

And of course, the conflicts in Georgia – and I think we make sure they agree that this is 

conflicts in Georgia, without any reservations – can be very – I mean, we can do very little to 

solve them because we have a fundamental disagreement, as you know.  And on the name of the 

conflict – is it in Georgia or not in Georgia? – reflects this fundamental disagreement. 

 

I think we need to, also, to analyze a little what we have done in the past and what we 

have done wrong because it teaches us how not to repeat our mistakes.  And let me give you – I 

just have the – this publication in front of me about the CFE Treaty but that’s not the reason why 

I speak about the CFE Treaty and it’s also not the reason that I love the CFE Treaty, being one of 

the drafters of the treaty.  But the way we handle the CFE Treaty and used or didn’t use it in the 

past almost 20 years is very, very instructive and we still didn’t learn it. 

 

We have tolerated Russian violation of the treaty for a long time and then we thought we 

can solve it, so to say, without calling it a violation:  by introducing a political commitment in 

Istanbul at the Istanbul OSCE Summit, saying which was a huge mistake because it undermined 

the legal commitment of the CFE Treaty.   

 

I think we can – some people, some young people, legal scholars can write 10, 15 Ph.D.s 

about the difference between legal and political commitment.  We don’t know, really, the 

difference.  We know both commitments should be kept but we know that legal commitments are 

stronger than political commitments.  Now, if you start moving away from legal commitments to 

political commitments, it does not only undermine the legal commitment but it also gives a sign 

that you are moving away from a strong commitment towards a soft commitment. 

 

We made it even worse in – (inaudible) – when we agreed even to water down the 

political commitment and then we didn’t do too much about it, instead of insisting on the legal 

commitment.  And that’s really close to my heart because the sentence in the CFE Treaty that is 

about the non-stationing without consent is my sentence.  I wrote it 30 years ago so I – of course, 

I didn’t think about Moldova; I was thinking about Soviet troops in Hungary that time, but still 

it’s a good sentence. 

 



So I think it’s very important now to recognize that looking for a compromise at any 

price sometimes undermines our interests.  And that’s what we were doing in Istanbul and that’s 

what we are doing even more in – (inaudible). 

 

The second thing I wanted to mention is about, really, conditionality.  The European 

Union loves conditionality, which I agree with in principle.  The problem is that with 

conditionality, we achieve what dictators really want because we threaten them not to do what 

they don’t want us to do and then when they don’t do what they need – they should do, we do 

what they really love.   

 

So we don’t – in the case of the adapted CFE Treaty, I think the nonratification of the 

unadopted CFE Treaty was very welcome by the Soviets or Russians, whoever, because they 

don’t like the CFE Treaty.  So we threaten them and did something that they really wanted to do 

– we fall into the traps and we are still there. 

 

We also did not react, I think, to the so-called suspension of the CFE Treaty.  There is no 

suspension of the CFE Treaty!  It’s illegal nonsense; it’s political nonsense too.  But we just 

agreed like this.  Okay, the Soviets or the Russians suspend it, fine – why not?   

 

So I think we – we really need to think much more strategically on these issues.  And it’s 

not only about Russia –I could tell other things – but that’s the main issue.   

 

So what is the way ahead for the OSCE?  The OSCE, I think, is again becoming a very 

important platform because the only place where we can have a meaningful dialogue is the 

OSCE.   

 

Those who suggest that the NATO-Russia Council should be the place for meaningful 

dialogue are very wrong – very wrong because there only can be a meaningful dialogue in the 

NATO-Russia Council when NATO doesn’t act as an alliance, when it is not the 28-plus-one but 

29, formed by the Russians, really – (they like ?). 

 

But I ask you what kind of an alliance is an alliance that negotiates with anybody outside 

the alliance on the basis of a country-by-country basis, not as an alliance?  Then nothing remains 

of the alliance if they do so.   

 

I’m very optimistic because I think it will never happen in the NATO-Russia Council but 

it shouldn’t.  So therefore, there will be no political dialogue – not to mention that the NATO-

Russia Council doesn’t involve such unimportant countries like Georgia and Ukraine in the 

dialogue.  So I think we should use the OSCE for a dialogue.   

 

I think the Medvedev proposal – I laughed at Medvedev’s proposal because when I read 

it, first time, I felt 20 years younger because that’s what I – when I first read this proposal.  At 

that time it was Gorbachev’s proposal, I think, and historians told me there was a stand-in 

proposal which was also very similar to this.  

 



But that’s, I think, basically the most important advantage of the proposal, apart from the 

dialogue that it launched.  And there I see a little progress on the Russian side, too – that they are 

moving away from insisting on legalistic approaches and moving towards a more comprehensive 

approach towards European security.  In the Corfu Process, the most important part is not the 

result but the process and I think that’s what we should keep alive, also, achieving some concrete 

results but probably not necessarily within that dialogue but the results and being enabled by the 

dialogue. 

 

I think the CFE Treaty, for instance, can only be salvaged if we come to some better 

agreement about Europeans.  What do we mean by security – European security or security 

community in Europe?  And I would insist that the CFE Treaty is still very important for me for 

several reasons but I just want to name one:  I really doubt that if the CFE Treaty would collapse, 

that we would be able, in the near future, to achieve agreement on tactical nuclear weapons and 

that’s a very important issue.  The CFE Treaty alone:  We could say, okay, we can live without 

the CFE Treaty – that I would regret.  But I think we really have to move forward on tactical 

nuclear weapons and that’s almost impossible if the CFE Treaty would collapse. 

 

So I think – what is necessary?  The key is – the key to progress is not in Moscow.  The 

key to progress is in Brussels and in Washington.  But I think the key is to find an approach, a 

negotiating position, if you like, which we all share and which we all share in terms of what are 

the strategic challenges, what are the areas where we can be partners with others, including with 

Russia, what are the principles on the basis of which we can develop strategic partnerships and 

what are the – what is the role of human rights and this whole human dimension in this equation. 

 

 I don’t think that we can move towards a strategic partnership, so to say, with Russia, like 

the one the United States has with Saudi Arabia – that Saudi Arabia has, I think, a more nasty – 

there is nobody here from Saudi Arabia?  Okay – a more nasty regime than Iran, but it is still the 

strategic ally of the United States vis-à-vis Iran, which is the right thing to do in the Middle East.  

I don’t think we can do this and I don’t think we should do this in Europe.  We are beyond that 

point.  We cannot do this in Europe. 

 

 So I think we really need to move forward and I’m happy to see that this policy has 

started to change here in Washington – not yet in Brussels, fully – that the comprehensive 

approach towards our relationship with Russia and some other countries will prevail.   

 

I think in this respect, the Kazakh chairmanship of the OSCE was very useful because it 

was not a chairmanship with spectacular successes but it was not due to the Kazakhs – it was due 

to the situation.  Nobody could have achieved spectacular successes this year.  And I think all the 

fears and concerns that many people had before the Kazakh chairmanship started didn’t 

materialize.   

 

I think it was a – it was a good chairmanship.  Of course, the circumstances are not the 

best but the Kazakhs did, I think, very well under those circumstances and in some cases, like 

handling the Kyrgyzstan conflict or whatever, they did extremely well.  So I think now we know 

that there are some countries who can do well. 

 



I’m not as happy with the – sorry to say – with the internal situation in Kazakhstan as I 

am with the performance of Kazakhstan in the chairmanship but I think we still need to 

recognize how successful it was and it brought a new dimension, a new perspective to the OSCE, 

which I think we should not lose in the future. 

 

So what are the – just trying to answer your question – what are the prospects for the 

adoption of the action plan in Vilnius?  I think they are close to zero, just to be very diplomatic.  

But frankly speaking, I am not very sad that they are not because – I mean, I’m now not in the 

government so I can say so – I’m really fed up with the situation where we pretend that we do 

something and we don’t.   

 

We pretend we have this general approach to human rights in Europe and everybody is in 

compliance with OSCE commitments – and half of the states are not.  And I don’t want to go 

into details because I’m Hungarian but some – not only Eastern European countries don’t.  There 

are some others.  So when – let me be nasty to some others – when a country thinks that the best 

way of dealing with the Roma problem is to send them home, this is not full compliance with the 

OSCE principles.  And I could go on and on and on. 

 

The second or third issue where the OSCE, I think, has a role is elections.  I think we 

need to return to our very, very strong, serious approach to elections because more and more, 

elections are contested even in Europe.  If you look at a country south of Hungary, little country 

that we invited to join NATO and has now the bloody remonstrations in the streets of the capital, 

that’s not a – because of the flawed elections – it’s not a good sign. 

 

When we condemn Lukashenko rightly for the flawed elections but we had no word 

about the even more flawed elections in Russia, that’s not a good sign.  So I think we should put 

more emphasis on election monitoring and on at least telling more or less the truth about the 

outcome of elections. 

 

We have also good signs:  Moldova is an extremely positive example.  For Moldova, I 

think, we – again, the key to Moldova’s success is today not in Moldova; it’s in Brussels and in 

Budapest and in Bucharest.  So I think we need to pay more attention to that too. 

 

So I think we have no chance to have a serious action plan except we drop the part of the 

action plan which is controversial which I think would be a mistake.  But we shouldn’t be very 

sad about it because what the action plan contains in terms of realistic, pragmatic steps – we can 

do it without the action plan, too.   

 

And I think instead of only concentrating on the action plan, raising the hopes that we can 

have a comprehensive document and then being disappointed again and again and again, it 

would be much better to find what we can do – what we can do in concrete of the action plan –

and then try to concentrate on those steps that can be made rather than the ones that we would 

love to be made.  Thank you. 

 

MS. :  Thank you very much.  I would like to open for discussion now.  Please ask 

your questions to all of the panelists. 



 

MR. :  I think they’re exhausted. 

 

MS. :  (Chuckles.)  Please.  Introduce yourself. 

 

Q:  Mishad Abchesh (ph) with the Embassy of Georgia.  Let me first of all thank CSIS 

for organizing this very –  

 

First of all, thank you very much, Mr. Bugajski and CSIS, for organizing this very 

important event on OSCE and things Kazakh chair should aim for, all of its efforts to make 

OSCE more relevant to today’s current security of Europe and Euro-Atlantic area.  But 

unfortunately we are not there yet and the Astana Summit clearly demonstrated the existence of 

fundamental problems.   

 

Thanks, Ambassador, for very eloquently presenting the details, how the negotiations 

went and who was against for what and I want to express my gratitude for those countries who 

stood together with Georgia in defending the fundamental principles of inviolability of the 

border of sovereign country. 

 

And the failure of the Action Plan was quite a natural process.  So we all know from 

where this challenge comes.  It’s Russian Federation who tries to continue its – I would say quite 

an irresponsible behavior in the international arena and I want to pose one question to our 

panelists.   

 

So does Russia feel enough pressure or sufficient pressure from the international 

community to become more constructive, to sit at the table and to do its best for the European 

and Euro-Atlantic security?  Thank you. 

 

MICHAEL HALTZEL (?):  Well thank you, yeah – (chuckles) – I think thank you, 

Janusz.  It’s almost a “do you still beat your wife” question.  I mean, obviously from the 

standpoint of the United States and the standpoint of the West, the standpoint of Georgia, the 

answer obviously is no because Russia hasn’t changed its policy.   

 

I mean, that’s just so – the real question is how one exerts pressure and there are tradeoffs 

and, you know, I should say I was at a dinner the other night with your national security advisor 

when this question came up and an American at the dinner was brutally frank. 

 

And he said what everybody knows, is the United States will certainly support Georgia, 

probably more vociferously and in concrete terms than any other county will.  I think that’s true.  

But the fact is in terms of our national security interests, it’s way down on our priority list and, 

you know, we’re fighting a war in Afghanistan.  We’re getting out of a war in Iraq.  We have 

terrorism, you know, every which way.  We have energy problems.  We have – we all know this 

and we will do as much as we can.   

 

We’ll certainly block things like an action plan that doesn’t mention Georgia.  We will 

continue at every bilateral meeting with the Russians – I can attest to this personally – to bring it 



up and say that the recognition of South Ossetia and Abkhazia is null and void and the continued 

occupation, violation of the August 2008 agreements – we’ll do all that.   

 

But you know, are we going to break off relations with Russia over Georgia?  No.  I 

mean, that’s just not going to happen and it’s a – my own feeling is, you know, somebody coined 

the wonderful phrase “strategic patience” which is essentially it’s valid although it’s essentially 

kicking the can down the road and saying, you know, not going to happen overnight.   

 

But the simple fact is, somebody asked – somebody brought up the question of the 

reunification of Germany and said, do you think that the reunification of Germany ever could 

have happened if it hadn’t been for NATO and the American nuclear umbrella.  And the answer 

is of course no.   

 

But I would say also that the reunification of Germany never could have happened, no 

matter whether NATO is strong, whether an umbrella, all that, but it never could have happened 

if the West Germans had not built a society that was manifestly more attractive to anybody 

whose IQ was above room temperature than the East German one was and that’s the other side of 

the Georgian issue.   

 

There are no perfect parallels and I’m not saying that Abkhazia and South Ossetia is the 

same as East Germany.  But to the extent – and I know – I know about the national histories, the 

ethnic hatreds.  And believe me, I understand this.  But the fact remains the best strategy for 

Georgia is to rely on the United States and other friendly countries to be sure that there’s not 

another invasion, which is no small thing.   

 

So in that sense there is an umbrella and in the meantime continue to perfect your 

democracy which I think you’re doing.  I don’t think you get enough credit for it in Europe for 

example.  I mean, compared to the neighborhood, you’re golden for heaven’s sakes and even by 

so-called, you know, Western standards, I think you’re doing very well, surprisingly well, if I 

may say so.   

 

You don’t get enough credit for it.  Continue to build a real democracy in the sense that 

we know it in the West.  Continue to build your economy.  Continue to have a civil society that 

is vibrant and slowly but surely, I guess I’d have to be optimistic here, the folks in – maybe not 

South Ossetia which is essentially 30,000 – I mean, I’m just going to write off South Ossetia.  

We all know what that is.   

 

Abkhazia is different and I think that with all – in spite of all the tensions between the 

Abkhaz and the Georgians, in spite of kicking out Georgians which is – I mean, I love when the 

Russians say, if you bring up Georgia we’ll bring up Kosovo.  I told the Russian head of the 

delegation, bring it on.  I’d love to compare the two.   

 

But the fact is there is bitterness there and in all fairness to the Abkhaz there was a 

massacre in Sukhumi by Gamsakhurdi people, terrible thing.  There are all kinds of problems.  

But the fact is I at least retain enough confidence in the good sense of the Abkhaz that maybe if 



Georgia continues on the positive path that I think it’s on, and you name the years, I don’t know, 

you know if it’s 10, 20, five.  I’m not sure how many it will be.   

 

It’s going to dawn on a lot of people there that maybe in the context of a revamped 

federal Georgia that gives Abkhazia a good deal of autonomy in the things that they want to 

have, maybe they’ll have a better life if they come to terms with that.   

 

That’s my vision.  It may be unduly optimistic.  But I think that – I don’t think we’re 

going to be able to just put some kind of magical pressure on the Russians and overnight they’re 

going to just say, no, we – you know, we made a mistake.  Now we’re going to withdraw and 

we’re going to be friendly.  That’s not going to happen. 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Maybe Ambassador Courtney would like to add something to this? 

 

WILLIAM COURTNEY:  As a former ambassador in Georgia, let me give more of a 

tough love message.  My sense is that – well, let me go back one step.  When the first Chechen 

war started, President Shevardnadze cautioned President Yeltsin, be careful about what you’ve 

started in Chechnya because you may have started something that will go well beyond and of 

course today we see that.   

 

I think Paul Goble had an excellent piece just the other day in The Jamestown report 

about the discussion now in Moscow that is emerging that they might in fact lose the North 

Caucasus.  My sense is that the fate of Abkhazia is going to be determined more by the extent to 

which Russia sees retention of Abkhazia and is willing to commit force – views retention of 

Abkhazia as a strategic asset.   

 

The Black Sea Fleet is located in the wrong place.  A good part of it is going to relocate 

to a naval base in Ochamchire in Abkhazia so Russia can more easily protect its own oil exports 

and intimidate oil exports through Georgia.  So that will be one dimension and then the other 

dimension is how does the North Caucasus evolve.  

 

Does it end up evolving as an independent entity one way or another and it’s important to 

remember that the Abkhaz are a North Caucasian people, not a South Caucasian people.  So my 

sense is that the future of Abkhazia is likely going to depend more on how Russia defends what 

it perceives as its strategic interests and if you will a warm-water port at Ochamchire and on the 

evolution of North Caucasus than on what Georgia does itself. 

 

And that is a different message than we gave Georgia when I was there in the mid-1990s.  

Then we gave the message that Mike just pointed out that the best thing Georgia could do, would 

be to reform itself and make itself more attractive.  Georgia did do that but the other part of the 

message that we gave was that Georgia should open up economic and transportation relations 

with Abkhazia so that there will be more stakeholders in Abkhazia who want a closer 

relationship with Georgia.   

 

Georgia decided not to do that and so as a result there are very few stakeholders in 

Abkhazia today who have an interest – a keen interest in returning to be part of Georgia.  So I 



think time has gone beyond that.  I wish it were still true but I think now the issue is Russia’s 

military strategic interests and the evolution of North Caucasus. 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Thank you.  Please, you have questions, comments?  Please share 

them with us.  Everybody’s tired?  Ambassador Abdrakhmanov? 

 

Q:  This is actually a follow-up to comments made with regard to what my Georgian 

brother said now.  May I just again quote some sentence from our common Astana 

commemorative declaration?  So these are, again, heads of our states and governments and heads 

of delegations who are saying that we are determined to work together to fully realize the vision 

of a comprehensive, cooperative and indivisible security community throughout the shared 

OSCE area.   

 

And also they say that it should unite all OSCE participating states across the Euro-

Atlantic and Eurasia region, free of dividing lines, conflicts, spheres of influence and zones with 

different levels of security.   

 

So I believe this is – well, needless to say that it was for the first time that in the OSCE 

family we reflected in such a way on that notion of security community.  But it is once again 

bringing us to the understanding that we need consistency.  We need pragmatism.  We need 

responsibility in order to implement this undoubtedly very well-drafted and nice wording.   

 

So that’s – and by the way, these words of consistency and pragmatism I took from some 

American newspapers.  These are ways journalists or some observers describe President Obama.  

So that he proved that he is consistent in his policy and he is a pragmatist.  So probably it is on 

the eve of his bid for the second term in the office.   

 

But I like these words and it is – I would give the same characteristic to my president 

who is also very consistent, very pragmatic and realistic in putting forward many initiatives to 

develop my nation to some new stage of its development.  So thank you. 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Mike has a comment. 

 

MR. HALTZEL:  Yeah, I’d just like to return to the Caucasus briefly and say, you know, 

Bill gave a terrific realpolitik discussion, taking it further.  And in that regard, I’d like – it’s 

shame Jeff just had to leave, Jeff McCausland.  I wanted to go back to his wonderful PowerPoint 

presentation on CFE.   

 

There was one thing he didn’t talk about and it just happens to be the only arms control 

thing that I’ve ever had anything to do with and it had to do with the flank.  There was actually a 

CFE flank document in the late 1990s.  I think it was ’98 if I’m not mistaken in which we 

basically made concessions to the Russian Federation. 

 

And since it was an amendment to a treaty, it had to be ratified by the U.S. Senate and I 

was in charge of getting it through the Senate.  The vote was 100 to nothing.  This was after the 

first war in Chechnya.  I bring this up only because it gives the lie to Prime Minster Putin’s 



revision of history which he first stated four years ago at the Munich security conference and 

which now is, you know, he would like to have hardened into concrete.   

 

It’s completely false, the idea that the United States opposed Russia, tried to strangle the 

infant in its cradle and, you know, forgetting about our emergency food aid which essentially 

forestalled famine the first winter after independence which Russian commentators have 

acknowledged.   

 

But here, I mean, we had a hundred to nothing ratification.  We knew very well what it 

could mean if there would be a second Chechnya war which there was.  But we still did it 

because we wanted to support what we – what in retrospect looks like a pretty good democracy 

in Russia in those days.  And that’s important.   

 

The other thing I should have said about the virtue of Georgia’s continuing its democratic 

evolution is that if you want to get foreign direct investment to help your economy, that’s like the 

“Good Housekeeping” seal of approval.  I mean, and that has all sorts of implications for social 

stability and cohesion and so for that reason – I mean, aside from the intrinsic benefit of having a 

democracy, if you believe in democracy, that’s also terribly important.   

 

But again, to go back to what Bill said, I mean, I fear Russia is completely clueless on 

how to handle the – what amounts to an insurgency in Ingushetia and elsewhere in the North 

Caucasus and, you know, I’m not happy about that and thank you, Istvan, for your usual terrific 

presentation.  All right, well I’ll stop, obviously we have time constraints. 

 

MR. COURTNEY:  Let me just add one point.  I completely agree with what Mike just 

said.  Someone said, well, why don’t we give the Russians General Petraeus’ counterinsurgency 

manual?  The problem is Russian military forces have no training, no capacity even to implement 

something like that.  So Mike is exactly right.  They’re just stuck and they have no strategy. 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Do we have more comments or questions?  Okay, let me – do you 

have a comment? 

 

MR. BUGAJSKI:  I have a very last comment but if you want to say – 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Okay, I just wanted to say this is the last conference of our OSCE 

series that we’ve conducted in the last two years and I think if nothing else we increased the 

prestige of OSCE in this town.  It’s more talked about than ever before I think in public forums.  

And I think this should continue because the organization should be relevant, should be much 

more relevant than it is now. 

 

And I believe it is doing a very, very good job in the human dimension, in some security 

initiatives and there are some stumbling blocks on the way that with goodwill and more pressure 

on Russia I believe eventually some of these issues would be resolved.  Thank you. 

 

MR. BUGAJSKI:  Thank you, Margarita.  My last word before we reach for our shovels, 

and that’s not to bury the OSCE – (chuckles) – but to emerge from the snow which we still have 



to do.  Let me just say this, and I said this more or less at the last conference, major conference 

that we had with Kazakhstan.   

 

I continue to be truly impressed by the openness of the Kazakh government to 

international criticism.  I really cannot think of any government, quite frankly, that’s been so 

criticized for its internal questions, internal problems that would be so open to international 

criticism of its internal decision-making.  

 

And that to me speaks volumes of how much Astana values the relationship with 

Washington, which is a very important pillar of its multi-vector or balanced security and foreign 

policy.   

 

And this is something I think that we will try and continue to develop, that strong 

understanding bilateral relations between Kazakhstan and Washington because also, very lastly, I 

think Kazakhstan has helped to put Central Asia on the map, much more firmly on the map, on 

the European map and on the transatlantic map, indicating, underscoring the opportunities but 

also the problems that are faced in that region and how important that region is to our security.   

 

So working with the Kazakh government, hopefully we can continue to develop good 

relations.  Thank you very much and thank you all very much for coming and see you next time.  

We’ll keep you informed 

 

(END) 
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JANUSZ BUGAJSKI :  I’m going to hand over to my co-director of our U.S.-Kazakh 

OSCE taskforce, Margarita Assenova, who is actually just back from Astana.  So she’s probably 

fresher from what’s going on in Kazakhstan than anybody else.  So you can have some questions 

for her, as well.  I’m sure she has a few introductory comments.  Over to you, Margarita. 

 

MARGARITA ASSENOVA:  Good afternoon, everyone.  I will introduce our speakers 

for the second panel.  We will have their remarks and then we will open for discussion.   

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Okay, until you finish your lunch, I’m sorry, Ambassador 

Abdrakhmanov, I am going to interrupt you.  Ambassador Abdrakhmanov was appointed 

permanent representative of Kazakhstan to the OSCE mission in Vienna in December 2008, but 

before that, he was ambassador of Kazakhstan to Austria.   

 

He has served in many capacities in the course of his career, including as deputy minister 

of foreign affairs of Kazakhstan in 2006 and 2007, ambassador of Kazakhstan to Israel, 

minister/counselor of the Embassy of Kazakhstan to the United Kingdom and vice minister of 

foreign affairs of Kazakhstan in the late 1990s and early 2000.  And he was also the director of 

the department of bilateral cooperation, ministry of foreign affairs. 

 

Our second speaker today is Ambassador Istvan Gyarmati from Hungary, who was the 

chairman-in-office of OSCE at the time Hungary was chairing the organization.  He is the 

director of the International Center for Democratic Transition and senior political advisor to the 

director of the Geneva Center for the Democratic Control of Armed Forces.   

 

He is serving in different capacities, and one example is advisory board of the NATO 

Defense College in Rome and the London-based International Institute for Strategic Studies.  He 

is going to speak about the protracted conflicts and the potential of the OSCE to find consensus 

on the action plan for the organization for the next several years.  Thank you.  Ambassador 

Abdrakhmanov? 

 

AMBASSADOR KAIRAT ABDRAKHMANOV:  Thank you very much.  Ladies and 

gentlemen, dear friends, it’s my privilege today to attend one more CSIS event.  And this kind of 

invitation from – on the name of such a distinguished think tank, I am always accepting with 

great honor.  We are very thankful to both of you, dear co-chairpersons or co-presidents, for your 

tireless efforts in order to promote mutual understanding between two parts of our single world.   

 

Actually, all that my ambassador promised – he and very professional and distinguished 

speakers this morning left me without breath because they covered so professionally various 

aspects both of the OSCE chairmanship, as well as the OSCE’s role, itself.  So my task probably 



is much easier now.  As it was mentioned, I was appointed, in the end of 2008, to lead the 

permanent mission, or separate entity permanent mission of Kazakhstan to the OSCE.   

 

But for other reasons – and first and foremost, my previous capacities as ambassador to 

Austria and to other organizations in Vienna – I have been doing this kind of business for the 

OSCE since late spring of 2007.  It means that I witnessed Madrid OSCE ministerial meeting of 

2007.  I participated in drafting of the so-called Madrid commitments – renowned commitments 

– and everyone referring to these commitments while speaking about my Kazakhstan and its role 

in the OSCE under the chairmanship.   

 

In 2008, we were members of the OSCE quintet.  I remind you it was the innovation of 

the Finnish chairmanship.  Because of Madrid’s decision at that time, we defined time 

consecutive chairmanships of the OSCE, so the quintet started functioning at that time.  In 2009, 

we entered – we joined the OSCE troika.   

 

And now, after the chairmanship, we are still here.  And just also for your information, 

during the last trimester of this year – namely September, October, November, and December – 

Kazakhstan is going to chair the Forum for Security Cooperation – FSC.  And it’s also a very 

important vision for us because these four months were just on the eve of the next OSCE 

ministerial conference/council in Vilnius.  It means that we still have some business to complete 

and some things to be accomplished before the Vilnius ministerial in the immediate aftermath of 

the OSCE summit. 

 

So let me just share with you some observations from our chairmanship and from our 

experience of leading, by political means, such a very important organization.  Probably, most of 

you have paid quite an attention to some of the so-called interpretative statements made 

immediately after the doctrine of Astana commemorative declaration in Astana.  These were 

early hours on the 3
rd

 of December.  And a few moments later, I will explain to you why it was 

quite delayed.   

 

With the conclusion of the Astana summit and the doctrine of the Astana Declaration, 

there were some interpretative statements.  And well, if we’re used to have interpretative 

statements on behalf of the European Union, the United States of America, the Russian 

Federation, some like-minded countries, but this time you probably noticed the interpretative 

statements made on behalf of Romania and the Czech Republic. 

 

The lack of attention from the world mass media was disappointing because in many 

ways the summit was pertinent for the global arena. For example, today the renowned Davos 

Economic Forum is highlighted because of the explosion in the basement of one of the hotels.  

So in order to attract some attention, you need some conflict.  Or you need a conflict of interests.  

 

And disappointment expressed by the Czech Republic and Romania, to a large extent, 

between us – I am not speaking now as an ambassador because as ambassador to the OSCE, I 

understand clearly what is behind these two interpretative statements – but still, these statements 

left me puzzled.  What was behind – why these distinguished European Union member so 

deliberately intervened with their interpretative statements? 



 

And in the case of Romania, they are probably pretending to play much greater role in 

Transnistria protracted conflict area.  Probably, the Czech Republic’s expectations from the 

human rights and fundamental freedoms, if I may say, dimension of the summit, and also on 

protracted conflicts, were too high.  But at the same time, these kind of statements, by no means, 

shall prevail when we are assessing the outcome of the Astana summit. 

 

Let me just give you some examples what kind of notions and issues and taskings we lost 

due to the non-adoption of so-called Astana action plan.  So just have a look:  We, which means 

heads of states and governments, work together within the OSCE to ensure respect for freedom 

of peaceful assembly and association, including via digital technologies; ensure respect for the 

rule of law; ensure respect for freedom of expression; promote the necessary conditions for free, 

independent and pluralistic media, including by taking concrete measures to ensure the 

protection of journalists. 

 

And by the way, this notion is already among priorities of the distinguished Lithuanian 

chairmanship; considering updating existing media freedom commitments; promote broadcasting 

pluralism and support their development, and so on and so forth; ensuring viability of the 

representative for freedom of the media to follow up, and so on and so forth.   

 

I’ll just pick up on some issues related to human dimensions, but as for the second 

dimension, it was at the draft of action plan our joint strive to work toward a Maastricht-plus, as 

appropriate.  Maastricht-plus – this is a main document in our second dimension.  As for 

protracted conflict, actually, while drafting the action plan, we took the following approach in 

order to combine issues of the entire so-called conflict circle. 

 

So we were talking, in the action plan, about enhancing the analytical, early-warning and 

operational capacity of the OSCE executive structures.  We were talking about developing the 

capacity of secretariat to support the chairmanship, strengthening OSCE promotion of civil 

society support for dialogue and reconciliation, while approaching any kind of protracted 

conflict.   

 

We were talking about efficiency and effectiveness of the OSCE decision-making bodies, 

and so on and so forth.  Unfortunately, all these and many other – there are many so-called 

“parastics” (ph), “subtics” (ph),  remaining, at that time, not adopted and unattended.  What was 

the reason why we failed – by we, I mean all participating states – to adopt this action plan?  It 

was rightly mentioned now, to a large extent and from my personal perspective and experience, 

we failed only because of protracted conflicts, namely one of them: conflict in Georgia. 

 

Until 11:00 a.m. of the second of December – and Ambassador Idrissov kindly supported 

us at that time, also attending our discussion there – the news came from the Russian-American 

frontier that they failed to reach an agreement on language on Georgia.  So the Georgian 

proposal at that time was: let’s include into the action plan the following sentence:  That we are 

going to take every necessary measures in order to resolve protracted conflicts, such as in 

Georgia, Moldova and, not Nagorno-Karabakh, but probably conflict dealt with by the Minsk 

group.  



 

And as for the Transnistriaand Nagorno-Karabakh situations, it was more or less 

manageable.  And we are really very thankful to those who are involved in solving these 

conflicts.  But in the case of Georgia, Russia immediately came out with a legitimate, from their 

perspective and the perspective of those who recognize the independence of South Ossetia and 

Abkhazia opinion. That, okay, if such language will be used for Georgian language, then it must 

be reflected when talking about conflicts in South Ossetia, Abkhazia, Moldova, and so on and so 

forth.   

 

The chairmanship designated the permanent representative of Switzerland, Ambassador 

Thomas Greminger to facilitate a dialogue, for which we very thankful to him. So from the 20
th

 

of November until the end of the summit, he tried and he did his utmost best in finding a 

common language on Georgia.  But this news came, as I told you, around 11:00 a.m., just one 

hour before the scheduled closure of the summit.   

 

And from that time onward, efforts of the above-mentioned two countries, the United 

States and the Russian Federation, and the chairmanship, of course, were aimed at persuading 

and convincing the European Union – because I remind you, and if you didn’t know about it – 

the European Union voiced out their fairly strong support for a single-document political 

declaration with action plan attached to the main body of the document.   

 

And as it was also mentioned this morning, the European Union is quite an entity, with a 

27-voice household.  And some countries – as it was mentioned, Sweden, the United Kingdom, 

the Czech Republic – are legitimately concerned about the lack of attention to human dimension, 

namely to human rights and fundamental freedoms.   

 

And from 11:00 to late evening or early morning of the 3
rd

 of December, it took 

enormous efforts on behalf of the chairmanship and all other states concerned in order to bring us 

to a common understanding.  Otherwise, with such a so-called action plan – exact name of which 

is the Astana framework for action – we could move our organization advanced into the current 

hierarchy with other international organizations.   

 

But nevertheless it is a pity for me since it was the common baby of the permanent 

council and preparatory committee and all the ambassadors of participating states who finally 

reached an agreement on almost 95 percent, except for the Georgian and protracted-conflict 

language. I wonder when we will have next chance to attend to all these issues. And it also took 

efforts from the chairmanship to convince Turkmenistan, Belarus, the Russian Federation and 

some other countries, for whom all of the quoted notions are of utmost importance.   

 

But from that point of view, we are always really thankful to our CIS and Central Asian 

partners and friends for enormous support, which they extended to the Kazakh chairmanship.  

And even Uzbekistan, for it was also quite a crucial moment to include their position on 

Afghanistan in the declaration. 

 

And if you will go back to the text of the declaration and article X, in particular 

paragraph 10, when you see the following wording:  “In particular, we underscore the need to 



contribute effectively, based on the capacity and national interests of each participating state, to 

collective efforts to promote Afghanistan.”  So namely, these words – “based on the capacity and 

national interests of each participating states” – this exactly language was proposed by 

Uzbekistan.   

 

And I believe it was one of demonstrations to what extent we could be flexible and 

cooperative when all participating states accepted this proposal.  And now, it is here.  Because 

before then, there were some speculations that some participating states might block any moves 

on behalf of our organization towards Afghanistan.  Thus, Afghanistan is a significant success in 

the declaration.  

 

Our language on emerging transnational threats – TNTs – is present. Unambiguous 

reaffirmation of all OSCE norms, principles and commitments are there.  More than two times 

the so-called language of the Moscow document or Moscow mechanisms reflected in the text of 

the declaration.  And Michael [Haltzel], now, in an excellent way, actually presented to you that 

dimension of our activity there.   

 

Commitment to increase efforts to resolve existing conflicts in the OSCE area – also, it is 

here.  The vibrant dialogue among civil society and governments was promoted via the three 

review conferences and the parallel NGO forum.  And by the way, it is now time that we can’t 

leave any single proposals made during the summit, during the NGO forum or review 

conferences – we can’t leave them unattended.  

 

Individual leaders made very interesting proposals.  I’d just invite you to have a look at 

the statement of the president of Turkmenistan.  He was saying about the so-called forum for 

security in the Caspian region.  So let’s think about it, as well – not just only to criticize this 

country for lingering issues in human rights and fundamental freedoms, but let’s listen to them.  

Let’s understand what their expectations are from this organization.  And it was quite a vivid 

example.  And when president of this country reflected on some undoubtedly very accurate 

issues, Uzbek foreign minister also raised some issues of their concerns.  Other leaders also 

reflected quite widely and covered quite a wide scope of issues. 

 

One of my president’s mentioned initiatives was about the possible establishment of a so-

called security institute in our area.  And we are ready to provide Astana as the main venue for a 

security institute.  It is a sort of think tank, which is to be based very close to main arena of 

TNTs.   

 

And at least my mission proposed in Astana to consider opportunity to involve 

Nazarbayev University – newly established international university – as a sort of umbrella for 

this project.  And I think that we would be more than happy if such think tanks like CSIS and 

others, those who are represented here by you, my dear colleagues, will participate. 

 

Another initiative put forward by my president was the document on tolerance in the new 

decade: non-discrimination in our world.  One more thing I can’t escape is the effectiveness of 

our organization and legal status.  And to that end, we are thankful, again, for constructive 

approach on behalf of some participating states, and especially the United States.   



 

And the United States delegation was very supportive.  Especially about the ongoing 

dispute of whether we shall have convention or charter, convention first, followed by charter, or 

just the two together as the Russian Federation wanted.  But the effectiveness and legal-status 

notions are also in the text of our declaration.   

 

So it was impossible even to imagine, some time ago, that Moscow’s 

mechanism/language would be reflected for the first time in history on such a high level during 

the summit.  And it was also impossible to imagine the legal-status and effectiveness notions to 

be reflected in such a quite explicit way in the Astana commemorative declaration.   

 

Just to give you an example of how difficult it was to find common understanding, in first 

paragraph of our document, we are referring to some anniversaries – Helsinki Act, Charter of 

Paris.  Until last moment – until the early morning of the 2
nd

 of December – Belarus was 

insisting on including, in light of all these anniversaries, 65
th

 anniversary of the end of the 

Second World War.   

 

Coming back to Georgian language, it is still in my notes.  The Russian Federation did 

their utmost – and I witnessed, personally, how Foreign Minister Lavrov, after CSTO 

consultations, instructed his delegation, and I really admired and I would love all our foreign 

ministers to know in such details of OSCE business like Minister Lavrov, for example – and the 

Russians finally agreed to mention Georgia in the action plan. 

 

For instance, one of the options was Georgia/Geneva discussions, Moldova/five-plus-two 

format, followed by others.  On conflict in Georgia, protracted conflicts, including Georgia, 

Moldova and so on and so forth, but at the same, Georgian delegation was also very constructive, 

I would say, because there were some issues, like IDPs – internally displaced population – 

common language was found.  It was an issue of – just let me have a look at my – ah, withdrawal 

of foreign forces, withdrawal of forces.  Understanding was also there. 

 

Promotion of dialogue, which was the Georgian proposal, between Georgia and the 

Russian Federation on a high level.  Finally, Georgia agreed not to insist too much on it and they 

agreed to mention just to promote dialogue between Georgia and Russia on all levels. The OSCE 

was very close in restoring a meaningful presence of the organization in Georgia.   

 

But coming back to that protracted conflicts, we can’t ignore national interests.  Of 

course, we shall understand situation of countries that lost their territories.  And we believe that 

during the current and following chairmanships, our organization will do its utmost in order to 

tackle these kinds of issues. 

 

So we are shoulder-to-shoulder with our Lithuanian chairmanship, with our friends.  

Actually, Kazakhstan and Lithuania are enjoying excellent relations since our common past. And 

during preparation for the OSCE chairmanship, we even conducted some joint trainings.  

Members of our taskforce and embassies know each other personally.  And again, as a troika 

member, we are going to promote chairmanship’s priorities.   

 



Our chairmanship benefited greatly from our Central Asian location, as well.  The crisis 

in Kyrgyzstan was, I believe, tackled in quite a wise manner.  I’ll remind you that it was here, in 

Washington, where my president, President Obama, President Medvedev had a chance to talk 

about the situation there last spring.  And it was my president who also assisted in finding a 

solution for the escape of President Bakiyev from the territory of Kyrgyzstan because if he was 

to stay there, possible scenario was, at that time, unpredictable. 

 

But at the same time, it was impossible, believe me, to respect our Kyrgyz friends, 

brothers and sisters.  It was impossible to include them into the Astana – to the text of 

declaration because this kind of conflict and crisis in Kyrgyzstan was of a completely different 

nature.  Our Kyrgyz friends requested, as one of the distinguished participating states, not to 

focus too much attention on this conflict.  And the participating states agreed to the request 

demonstrating their constructiveness.  

 

Security issues, climate change - all these issues, which still have political background, 

and misunderstanding among certain participating states will remain on our agenda.  And even 

more, for energy security, as one of the countries who are trying to play some role in this sector, 

we are very much interested in promoting it. And coming back to the organization’s status, I 

wonder if it is failing one – the latest decision was to close the Minsk office.  

 

But at the same time, we want, we wish and we must do our utmost in order to keep 

Belarus, or any other countries without OSCE field presence, onboard because I can’t imagine, 

any security or any dialogue on energy security, on environmental areas, on human dimension, 

first dimension without Belarus.  So let’s continue to work and to have them be heavily engaged 

and our agenda will be heavily saturated by all these kind of issues in the coming months and 

months. 

 

By the end of this year, we have, actually, quite a direct tasking from the summit and its 

document to do our utmost in order to modernize Vienna document.  That’s why our 

chairmanship for the FSC, in the last trimester of this year, is becoming also quite a responsible 

mission.  So if I am limited in time, I will stop here.  If not, I have, still, some messages to 

deliver.  But maybe we will give, now, time to Istvan.  Okay, thank you. 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Thank you very much, Ambassador Abdrakhmanov.  That was such a 

fascinating account about what happened behind closed doors in the negotiations at the summit.  

The Astana declaration is really a program document, to a large extent, outlining what is ahead 

of the organization.   

 

And now I’m turning to Ambassador Gyarmati, who is also a professor of military 

science.  And he was instrumental – he was head of the taskforce in Hungary in developing the 

Hungarian national military strategy.  He has extensive knowledge about the OSCE and he is 

going to talk about whether we are going to be able to achieve agreement on this 5 percent 

remaining of the action plan and end up with an action plan in Vilnius in December.  Thank you. 

 

ISTVAN GYARMATI:  Thank you very much.  Thanks, everybody.  I think it’s a – 

(inaudible) – for everybody to come to this meeting today in this weather.  It shows that the 



OSCE is staying interesting for some people – those who really know how important it is, or 

could be or should be, for European security. 

 

MR. :  (Off mic, laughter.) 

 

MS. :  (Off mic.) 

 

MR. GYARMATI:  Anyway, so I wanted to start with this, to tell you that one of the big 

advantages, one of the big, very positive features of the OSCE is that, if you look at the state of 

the OSCE and where OSCE stands, what are the problems, resolved and unresolved in the 

OSCE, you get a pretty good picture of European security.  And if you look at the current 

situation, the Astana summit, it tells us that there are three kinds of problems/issues in Europe. 

 

One group is where we do agree.  And there are several of these issues, like fighting 

against terrorism, et cetera.  Behind the scenes, we also agree that – we can say very clearly that 

European security is becoming more and more dependent on China.  So I think we have 

agreement on some large strategic issues.  We don’t agree, necessarily, how to deal with them, 

but we do agree that they are there and we should somehow find a way to cooperate. 

 

The second group of issues is where we pretend to agree, but we really don’t.  And this is 

the notion of, basically, what democracy means, the notion of human rights.  I mean, one of the 

big advantages, as the ambassador quoted, of the Astana action plan would have been the 

reconfirmation of the commitments.   

 

I’m, in principle, not very happy with reconfirmations because I don’t think commitments 

need to be reconfirmed – they are either there or they are not – but what I was very skeptical 

about when I was watching the events in the Astana summit is that no reconfirmation of the 

commitments would have caused those who have ignored, systematically, those commitments 

not to ignore them.   

 

And no reconfirmation would cause those who are interested in those agreements to do 

more for their implementation in some other countries.  So I think it’s a nice – it would be a nice 

document.  I mean, this part would be very nice to have, but I have a real skeptical approach to 

the effects that they would have in Europe. 

 

And thirdly, there are issues where we clearly disagree.  And I think Astana has revealed 

– not that we didn’t know – but it has revealed some basic disagreements.  One of the 

disagreements is that a bigger part of the European countries is happy with the current European 

security status quo.  There are a few countries, especially one, which is very unhappy with the 

current status quo, and especially unhappy with the status quo in what I could call the gray zone 

between current NATO and EU members and Russia. 

 

And therefore, I think the most important strategic disagreement within Europe, or 

between Russia and the NATO/European Union, is about the gray zone.  How do we deal with 

those things?  There is a fundamental difference in the approach.  The Western part – EU, NATO 

countries – do not want to rule these countries, do not want to impose their will.   



 

They, of course, have strategic – or we, of course, have strategic interests there.  But I 

think the way of promoting them is rather through cooperation then new alliances.  I would say 

that we don’t even go far enough by offering them enough. 

 

I for one, I’m very much trying to push, for instance, the European Union to have a 

meaningful summit with the Eastern Partnerships countries, including an offer that the best 

performing members of the Eastern Partnerships should be offered an exit from the Eastern 

Partnership towards membership, towards association.  I’m not sure everybody will agree with 

this but I think that’s the logic of the Eastern Partnership.  Otherwise, it’s a dead-end street – 

might be better paved than the others but it’s still a dead-end street. 

 

So that part of Europe is satisfied with the status quo, wants to strengthen the status quo 

in the gray zone, while Russia wants to change it.  And I think there has been a significant 

change in the Russian approach towards these countries and Russia is now more in a regime-

change mood – perhaps they learned it here in this city a few years ago.  But Russia is more in a 

regime-change mood than it has ever been before – I mean, since the fall of the Soviet Union.  

Actually, even then they wanted to change the regime even less than today. 

 

So I think Russia wants to basically get these countries back, not in a Soviet-type of 

unified country but under – get them and keep them under very close control and install regimes 

or half-install regimes which agree with this and are cooperative.   

 

And this approach is very important, not only in quotation marks only for strategic 

reasons but also because that gives us some guidance.  What are the prospectives of resolving the 

protracted conflicts?  And I think as long as this contradiction between the two parts, especially 

the Russian approach prevails, we have very little chance to solve the protracted conflicts 

because the way to exert more influence, to improve, to strengthen their influence or to maintain 

their influence is through the conflicts. 

 

The best example for this is Moldova.  Moldova is not Georgia.  Moldova has borders to 

Europe, to the European Union – it doesn’t border to Russia.  So the Abkhaz solution is not 

available.  But as long as we agree that the Transnistrian conflict – the solution of the 

Transnistrian conflict is a matter of priority, we use it – so to say, we, the Europeans, use it as a 

kind of an excuse not even to negotiate Moldovan association with the European Union, let alone 

talk about much more cooperation with NATO.  We basically give the Russian – the Russians – 

the Russian government the leverage over Moldova. 

 

Of course, the solution would be to get Transnistria back and the Russian troops out.  But 

I don’t think that’s, at this point, a realistic option.  My view is that we should lower our 

expectations and talk less about the immediate solution of the conflict in Transnistria because 

that would reduce the leverage of Mr. Smirnov and Mr. Putin in Moldova. 

 

And I think the Transnistrian conflict to be – we know what will be the solution of the 

Transnistrian conflict.  We don’t know how to get there and when we will get there.  I mean, if 

you look at the economy, 75 percent of trade of Transnistria is between Transnistria and the 



European Union through Moldova, not Russia, not Ukraine but through Moldova.  I’m not 

talking about the illegal trade which is through Ukraine and Moldova and through mostly – and 

Russia.  So we know where the economic interests lie.  I think we know the solution. 

 

Nagorno-Karabakh is different.  Nagorno-Karabakh, I think, is a protracted conflict but 

it’s – we don’t talk too much about it but it’s getting closer to being unfrozen and not the 

peaceful way – not the good way.   

 

We hear more and more talk about a new war.  We see the influx of weapons into most 

countries, I think, more and more in the past years.  There is a little change that before, the 

Russians were selling more weapons to the Armenians than to the Azeris.  Now I think it’s 

balanced.  So I think we are – if nothing happens, we are moving just in the right direction – the 

wrong direction with Nagorno-Karabakh.   

 

And of course, the conflicts in Georgia – and I think we make sure they agree that this is 

conflicts in Georgia, without any reservations – can be very – I mean, we can do very little to 

solve them because we have a fundamental disagreement, as you know.  And on the name of the 

conflict – is it in Georgia or not in Georgia? – reflects this fundamental disagreement. 

 

I think we need to, also, to analyze a little what we have done in the past and what we 

have done wrong because it teaches us how not to repeat our mistakes.  And let me give you – I 

just have the – this publication in front of me about the CFE Treaty but that’s not the reason why 

I speak about the CFE Treaty and it’s also not the reason that I love the CFE Treaty, being one of 

the drafters of the treaty.  But the way we handle the CFE Treaty and used or didn’t use it in the 

past almost 20 years is very, very instructive and we still didn’t learn it. 

 

We have tolerated Russian violation of the treaty for a long time and then we thought we 

can solve it, so to say, without calling it a violation:  by introducing a political commitment in 

Istanbul at the Istanbul OSCE Summit, saying which was a huge mistake because it undermined 

the legal commitment of the CFE Treaty.   

 

I think we can – some people, some young people, legal scholars can write 10, 15 Ph.D.s 

about the difference between legal and political commitment.  We don’t know, really, the 

difference.  We know both commitments should be kept but we know that legal commitments are 

stronger than political commitments.  Now, if you start moving away from legal commitments to 

political commitments, it does not only undermine the legal commitment but it also gives a sign 

that you are moving away from a strong commitment towards a soft commitment. 

 

We made it even worse in – (inaudible) – when we agreed even to water down the 

political commitment and then we didn’t do too much about it, instead of insisting on the legal 

commitment.  And that’s really close to my heart because the sentence in the CFE Treaty that is 

about the non-stationing without consent is my sentence.  I wrote it 30 years ago so I – of course, 

I didn’t think about Moldova; I was thinking about Soviet troops in Hungary that time, but still 

it’s a good sentence. 

 



So I think it’s very important now to recognize that looking for a compromise at any 

price sometimes undermines our interests.  And that’s what we were doing in Istanbul and that’s 

what we are doing even more in – (inaudible). 

 

The second thing I wanted to mention is about, really, conditionality.  The European 

Union loves conditionality, which I agree with in principle.  The problem is that with 

conditionality, we achieve what dictators really want because we threaten them not to do what 

they don’t want us to do and then when they don’t do what they need – they should do, we do 

what they really love.   

 

So we don’t – in the case of the adapted CFE Treaty, I think the nonratification of the 

unadopted CFE Treaty was very welcome by the Soviets or Russians, whoever, because they 

don’t like the CFE Treaty.  So we threaten them and did something that they really wanted to do 

– we fall into the traps and we are still there. 

 

We also did not react, I think, to the so-called suspension of the CFE Treaty.  There is no 

suspension of the CFE Treaty!  It’s illegal nonsense; it’s political nonsense too.  But we just 

agreed like this.  Okay, the Soviets or the Russians suspend it, fine – why not?   

 

So I think we – we really need to think much more strategically on these issues.  And it’s 

not only about Russia –I could tell other things – but that’s the main issue.   

 

So what is the way ahead for the OSCE?  The OSCE, I think, is again becoming a very 

important platform because the only place where we can have a meaningful dialogue is the 

OSCE.   

 

Those who suggest that the NATO-Russia Council should be the place for meaningful 

dialogue are very wrong – very wrong because there only can be a meaningful dialogue in the 

NATO-Russia Council when NATO doesn’t act as an alliance, when it is not the 28-plus-one but 

29, formed by the Russians, really – (they like ?). 

 

But I ask you what kind of an alliance is an alliance that negotiates with anybody outside 

the alliance on the basis of a country-by-country basis, not as an alliance?  Then nothing remains 

of the alliance if they do so.   

 

I’m very optimistic because I think it will never happen in the NATO-Russia Council but 

it shouldn’t.  So therefore, there will be no political dialogue – not to mention that the NATO-

Russia Council doesn’t involve such unimportant countries like Georgia and Ukraine in the 

dialogue.  So I think we should use the OSCE for a dialogue.   

 

I think the Medvedev proposal – I laughed at Medvedev’s proposal because when I read 

it, first time, I felt 20 years younger because that’s what I – when I first read this proposal.  At 

that time it was Gorbachev’s proposal, I think, and historians told me there was a stand-in 

proposal which was also very similar to this.  

 



But that’s, I think, basically the most important advantage of the proposal, apart from the 

dialogue that it launched.  And there I see a little progress on the Russian side, too – that they are 

moving away from insisting on legalistic approaches and moving towards a more comprehensive 

approach towards European security.  In the Corfu Process, the most important part is not the 

result but the process and I think that’s what we should keep alive, also, achieving some concrete 

results but probably not necessarily within that dialogue but the results and being enabled by the 

dialogue. 

 

I think the CFE Treaty, for instance, can only be salvaged if we come to some better 

agreement about Europeans.  What do we mean by security – European security or security 

community in Europe?  And I would insist that the CFE Treaty is still very important for me for 

several reasons but I just want to name one:  I really doubt that if the CFE Treaty would collapse, 

that we would be able, in the near future, to achieve agreement on tactical nuclear weapons and 

that’s a very important issue.  The CFE Treaty alone:  We could say, okay, we can live without 

the CFE Treaty – that I would regret.  But I think we really have to move forward on tactical 

nuclear weapons and that’s almost impossible if the CFE Treaty would collapse. 

 

So I think – what is necessary?  The key is – the key to progress is not in Moscow.  The 

key to progress is in Brussels and in Washington.  But I think the key is to find an approach, a 

negotiating position, if you like, which we all share and which we all share in terms of what are 

the strategic challenges, what are the areas where we can be partners with others, including with 

Russia, what are the principles on the basis of which we can develop strategic partnerships and 

what are the – what is the role of human rights and this whole human dimension in this equation. 

 

 I don’t think that we can move towards a strategic partnership, so to say, with Russia, like 

the one the United States has with Saudi Arabia – that Saudi Arabia has, I think, a more nasty – 

there is nobody here from Saudi Arabia?  Okay – a more nasty regime than Iran, but it is still the 

strategic ally of the United States vis-à-vis Iran, which is the right thing to do in the Middle East.  

I don’t think we can do this and I don’t think we should do this in Europe.  We are beyond that 

point.  We cannot do this in Europe. 

 

 So I think we really need to move forward and I’m happy to see that this policy has 

started to change here in Washington – not yet in Brussels, fully – that the comprehensive 

approach towards our relationship with Russia and some other countries will prevail.   

 

I think in this respect, the Kazakh chairmanship of the OSCE was very useful because it 

was not a chairmanship with spectacular successes but it was not due to the Kazakhs – it was due 

to the situation.  Nobody could have achieved spectacular successes this year.  And I think all the 

fears and concerns that many people had before the Kazakh chairmanship started didn’t 

materialize.   

 

I think it was a – it was a good chairmanship.  Of course, the circumstances are not the 

best but the Kazakhs did, I think, very well under those circumstances and in some cases, like 

handling the Kyrgyzstan conflict or whatever, they did extremely well.  So I think now we know 

that there are some countries who can do well. 

 



I’m not as happy with the – sorry to say – with the internal situation in Kazakhstan as I 

am with the performance of Kazakhstan in the chairmanship but I think we still need to 

recognize how successful it was and it brought a new dimension, a new perspective to the OSCE, 

which I think we should not lose in the future. 

 

So what are the – just trying to answer your question – what are the prospects for the 

adoption of the action plan in Vilnius?  I think they are close to zero, just to be very diplomatic.  

But frankly speaking, I am not very sad that they are not because – I mean, I’m now not in the 

government so I can say so – I’m really fed up with the situation where we pretend that we do 

something and we don’t.   

 

We pretend we have this general approach to human rights in Europe and everybody is in 

compliance with OSCE commitments – and half of the states are not.  And I don’t want to go 

into details because I’m Hungarian but some – not only Eastern European countries don’t.  There 

are some others.  So when – let me be nasty to some others – when a country thinks that the best 

way of dealing with the Roma problem is to send them home, this is not full compliance with the 

OSCE principles.  And I could go on and on and on. 

 

The second or third issue where the OSCE, I think, has a role is elections.  I think we 

need to return to our very, very strong, serious approach to elections because more and more, 

elections are contested even in Europe.  If you look at a country south of Hungary, little country 

that we invited to join NATO and has now the bloody remonstrations in the streets of the capital, 

that’s not a – because of the flawed elections – it’s not a good sign. 

 

When we condemn Lukashenko rightly for the flawed elections but we had no word 

about the even more flawed elections in Russia, that’s not a good sign.  So I think we should put 

more emphasis on election monitoring and on at least telling more or less the truth about the 

outcome of elections. 

 

We have also good signs:  Moldova is an extremely positive example.  For Moldova, I 

think, we – again, the key to Moldova’s success is today not in Moldova; it’s in Brussels and in 

Budapest and in Bucharest.  So I think we need to pay more attention to that too. 

 

So I think we have no chance to have a serious action plan except we drop the part of the 

action plan which is controversial which I think would be a mistake.  But we shouldn’t be very 

sad about it because what the action plan contains in terms of realistic, pragmatic steps – we can 

do it without the action plan, too.   

 

And I think instead of only concentrating on the action plan, raising the hopes that we can 

have a comprehensive document and then being disappointed again and again and again, it 

would be much better to find what we can do – what we can do in concrete of the action plan –

and then try to concentrate on those steps that can be made rather than the ones that we would 

love to be made.  Thank you. 

 

MS. :  Thank you very much.  I would like to open for discussion now.  Please ask 

your questions to all of the panelists. 



 

MR. :  I think they’re exhausted. 

 

MS. :  (Chuckles.)  Please.  Introduce yourself. 

 

Q:  Mishad Abchesh (ph) with the Embassy of Georgia.  Let me first of all thank CSIS 

for organizing this very –  

 

First of all, thank you very much, Mr. Bugajski and CSIS, for organizing this very 

important event on OSCE and things Kazakh chair should aim for, all of its efforts to make 

OSCE more relevant to today’s current security of Europe and Euro-Atlantic area.  But 

unfortunately we are not there yet and the Astana Summit clearly demonstrated the existence of 

fundamental problems.   

 

Thanks, Ambassador, for very eloquently presenting the details, how the negotiations 

went and who was against for what and I want to express my gratitude for those countries who 

stood together with Georgia in defending the fundamental principles of inviolability of the 

border of sovereign country. 

 

And the failure of the Action Plan was quite a natural process.  So we all know from 

where this challenge comes.  It’s Russian Federation who tries to continue its – I would say quite 

an irresponsible behavior in the international arena and I want to pose one question to our 

panelists.   

 

So does Russia feel enough pressure or sufficient pressure from the international 

community to become more constructive, to sit at the table and to do its best for the European 

and Euro-Atlantic security?  Thank you. 

 

MICHAEL HALTZEL (?):  Well thank you, yeah – (chuckles) – I think thank you, 

Janusz.  It’s almost a “do you still beat your wife” question.  I mean, obviously from the 

standpoint of the United States and the standpoint of the West, the standpoint of Georgia, the 

answer obviously is no because Russia hasn’t changed its policy.   

 

I mean, that’s just so – the real question is how one exerts pressure and there are tradeoffs 

and, you know, I should say I was at a dinner the other night with your national security advisor 

when this question came up and an American at the dinner was brutally frank. 

 

And he said what everybody knows, is the United States will certainly support Georgia, 

probably more vociferously and in concrete terms than any other county will.  I think that’s true.  

But the fact is in terms of our national security interests, it’s way down on our priority list and, 

you know, we’re fighting a war in Afghanistan.  We’re getting out of a war in Iraq.  We have 

terrorism, you know, every which way.  We have energy problems.  We have – we all know this 

and we will do as much as we can.   

 

We’ll certainly block things like an action plan that doesn’t mention Georgia.  We will 

continue at every bilateral meeting with the Russians – I can attest to this personally – to bring it 



up and say that the recognition of South Ossetia and Abkhazia is null and void and the continued 

occupation, violation of the August 2008 agreements – we’ll do all that.   

 

But you know, are we going to break off relations with Russia over Georgia?  No.  I 

mean, that’s just not going to happen and it’s a – my own feeling is, you know, somebody coined 

the wonderful phrase “strategic patience” which is essentially it’s valid although it’s essentially 

kicking the can down the road and saying, you know, not going to happen overnight.   

 

But the simple fact is, somebody asked – somebody brought up the question of the 

reunification of Germany and said, do you think that the reunification of Germany ever could 

have happened if it hadn’t been for NATO and the American nuclear umbrella.  And the answer 

is of course no.   

 

But I would say also that the reunification of Germany never could have happened, no 

matter whether NATO is strong, whether an umbrella, all that, but it never could have happened 

if the West Germans had not built a society that was manifestly more attractive to anybody 

whose IQ was above room temperature than the East German one was and that’s the other side of 

the Georgian issue.   

 

There are no perfect parallels and I’m not saying that Abkhazia and South Ossetia is the 

same as East Germany.  But to the extent – and I know – I know about the national histories, the 

ethnic hatreds.  And believe me, I understand this.  But the fact remains the best strategy for 

Georgia is to rely on the United States and other friendly countries to be sure that there’s not 

another invasion, which is no small thing.   

 

So in that sense there is an umbrella and in the meantime continue to perfect your 

democracy which I think you’re doing.  I don’t think you get enough credit for it in Europe for 

example.  I mean, compared to the neighborhood, you’re golden for heaven’s sakes and even by 

so-called, you know, Western standards, I think you’re doing very well, surprisingly well, if I 

may say so.   

 

You don’t get enough credit for it.  Continue to build a real democracy in the sense that 

we know it in the West.  Continue to build your economy.  Continue to have a civil society that 

is vibrant and slowly but surely, I guess I’d have to be optimistic here, the folks in – maybe not 

South Ossetia which is essentially 30,000 – I mean, I’m just going to write off South Ossetia.  

We all know what that is.   

 

Abkhazia is different and I think that with all – in spite of all the tensions between the 

Abkhaz and the Georgians, in spite of kicking out Georgians which is – I mean, I love when the 

Russians say, if you bring up Georgia we’ll bring up Kosovo.  I told the Russian head of the 

delegation, bring it on.  I’d love to compare the two.   

 

But the fact is there is bitterness there and in all fairness to the Abkhaz there was a 

massacre in Sukhumi by Gamsakhurdi people, terrible thing.  There are all kinds of problems.  

But the fact is I at least retain enough confidence in the good sense of the Abkhaz that maybe if 



Georgia continues on the positive path that I think it’s on, and you name the years, I don’t know, 

you know if it’s 10, 20, five.  I’m not sure how many it will be.   

 

It’s going to dawn on a lot of people there that maybe in the context of a revamped 

federal Georgia that gives Abkhazia a good deal of autonomy in the things that they want to 

have, maybe they’ll have a better life if they come to terms with that.   

 

That’s my vision.  It may be unduly optimistic.  But I think that – I don’t think we’re 

going to be able to just put some kind of magical pressure on the Russians and overnight they’re 

going to just say, no, we – you know, we made a mistake.  Now we’re going to withdraw and 

we’re going to be friendly.  That’s not going to happen. 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Maybe Ambassador Courtney would like to add something to this? 

 

WILLIAM COURTNEY:  As a former ambassador in Georgia, let me give more of a 

tough love message.  My sense is that – well, let me go back one step.  When the first Chechen 

war started, President Shevardnadze cautioned President Yeltsin, be careful about what you’ve 

started in Chechnya because you may have started something that will go well beyond and of 

course today we see that.   

 

I think Paul Goble had an excellent piece just the other day in The Jamestown report 

about the discussion now in Moscow that is emerging that they might in fact lose the North 

Caucasus.  My sense is that the fate of Abkhazia is going to be determined more by the extent to 

which Russia sees retention of Abkhazia and is willing to commit force – views retention of 

Abkhazia as a strategic asset.   

 

The Black Sea Fleet is located in the wrong place.  A good part of it is going to relocate 

to a naval base in Ochamchire in Abkhazia so Russia can more easily protect its own oil exports 

and intimidate oil exports through Georgia.  So that will be one dimension and then the other 

dimension is how does the North Caucasus evolve.  

 

Does it end up evolving as an independent entity one way or another and it’s important to 

remember that the Abkhaz are a North Caucasian people, not a South Caucasian people.  So my 

sense is that the future of Abkhazia is likely going to depend more on how Russia defends what 

it perceives as its strategic interests and if you will a warm-water port at Ochamchire and on the 

evolution of North Caucasus than on what Georgia does itself. 

 

And that is a different message than we gave Georgia when I was there in the mid-1990s.  

Then we gave the message that Mike just pointed out that the best thing Georgia could do, would 

be to reform itself and make itself more attractive.  Georgia did do that but the other part of the 

message that we gave was that Georgia should open up economic and transportation relations 

with Abkhazia so that there will be more stakeholders in Abkhazia who want a closer 

relationship with Georgia.   

 

Georgia decided not to do that and so as a result there are very few stakeholders in 

Abkhazia today who have an interest – a keen interest in returning to be part of Georgia.  So I 



think time has gone beyond that.  I wish it were still true but I think now the issue is Russia’s 

military strategic interests and the evolution of North Caucasus. 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Thank you.  Please, you have questions, comments?  Please share 

them with us.  Everybody’s tired?  Ambassador Abdrakhmanov? 

 

Q:  This is actually a follow-up to comments made with regard to what my Georgian 

brother said now.  May I just again quote some sentence from our common Astana 

commemorative declaration?  So these are, again, heads of our states and governments and heads 

of delegations who are saying that we are determined to work together to fully realize the vision 

of a comprehensive, cooperative and indivisible security community throughout the shared 

OSCE area.   

 

And also they say that it should unite all OSCE participating states across the Euro-

Atlantic and Eurasia region, free of dividing lines, conflicts, spheres of influence and zones with 

different levels of security.   

 

So I believe this is – well, needless to say that it was for the first time that in the OSCE 

family we reflected in such a way on that notion of security community.  But it is once again 

bringing us to the understanding that we need consistency.  We need pragmatism.  We need 

responsibility in order to implement this undoubtedly very well-drafted and nice wording.   

 

So that’s – and by the way, these words of consistency and pragmatism I took from some 

American newspapers.  These are ways journalists or some observers describe President Obama.  

So that he proved that he is consistent in his policy and he is a pragmatist.  So probably it is on 

the eve of his bid for the second term in the office.   

 

But I like these words and it is – I would give the same characteristic to my president 

who is also very consistent, very pragmatic and realistic in putting forward many initiatives to 

develop my nation to some new stage of its development.  So thank you. 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Mike has a comment. 

 

MR. HALTZEL:  Yeah, I’d just like to return to the Caucasus briefly and say, you know, 

Bill gave a terrific realpolitik discussion, taking it further.  And in that regard, I’d like – it’s 

shame Jeff just had to leave, Jeff McCausland.  I wanted to go back to his wonderful PowerPoint 

presentation on CFE.   

 

There was one thing he didn’t talk about and it just happens to be the only arms control 

thing that I’ve ever had anything to do with and it had to do with the flank.  There was actually a 

CFE flank document in the late 1990s.  I think it was ’98 if I’m not mistaken in which we 

basically made concessions to the Russian Federation. 

 

And since it was an amendment to a treaty, it had to be ratified by the U.S. Senate and I 

was in charge of getting it through the Senate.  The vote was 100 to nothing.  This was after the 

first war in Chechnya.  I bring this up only because it gives the lie to Prime Minster Putin’s 



revision of history which he first stated four years ago at the Munich security conference and 

which now is, you know, he would like to have hardened into concrete.   

 

It’s completely false, the idea that the United States opposed Russia, tried to strangle the 

infant in its cradle and, you know, forgetting about our emergency food aid which essentially 

forestalled famine the first winter after independence which Russian commentators have 

acknowledged.   

 

But here, I mean, we had a hundred to nothing ratification.  We knew very well what it 

could mean if there would be a second Chechnya war which there was.  But we still did it 

because we wanted to support what we – what in retrospect looks like a pretty good democracy 

in Russia in those days.  And that’s important.   

 

The other thing I should have said about the virtue of Georgia’s continuing its democratic 

evolution is that if you want to get foreign direct investment to help your economy, that’s like the 

“Good Housekeeping” seal of approval.  I mean, and that has all sorts of implications for social 

stability and cohesion and so for that reason – I mean, aside from the intrinsic benefit of having a 

democracy, if you believe in democracy, that’s also terribly important.   

 

But again, to go back to what Bill said, I mean, I fear Russia is completely clueless on 

how to handle the – what amounts to an insurgency in Ingushetia and elsewhere in the North 

Caucasus and, you know, I’m not happy about that and thank you, Istvan, for your usual terrific 

presentation.  All right, well I’ll stop, obviously we have time constraints. 

 

MR. COURTNEY:  Let me just add one point.  I completely agree with what Mike just 

said.  Someone said, well, why don’t we give the Russians General Petraeus’ counterinsurgency 

manual?  The problem is Russian military forces have no training, no capacity even to implement 

something like that.  So Mike is exactly right.  They’re just stuck and they have no strategy. 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Do we have more comments or questions?  Okay, let me – do you 

have a comment? 

 

MR. BUGAJSKI:  I have a very last comment but if you want to say – 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Okay, I just wanted to say this is the last conference of our OSCE 

series that we’ve conducted in the last two years and I think if nothing else we increased the 

prestige of OSCE in this town.  It’s more talked about than ever before I think in public forums.  

And I think this should continue because the organization should be relevant, should be much 

more relevant than it is now. 

 

And I believe it is doing a very, very good job in the human dimension, in some security 

initiatives and there are some stumbling blocks on the way that with goodwill and more pressure 

on Russia I believe eventually some of these issues would be resolved.  Thank you. 

 

MR. BUGAJSKI:  Thank you, Margarita.  My last word before we reach for our shovels, 

and that’s not to bury the OSCE – (chuckles) – but to emerge from the snow which we still have 



to do.  Let me just say this, and I said this more or less at the last conference, major conference 

that we had with Kazakhstan.   

 

I continue to be truly impressed by the openness of the Kazakh government to 

international criticism.  I really cannot think of any government, quite frankly, that’s been so 

criticized for its internal questions, internal problems that would be so open to international 

criticism of its internal decision-making.  

 

And that to me speaks volumes of how much Astana values the relationship with 

Washington, which is a very important pillar of its multi-vector or balanced security and foreign 

policy.   

 

And this is something I think that we will try and continue to develop, that strong 

understanding bilateral relations between Kazakhstan and Washington because also, very lastly, I 

think Kazakhstan has helped to put Central Asia on the map, much more firmly on the map, on 

the European map and on the transatlantic map, indicating, underscoring the opportunities but 

also the problems that are faced in that region and how important that region is to our security.   

 

So working with the Kazakh government, hopefully we can continue to develop good 

relations.  Thank you very much and thank you all very much for coming and see you next time.  

We’ll keep you informed 

 

(END) 
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JANUSZ BUGAJSKI :  I’m going to hand over to my co-director of our U.S.-Kazakh 

OSCE taskforce, Margarita Assenova, who is actually just back from Astana.  So she’s probably 

fresher from what’s going on in Kazakhstan than anybody else.  So you can have some questions 

for her, as well.  I’m sure she has a few introductory comments.  Over to you, Margarita. 

 

MARGARITA ASSENOVA:  Good afternoon, everyone.  I will introduce our speakers 

for the second panel.  We will have their remarks and then we will open for discussion.   

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Okay, until you finish your lunch, I’m sorry, Ambassador 

Abdrakhmanov, I am going to interrupt you.  Ambassador Abdrakhmanov was appointed 

permanent representative of Kazakhstan to the OSCE mission in Vienna in December 2008, but 

before that, he was ambassador of Kazakhstan to Austria.   

 

He has served in many capacities in the course of his career, including as deputy minister 

of foreign affairs of Kazakhstan in 2006 and 2007, ambassador of Kazakhstan to Israel, 

minister/counselor of the Embassy of Kazakhstan to the United Kingdom and vice minister of 

foreign affairs of Kazakhstan in the late 1990s and early 2000.  And he was also the director of 

the department of bilateral cooperation, ministry of foreign affairs. 

 

Our second speaker today is Ambassador Istvan Gyarmati from Hungary, who was the 

chairman-in-office of OSCE at the time Hungary was chairing the organization.  He is the 

director of the International Center for Democratic Transition and senior political advisor to the 

director of the Geneva Center for the Democratic Control of Armed Forces.   

 

He is serving in different capacities, and one example is advisory board of the NATO 

Defense College in Rome and the London-based International Institute for Strategic Studies.  He 

is going to speak about the protracted conflicts and the potential of the OSCE to find consensus 

on the action plan for the organization for the next several years.  Thank you.  Ambassador 

Abdrakhmanov? 

 

AMBASSADOR KAIRAT ABDRAKHMANOV:  Thank you very much.  Ladies and 

gentlemen, dear friends, it’s my privilege today to attend one more CSIS event.  And this kind of 

invitation from – on the name of such a distinguished think tank, I am always accepting with 

great honor.  We are very thankful to both of you, dear co-chairpersons or co-presidents, for your 

tireless efforts in order to promote mutual understanding between two parts of our single world.   

 

Actually, all that my ambassador promised – he and very professional and distinguished 

speakers this morning left me without breath because they covered so professionally various 

aspects both of the OSCE chairmanship, as well as the OSCE’s role, itself.  So my task probably 



is much easier now.  As it was mentioned, I was appointed, in the end of 2008, to lead the 

permanent mission, or separate entity permanent mission of Kazakhstan to the OSCE.   

 

But for other reasons – and first and foremost, my previous capacities as ambassador to 

Austria and to other organizations in Vienna – I have been doing this kind of business for the 

OSCE since late spring of 2007.  It means that I witnessed Madrid OSCE ministerial meeting of 

2007.  I participated in drafting of the so-called Madrid commitments – renowned commitments 

– and everyone referring to these commitments while speaking about my Kazakhstan and its role 

in the OSCE under the chairmanship.   

 

In 2008, we were members of the OSCE quintet.  I remind you it was the innovation of 

the Finnish chairmanship.  Because of Madrid’s decision at that time, we defined time 

consecutive chairmanships of the OSCE, so the quintet started functioning at that time.  In 2009, 

we entered – we joined the OSCE troika.   

 

And now, after the chairmanship, we are still here.  And just also for your information, 

during the last trimester of this year – namely September, October, November, and December – 

Kazakhstan is going to chair the Forum for Security Cooperation – FSC.  And it’s also a very 

important vision for us because these four months were just on the eve of the next OSCE 

ministerial conference/council in Vilnius.  It means that we still have some business to complete 

and some things to be accomplished before the Vilnius ministerial in the immediate aftermath of 

the OSCE summit. 

 

So let me just share with you some observations from our chairmanship and from our 

experience of leading, by political means, such a very important organization.  Probably, most of 

you have paid quite an attention to some of the so-called interpretative statements made 

immediately after the doctrine of Astana commemorative declaration in Astana.  These were 

early hours on the 3
rd

 of December.  And a few moments later, I will explain to you why it was 

quite delayed.   

 

With the conclusion of the Astana summit and the doctrine of the Astana Declaration, 

there were some interpretative statements.  And well, if we’re used to have interpretative 

statements on behalf of the European Union, the United States of America, the Russian 

Federation, some like-minded countries, but this time you probably noticed the interpretative 

statements made on behalf of Romania and the Czech Republic. 

 

The lack of attention from the world mass media was disappointing because in many 

ways the summit was pertinent for the global arena. For example, today the renowned Davos 

Economic Forum is highlighted because of the explosion in the basement of one of the hotels.  

So in order to attract some attention, you need some conflict.  Or you need a conflict of interests.  

 

And disappointment expressed by the Czech Republic and Romania, to a large extent, 

between us – I am not speaking now as an ambassador because as ambassador to the OSCE, I 

understand clearly what is behind these two interpretative statements – but still, these statements 

left me puzzled.  What was behind – why these distinguished European Union member so 

deliberately intervened with their interpretative statements? 



 

And in the case of Romania, they are probably pretending to play much greater role in 

Transnistria protracted conflict area.  Probably, the Czech Republic’s expectations from the 

human rights and fundamental freedoms, if I may say, dimension of the summit, and also on 

protracted conflicts, were too high.  But at the same time, these kind of statements, by no means, 

shall prevail when we are assessing the outcome of the Astana summit. 

 

Let me just give you some examples what kind of notions and issues and taskings we lost 

due to the non-adoption of so-called Astana action plan.  So just have a look:  We, which means 

heads of states and governments, work together within the OSCE to ensure respect for freedom 

of peaceful assembly and association, including via digital technologies; ensure respect for the 

rule of law; ensure respect for freedom of expression; promote the necessary conditions for free, 

independent and pluralistic media, including by taking concrete measures to ensure the 

protection of journalists. 

 

And by the way, this notion is already among priorities of the distinguished Lithuanian 

chairmanship; considering updating existing media freedom commitments; promote broadcasting 

pluralism and support their development, and so on and so forth; ensuring viability of the 

representative for freedom of the media to follow up, and so on and so forth.   

 

I’ll just pick up on some issues related to human dimensions, but as for the second 

dimension, it was at the draft of action plan our joint strive to work toward a Maastricht-plus, as 

appropriate.  Maastricht-plus – this is a main document in our second dimension.  As for 

protracted conflict, actually, while drafting the action plan, we took the following approach in 

order to combine issues of the entire so-called conflict circle. 

 

So we were talking, in the action plan, about enhancing the analytical, early-warning and 

operational capacity of the OSCE executive structures.  We were talking about developing the 

capacity of secretariat to support the chairmanship, strengthening OSCE promotion of civil 

society support for dialogue and reconciliation, while approaching any kind of protracted 

conflict.   

 

We were talking about efficiency and effectiveness of the OSCE decision-making bodies, 

and so on and so forth.  Unfortunately, all these and many other – there are many so-called 

“parastics” (ph), “subtics” (ph),  remaining, at that time, not adopted and unattended.  What was 

the reason why we failed – by we, I mean all participating states – to adopt this action plan?  It 

was rightly mentioned now, to a large extent and from my personal perspective and experience, 

we failed only because of protracted conflicts, namely one of them: conflict in Georgia. 

 

Until 11:00 a.m. of the second of December – and Ambassador Idrissov kindly supported 

us at that time, also attending our discussion there – the news came from the Russian-American 

frontier that they failed to reach an agreement on language on Georgia.  So the Georgian 

proposal at that time was: let’s include into the action plan the following sentence:  That we are 

going to take every necessary measures in order to resolve protracted conflicts, such as in 

Georgia, Moldova and, not Nagorno-Karabakh, but probably conflict dealt with by the Minsk 

group.  



 

And as for the Transnistriaand Nagorno-Karabakh situations, it was more or less 

manageable.  And we are really very thankful to those who are involved in solving these 

conflicts.  But in the case of Georgia, Russia immediately came out with a legitimate, from their 

perspective and the perspective of those who recognize the independence of South Ossetia and 

Abkhazia opinion. That, okay, if such language will be used for Georgian language, then it must 

be reflected when talking about conflicts in South Ossetia, Abkhazia, Moldova, and so on and so 

forth.   

 

The chairmanship designated the permanent representative of Switzerland, Ambassador 

Thomas Greminger to facilitate a dialogue, for which we very thankful to him. So from the 20
th

 

of November until the end of the summit, he tried and he did his utmost best in finding a 

common language on Georgia.  But this news came, as I told you, around 11:00 a.m., just one 

hour before the scheduled closure of the summit.   

 

And from that time onward, efforts of the above-mentioned two countries, the United 

States and the Russian Federation, and the chairmanship, of course, were aimed at persuading 

and convincing the European Union – because I remind you, and if you didn’t know about it – 

the European Union voiced out their fairly strong support for a single-document political 

declaration with action plan attached to the main body of the document.   

 

And as it was also mentioned this morning, the European Union is quite an entity, with a 

27-voice household.  And some countries – as it was mentioned, Sweden, the United Kingdom, 

the Czech Republic – are legitimately concerned about the lack of attention to human dimension, 

namely to human rights and fundamental freedoms.   

 

And from 11:00 to late evening or early morning of the 3
rd

 of December, it took 

enormous efforts on behalf of the chairmanship and all other states concerned in order to bring us 

to a common understanding.  Otherwise, with such a so-called action plan – exact name of which 

is the Astana framework for action – we could move our organization advanced into the current 

hierarchy with other international organizations.   

 

But nevertheless it is a pity for me since it was the common baby of the permanent 

council and preparatory committee and all the ambassadors of participating states who finally 

reached an agreement on almost 95 percent, except for the Georgian and protracted-conflict 

language. I wonder when we will have next chance to attend to all these issues. And it also took 

efforts from the chairmanship to convince Turkmenistan, Belarus, the Russian Federation and 

some other countries, for whom all of the quoted notions are of utmost importance.   

 

But from that point of view, we are always really thankful to our CIS and Central Asian 

partners and friends for enormous support, which they extended to the Kazakh chairmanship.  

And even Uzbekistan, for it was also quite a crucial moment to include their position on 

Afghanistan in the declaration. 

 

And if you will go back to the text of the declaration and article X, in particular 

paragraph 10, when you see the following wording:  “In particular, we underscore the need to 



contribute effectively, based on the capacity and national interests of each participating state, to 

collective efforts to promote Afghanistan.”  So namely, these words – “based on the capacity and 

national interests of each participating states” – this exactly language was proposed by 

Uzbekistan.   

 

And I believe it was one of demonstrations to what extent we could be flexible and 

cooperative when all participating states accepted this proposal.  And now, it is here.  Because 

before then, there were some speculations that some participating states might block any moves 

on behalf of our organization towards Afghanistan.  Thus, Afghanistan is a significant success in 

the declaration.  

 

Our language on emerging transnational threats – TNTs – is present. Unambiguous 

reaffirmation of all OSCE norms, principles and commitments are there.  More than two times 

the so-called language of the Moscow document or Moscow mechanisms reflected in the text of 

the declaration.  And Michael [Haltzel], now, in an excellent way, actually presented to you that 

dimension of our activity there.   

 

Commitment to increase efforts to resolve existing conflicts in the OSCE area – also, it is 

here.  The vibrant dialogue among civil society and governments was promoted via the three 

review conferences and the parallel NGO forum.  And by the way, it is now time that we can’t 

leave any single proposals made during the summit, during the NGO forum or review 

conferences – we can’t leave them unattended.  

 

Individual leaders made very interesting proposals.  I’d just invite you to have a look at 

the statement of the president of Turkmenistan.  He was saying about the so-called forum for 

security in the Caspian region.  So let’s think about it, as well – not just only to criticize this 

country for lingering issues in human rights and fundamental freedoms, but let’s listen to them.  

Let’s understand what their expectations are from this organization.  And it was quite a vivid 

example.  And when president of this country reflected on some undoubtedly very accurate 

issues, Uzbek foreign minister also raised some issues of their concerns.  Other leaders also 

reflected quite widely and covered quite a wide scope of issues. 

 

One of my president’s mentioned initiatives was about the possible establishment of a so-

called security institute in our area.  And we are ready to provide Astana as the main venue for a 

security institute.  It is a sort of think tank, which is to be based very close to main arena of 

TNTs.   

 

And at least my mission proposed in Astana to consider opportunity to involve 

Nazarbayev University – newly established international university – as a sort of umbrella for 

this project.  And I think that we would be more than happy if such think tanks like CSIS and 

others, those who are represented here by you, my dear colleagues, will participate. 

 

Another initiative put forward by my president was the document on tolerance in the new 

decade: non-discrimination in our world.  One more thing I can’t escape is the effectiveness of 

our organization and legal status.  And to that end, we are thankful, again, for constructive 

approach on behalf of some participating states, and especially the United States.   



 

And the United States delegation was very supportive.  Especially about the ongoing 

dispute of whether we shall have convention or charter, convention first, followed by charter, or 

just the two together as the Russian Federation wanted.  But the effectiveness and legal-status 

notions are also in the text of our declaration.   

 

So it was impossible even to imagine, some time ago, that Moscow’s 

mechanism/language would be reflected for the first time in history on such a high level during 

the summit.  And it was also impossible to imagine the legal-status and effectiveness notions to 

be reflected in such a quite explicit way in the Astana commemorative declaration.   

 

Just to give you an example of how difficult it was to find common understanding, in first 

paragraph of our document, we are referring to some anniversaries – Helsinki Act, Charter of 

Paris.  Until last moment – until the early morning of the 2
nd

 of December – Belarus was 

insisting on including, in light of all these anniversaries, 65
th

 anniversary of the end of the 

Second World War.   

 

Coming back to Georgian language, it is still in my notes.  The Russian Federation did 

their utmost – and I witnessed, personally, how Foreign Minister Lavrov, after CSTO 

consultations, instructed his delegation, and I really admired and I would love all our foreign 

ministers to know in such details of OSCE business like Minister Lavrov, for example – and the 

Russians finally agreed to mention Georgia in the action plan. 

 

For instance, one of the options was Georgia/Geneva discussions, Moldova/five-plus-two 

format, followed by others.  On conflict in Georgia, protracted conflicts, including Georgia, 

Moldova and so on and so forth, but at the same, Georgian delegation was also very constructive, 

I would say, because there were some issues, like IDPs – internally displaced population – 

common language was found.  It was an issue of – just let me have a look at my – ah, withdrawal 

of foreign forces, withdrawal of forces.  Understanding was also there. 

 

Promotion of dialogue, which was the Georgian proposal, between Georgia and the 

Russian Federation on a high level.  Finally, Georgia agreed not to insist too much on it and they 

agreed to mention just to promote dialogue between Georgia and Russia on all levels. The OSCE 

was very close in restoring a meaningful presence of the organization in Georgia.   

 

But coming back to that protracted conflicts, we can’t ignore national interests.  Of 

course, we shall understand situation of countries that lost their territories.  And we believe that 

during the current and following chairmanships, our organization will do its utmost in order to 

tackle these kinds of issues. 

 

So we are shoulder-to-shoulder with our Lithuanian chairmanship, with our friends.  

Actually, Kazakhstan and Lithuania are enjoying excellent relations since our common past. And 

during preparation for the OSCE chairmanship, we even conducted some joint trainings.  

Members of our taskforce and embassies know each other personally.  And again, as a troika 

member, we are going to promote chairmanship’s priorities.   

 



Our chairmanship benefited greatly from our Central Asian location, as well.  The crisis 

in Kyrgyzstan was, I believe, tackled in quite a wise manner.  I’ll remind you that it was here, in 

Washington, where my president, President Obama, President Medvedev had a chance to talk 

about the situation there last spring.  And it was my president who also assisted in finding a 

solution for the escape of President Bakiyev from the territory of Kyrgyzstan because if he was 

to stay there, possible scenario was, at that time, unpredictable. 

 

But at the same time, it was impossible, believe me, to respect our Kyrgyz friends, 

brothers and sisters.  It was impossible to include them into the Astana – to the text of 

declaration because this kind of conflict and crisis in Kyrgyzstan was of a completely different 

nature.  Our Kyrgyz friends requested, as one of the distinguished participating states, not to 

focus too much attention on this conflict.  And the participating states agreed to the request 

demonstrating their constructiveness.  

 

Security issues, climate change - all these issues, which still have political background, 

and misunderstanding among certain participating states will remain on our agenda.  And even 

more, for energy security, as one of the countries who are trying to play some role in this sector, 

we are very much interested in promoting it. And coming back to the organization’s status, I 

wonder if it is failing one – the latest decision was to close the Minsk office.  

 

But at the same time, we want, we wish and we must do our utmost in order to keep 

Belarus, or any other countries without OSCE field presence, onboard because I can’t imagine, 

any security or any dialogue on energy security, on environmental areas, on human dimension, 

first dimension without Belarus.  So let’s continue to work and to have them be heavily engaged 

and our agenda will be heavily saturated by all these kind of issues in the coming months and 

months. 

 

By the end of this year, we have, actually, quite a direct tasking from the summit and its 

document to do our utmost in order to modernize Vienna document.  That’s why our 

chairmanship for the FSC, in the last trimester of this year, is becoming also quite a responsible 

mission.  So if I am limited in time, I will stop here.  If not, I have, still, some messages to 

deliver.  But maybe we will give, now, time to Istvan.  Okay, thank you. 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Thank you very much, Ambassador Abdrakhmanov.  That was such a 

fascinating account about what happened behind closed doors in the negotiations at the summit.  

The Astana declaration is really a program document, to a large extent, outlining what is ahead 

of the organization.   

 

And now I’m turning to Ambassador Gyarmati, who is also a professor of military 

science.  And he was instrumental – he was head of the taskforce in Hungary in developing the 

Hungarian national military strategy.  He has extensive knowledge about the OSCE and he is 

going to talk about whether we are going to be able to achieve agreement on this 5 percent 

remaining of the action plan and end up with an action plan in Vilnius in December.  Thank you. 

 

ISTVAN GYARMATI:  Thank you very much.  Thanks, everybody.  I think it’s a – 

(inaudible) – for everybody to come to this meeting today in this weather.  It shows that the 



OSCE is staying interesting for some people – those who really know how important it is, or 

could be or should be, for European security. 

 

MR. :  (Off mic, laughter.) 

 

MS. :  (Off mic.) 

 

MR. GYARMATI:  Anyway, so I wanted to start with this, to tell you that one of the big 

advantages, one of the big, very positive features of the OSCE is that, if you look at the state of 

the OSCE and where OSCE stands, what are the problems, resolved and unresolved in the 

OSCE, you get a pretty good picture of European security.  And if you look at the current 

situation, the Astana summit, it tells us that there are three kinds of problems/issues in Europe. 

 

One group is where we do agree.  And there are several of these issues, like fighting 

against terrorism, et cetera.  Behind the scenes, we also agree that – we can say very clearly that 

European security is becoming more and more dependent on China.  So I think we have 

agreement on some large strategic issues.  We don’t agree, necessarily, how to deal with them, 

but we do agree that they are there and we should somehow find a way to cooperate. 

 

The second group of issues is where we pretend to agree, but we really don’t.  And this is 

the notion of, basically, what democracy means, the notion of human rights.  I mean, one of the 

big advantages, as the ambassador quoted, of the Astana action plan would have been the 

reconfirmation of the commitments.   

 

I’m, in principle, not very happy with reconfirmations because I don’t think commitments 

need to be reconfirmed – they are either there or they are not – but what I was very skeptical 

about when I was watching the events in the Astana summit is that no reconfirmation of the 

commitments would have caused those who have ignored, systematically, those commitments 

not to ignore them.   

 

And no reconfirmation would cause those who are interested in those agreements to do 

more for their implementation in some other countries.  So I think it’s a nice – it would be a nice 

document.  I mean, this part would be very nice to have, but I have a real skeptical approach to 

the effects that they would have in Europe. 

 

And thirdly, there are issues where we clearly disagree.  And I think Astana has revealed 

– not that we didn’t know – but it has revealed some basic disagreements.  One of the 

disagreements is that a bigger part of the European countries is happy with the current European 

security status quo.  There are a few countries, especially one, which is very unhappy with the 

current status quo, and especially unhappy with the status quo in what I could call the gray zone 

between current NATO and EU members and Russia. 

 

And therefore, I think the most important strategic disagreement within Europe, or 

between Russia and the NATO/European Union, is about the gray zone.  How do we deal with 

those things?  There is a fundamental difference in the approach.  The Western part – EU, NATO 

countries – do not want to rule these countries, do not want to impose their will.   



 

They, of course, have strategic – or we, of course, have strategic interests there.  But I 

think the way of promoting them is rather through cooperation then new alliances.  I would say 

that we don’t even go far enough by offering them enough. 

 

I for one, I’m very much trying to push, for instance, the European Union to have a 

meaningful summit with the Eastern Partnerships countries, including an offer that the best 

performing members of the Eastern Partnerships should be offered an exit from the Eastern 

Partnership towards membership, towards association.  I’m not sure everybody will agree with 

this but I think that’s the logic of the Eastern Partnership.  Otherwise, it’s a dead-end street – 

might be better paved than the others but it’s still a dead-end street. 

 

So that part of Europe is satisfied with the status quo, wants to strengthen the status quo 

in the gray zone, while Russia wants to change it.  And I think there has been a significant 

change in the Russian approach towards these countries and Russia is now more in a regime-

change mood – perhaps they learned it here in this city a few years ago.  But Russia is more in a 

regime-change mood than it has ever been before – I mean, since the fall of the Soviet Union.  

Actually, even then they wanted to change the regime even less than today. 

 

So I think Russia wants to basically get these countries back, not in a Soviet-type of 

unified country but under – get them and keep them under very close control and install regimes 

or half-install regimes which agree with this and are cooperative.   

 

And this approach is very important, not only in quotation marks only for strategic 

reasons but also because that gives us some guidance.  What are the prospectives of resolving the 

protracted conflicts?  And I think as long as this contradiction between the two parts, especially 

the Russian approach prevails, we have very little chance to solve the protracted conflicts 

because the way to exert more influence, to improve, to strengthen their influence or to maintain 

their influence is through the conflicts. 

 

The best example for this is Moldova.  Moldova is not Georgia.  Moldova has borders to 

Europe, to the European Union – it doesn’t border to Russia.  So the Abkhaz solution is not 

available.  But as long as we agree that the Transnistrian conflict – the solution of the 

Transnistrian conflict is a matter of priority, we use it – so to say, we, the Europeans, use it as a 

kind of an excuse not even to negotiate Moldovan association with the European Union, let alone 

talk about much more cooperation with NATO.  We basically give the Russian – the Russians – 

the Russian government the leverage over Moldova. 

 

Of course, the solution would be to get Transnistria back and the Russian troops out.  But 

I don’t think that’s, at this point, a realistic option.  My view is that we should lower our 

expectations and talk less about the immediate solution of the conflict in Transnistria because 

that would reduce the leverage of Mr. Smirnov and Mr. Putin in Moldova. 

 

And I think the Transnistrian conflict to be – we know what will be the solution of the 

Transnistrian conflict.  We don’t know how to get there and when we will get there.  I mean, if 

you look at the economy, 75 percent of trade of Transnistria is between Transnistria and the 



European Union through Moldova, not Russia, not Ukraine but through Moldova.  I’m not 

talking about the illegal trade which is through Ukraine and Moldova and through mostly – and 

Russia.  So we know where the economic interests lie.  I think we know the solution. 

 

Nagorno-Karabakh is different.  Nagorno-Karabakh, I think, is a protracted conflict but 

it’s – we don’t talk too much about it but it’s getting closer to being unfrozen and not the 

peaceful way – not the good way.   

 

We hear more and more talk about a new war.  We see the influx of weapons into most 

countries, I think, more and more in the past years.  There is a little change that before, the 

Russians were selling more weapons to the Armenians than to the Azeris.  Now I think it’s 

balanced.  So I think we are – if nothing happens, we are moving just in the right direction – the 

wrong direction with Nagorno-Karabakh.   

 

And of course, the conflicts in Georgia – and I think we make sure they agree that this is 

conflicts in Georgia, without any reservations – can be very – I mean, we can do very little to 

solve them because we have a fundamental disagreement, as you know.  And on the name of the 

conflict – is it in Georgia or not in Georgia? – reflects this fundamental disagreement. 

 

I think we need to, also, to analyze a little what we have done in the past and what we 

have done wrong because it teaches us how not to repeat our mistakes.  And let me give you – I 

just have the – this publication in front of me about the CFE Treaty but that’s not the reason why 

I speak about the CFE Treaty and it’s also not the reason that I love the CFE Treaty, being one of 

the drafters of the treaty.  But the way we handle the CFE Treaty and used or didn’t use it in the 

past almost 20 years is very, very instructive and we still didn’t learn it. 

 

We have tolerated Russian violation of the treaty for a long time and then we thought we 

can solve it, so to say, without calling it a violation:  by introducing a political commitment in 

Istanbul at the Istanbul OSCE Summit, saying which was a huge mistake because it undermined 

the legal commitment of the CFE Treaty.   

 

I think we can – some people, some young people, legal scholars can write 10, 15 Ph.D.s 

about the difference between legal and political commitment.  We don’t know, really, the 

difference.  We know both commitments should be kept but we know that legal commitments are 

stronger than political commitments.  Now, if you start moving away from legal commitments to 

political commitments, it does not only undermine the legal commitment but it also gives a sign 

that you are moving away from a strong commitment towards a soft commitment. 

 

We made it even worse in – (inaudible) – when we agreed even to water down the 

political commitment and then we didn’t do too much about it, instead of insisting on the legal 

commitment.  And that’s really close to my heart because the sentence in the CFE Treaty that is 

about the non-stationing without consent is my sentence.  I wrote it 30 years ago so I – of course, 

I didn’t think about Moldova; I was thinking about Soviet troops in Hungary that time, but still 

it’s a good sentence. 

 



So I think it’s very important now to recognize that looking for a compromise at any 

price sometimes undermines our interests.  And that’s what we were doing in Istanbul and that’s 

what we are doing even more in – (inaudible). 

 

The second thing I wanted to mention is about, really, conditionality.  The European 

Union loves conditionality, which I agree with in principle.  The problem is that with 

conditionality, we achieve what dictators really want because we threaten them not to do what 

they don’t want us to do and then when they don’t do what they need – they should do, we do 

what they really love.   

 

So we don’t – in the case of the adapted CFE Treaty, I think the nonratification of the 

unadopted CFE Treaty was very welcome by the Soviets or Russians, whoever, because they 

don’t like the CFE Treaty.  So we threaten them and did something that they really wanted to do 

– we fall into the traps and we are still there. 

 

We also did not react, I think, to the so-called suspension of the CFE Treaty.  There is no 

suspension of the CFE Treaty!  It’s illegal nonsense; it’s political nonsense too.  But we just 

agreed like this.  Okay, the Soviets or the Russians suspend it, fine – why not?   

 

So I think we – we really need to think much more strategically on these issues.  And it’s 

not only about Russia –I could tell other things – but that’s the main issue.   

 

So what is the way ahead for the OSCE?  The OSCE, I think, is again becoming a very 

important platform because the only place where we can have a meaningful dialogue is the 

OSCE.   

 

Those who suggest that the NATO-Russia Council should be the place for meaningful 

dialogue are very wrong – very wrong because there only can be a meaningful dialogue in the 

NATO-Russia Council when NATO doesn’t act as an alliance, when it is not the 28-plus-one but 

29, formed by the Russians, really – (they like ?). 

 

But I ask you what kind of an alliance is an alliance that negotiates with anybody outside 

the alliance on the basis of a country-by-country basis, not as an alliance?  Then nothing remains 

of the alliance if they do so.   

 

I’m very optimistic because I think it will never happen in the NATO-Russia Council but 

it shouldn’t.  So therefore, there will be no political dialogue – not to mention that the NATO-

Russia Council doesn’t involve such unimportant countries like Georgia and Ukraine in the 

dialogue.  So I think we should use the OSCE for a dialogue.   

 

I think the Medvedev proposal – I laughed at Medvedev’s proposal because when I read 

it, first time, I felt 20 years younger because that’s what I – when I first read this proposal.  At 

that time it was Gorbachev’s proposal, I think, and historians told me there was a stand-in 

proposal which was also very similar to this.  

 



But that’s, I think, basically the most important advantage of the proposal, apart from the 

dialogue that it launched.  And there I see a little progress on the Russian side, too – that they are 

moving away from insisting on legalistic approaches and moving towards a more comprehensive 

approach towards European security.  In the Corfu Process, the most important part is not the 

result but the process and I think that’s what we should keep alive, also, achieving some concrete 

results but probably not necessarily within that dialogue but the results and being enabled by the 

dialogue. 

 

I think the CFE Treaty, for instance, can only be salvaged if we come to some better 

agreement about Europeans.  What do we mean by security – European security or security 

community in Europe?  And I would insist that the CFE Treaty is still very important for me for 

several reasons but I just want to name one:  I really doubt that if the CFE Treaty would collapse, 

that we would be able, in the near future, to achieve agreement on tactical nuclear weapons and 

that’s a very important issue.  The CFE Treaty alone:  We could say, okay, we can live without 

the CFE Treaty – that I would regret.  But I think we really have to move forward on tactical 

nuclear weapons and that’s almost impossible if the CFE Treaty would collapse. 

 

So I think – what is necessary?  The key is – the key to progress is not in Moscow.  The 

key to progress is in Brussels and in Washington.  But I think the key is to find an approach, a 

negotiating position, if you like, which we all share and which we all share in terms of what are 

the strategic challenges, what are the areas where we can be partners with others, including with 

Russia, what are the principles on the basis of which we can develop strategic partnerships and 

what are the – what is the role of human rights and this whole human dimension in this equation. 

 

 I don’t think that we can move towards a strategic partnership, so to say, with Russia, like 

the one the United States has with Saudi Arabia – that Saudi Arabia has, I think, a more nasty – 

there is nobody here from Saudi Arabia?  Okay – a more nasty regime than Iran, but it is still the 

strategic ally of the United States vis-à-vis Iran, which is the right thing to do in the Middle East.  

I don’t think we can do this and I don’t think we should do this in Europe.  We are beyond that 

point.  We cannot do this in Europe. 

 

 So I think we really need to move forward and I’m happy to see that this policy has 

started to change here in Washington – not yet in Brussels, fully – that the comprehensive 

approach towards our relationship with Russia and some other countries will prevail.   

 

I think in this respect, the Kazakh chairmanship of the OSCE was very useful because it 

was not a chairmanship with spectacular successes but it was not due to the Kazakhs – it was due 

to the situation.  Nobody could have achieved spectacular successes this year.  And I think all the 

fears and concerns that many people had before the Kazakh chairmanship started didn’t 

materialize.   

 

I think it was a – it was a good chairmanship.  Of course, the circumstances are not the 

best but the Kazakhs did, I think, very well under those circumstances and in some cases, like 

handling the Kyrgyzstan conflict or whatever, they did extremely well.  So I think now we know 

that there are some countries who can do well. 

 



I’m not as happy with the – sorry to say – with the internal situation in Kazakhstan as I 

am with the performance of Kazakhstan in the chairmanship but I think we still need to 

recognize how successful it was and it brought a new dimension, a new perspective to the OSCE, 

which I think we should not lose in the future. 

 

So what are the – just trying to answer your question – what are the prospects for the 

adoption of the action plan in Vilnius?  I think they are close to zero, just to be very diplomatic.  

But frankly speaking, I am not very sad that they are not because – I mean, I’m now not in the 

government so I can say so – I’m really fed up with the situation where we pretend that we do 

something and we don’t.   

 

We pretend we have this general approach to human rights in Europe and everybody is in 

compliance with OSCE commitments – and half of the states are not.  And I don’t want to go 

into details because I’m Hungarian but some – not only Eastern European countries don’t.  There 

are some others.  So when – let me be nasty to some others – when a country thinks that the best 

way of dealing with the Roma problem is to send them home, this is not full compliance with the 

OSCE principles.  And I could go on and on and on. 

 

The second or third issue where the OSCE, I think, has a role is elections.  I think we 

need to return to our very, very strong, serious approach to elections because more and more, 

elections are contested even in Europe.  If you look at a country south of Hungary, little country 

that we invited to join NATO and has now the bloody remonstrations in the streets of the capital, 

that’s not a – because of the flawed elections – it’s not a good sign. 

 

When we condemn Lukashenko rightly for the flawed elections but we had no word 

about the even more flawed elections in Russia, that’s not a good sign.  So I think we should put 

more emphasis on election monitoring and on at least telling more or less the truth about the 

outcome of elections. 

 

We have also good signs:  Moldova is an extremely positive example.  For Moldova, I 

think, we – again, the key to Moldova’s success is today not in Moldova; it’s in Brussels and in 

Budapest and in Bucharest.  So I think we need to pay more attention to that too. 

 

So I think we have no chance to have a serious action plan except we drop the part of the 

action plan which is controversial which I think would be a mistake.  But we shouldn’t be very 

sad about it because what the action plan contains in terms of realistic, pragmatic steps – we can 

do it without the action plan, too.   

 

And I think instead of only concentrating on the action plan, raising the hopes that we can 

have a comprehensive document and then being disappointed again and again and again, it 

would be much better to find what we can do – what we can do in concrete of the action plan –

and then try to concentrate on those steps that can be made rather than the ones that we would 

love to be made.  Thank you. 

 

MS. :  Thank you very much.  I would like to open for discussion now.  Please ask 

your questions to all of the panelists. 



 

MR. :  I think they’re exhausted. 

 

MS. :  (Chuckles.)  Please.  Introduce yourself. 

 

Q:  Mishad Abchesh (ph) with the Embassy of Georgia.  Let me first of all thank CSIS 

for organizing this very –  

 

First of all, thank you very much, Mr. Bugajski and CSIS, for organizing this very 

important event on OSCE and things Kazakh chair should aim for, all of its efforts to make 

OSCE more relevant to today’s current security of Europe and Euro-Atlantic area.  But 

unfortunately we are not there yet and the Astana Summit clearly demonstrated the existence of 

fundamental problems.   

 

Thanks, Ambassador, for very eloquently presenting the details, how the negotiations 

went and who was against for what and I want to express my gratitude for those countries who 

stood together with Georgia in defending the fundamental principles of inviolability of the 

border of sovereign country. 

 

And the failure of the Action Plan was quite a natural process.  So we all know from 

where this challenge comes.  It’s Russian Federation who tries to continue its – I would say quite 

an irresponsible behavior in the international arena and I want to pose one question to our 

panelists.   

 

So does Russia feel enough pressure or sufficient pressure from the international 

community to become more constructive, to sit at the table and to do its best for the European 

and Euro-Atlantic security?  Thank you. 

 

MICHAEL HALTZEL (?):  Well thank you, yeah – (chuckles) – I think thank you, 

Janusz.  It’s almost a “do you still beat your wife” question.  I mean, obviously from the 

standpoint of the United States and the standpoint of the West, the standpoint of Georgia, the 

answer obviously is no because Russia hasn’t changed its policy.   

 

I mean, that’s just so – the real question is how one exerts pressure and there are tradeoffs 

and, you know, I should say I was at a dinner the other night with your national security advisor 

when this question came up and an American at the dinner was brutally frank. 

 

And he said what everybody knows, is the United States will certainly support Georgia, 

probably more vociferously and in concrete terms than any other county will.  I think that’s true.  

But the fact is in terms of our national security interests, it’s way down on our priority list and, 

you know, we’re fighting a war in Afghanistan.  We’re getting out of a war in Iraq.  We have 

terrorism, you know, every which way.  We have energy problems.  We have – we all know this 

and we will do as much as we can.   

 

We’ll certainly block things like an action plan that doesn’t mention Georgia.  We will 

continue at every bilateral meeting with the Russians – I can attest to this personally – to bring it 



up and say that the recognition of South Ossetia and Abkhazia is null and void and the continued 

occupation, violation of the August 2008 agreements – we’ll do all that.   

 

But you know, are we going to break off relations with Russia over Georgia?  No.  I 

mean, that’s just not going to happen and it’s a – my own feeling is, you know, somebody coined 

the wonderful phrase “strategic patience” which is essentially it’s valid although it’s essentially 

kicking the can down the road and saying, you know, not going to happen overnight.   

 

But the simple fact is, somebody asked – somebody brought up the question of the 

reunification of Germany and said, do you think that the reunification of Germany ever could 

have happened if it hadn’t been for NATO and the American nuclear umbrella.  And the answer 

is of course no.   

 

But I would say also that the reunification of Germany never could have happened, no 

matter whether NATO is strong, whether an umbrella, all that, but it never could have happened 

if the West Germans had not built a society that was manifestly more attractive to anybody 

whose IQ was above room temperature than the East German one was and that’s the other side of 

the Georgian issue.   

 

There are no perfect parallels and I’m not saying that Abkhazia and South Ossetia is the 

same as East Germany.  But to the extent – and I know – I know about the national histories, the 

ethnic hatreds.  And believe me, I understand this.  But the fact remains the best strategy for 

Georgia is to rely on the United States and other friendly countries to be sure that there’s not 

another invasion, which is no small thing.   

 

So in that sense there is an umbrella and in the meantime continue to perfect your 

democracy which I think you’re doing.  I don’t think you get enough credit for it in Europe for 

example.  I mean, compared to the neighborhood, you’re golden for heaven’s sakes and even by 

so-called, you know, Western standards, I think you’re doing very well, surprisingly well, if I 

may say so.   

 

You don’t get enough credit for it.  Continue to build a real democracy in the sense that 

we know it in the West.  Continue to build your economy.  Continue to have a civil society that 

is vibrant and slowly but surely, I guess I’d have to be optimistic here, the folks in – maybe not 

South Ossetia which is essentially 30,000 – I mean, I’m just going to write off South Ossetia.  

We all know what that is.   

 

Abkhazia is different and I think that with all – in spite of all the tensions between the 

Abkhaz and the Georgians, in spite of kicking out Georgians which is – I mean, I love when the 

Russians say, if you bring up Georgia we’ll bring up Kosovo.  I told the Russian head of the 

delegation, bring it on.  I’d love to compare the two.   

 

But the fact is there is bitterness there and in all fairness to the Abkhaz there was a 

massacre in Sukhumi by Gamsakhurdi people, terrible thing.  There are all kinds of problems.  

But the fact is I at least retain enough confidence in the good sense of the Abkhaz that maybe if 



Georgia continues on the positive path that I think it’s on, and you name the years, I don’t know, 

you know if it’s 10, 20, five.  I’m not sure how many it will be.   

 

It’s going to dawn on a lot of people there that maybe in the context of a revamped 

federal Georgia that gives Abkhazia a good deal of autonomy in the things that they want to 

have, maybe they’ll have a better life if they come to terms with that.   

 

That’s my vision.  It may be unduly optimistic.  But I think that – I don’t think we’re 

going to be able to just put some kind of magical pressure on the Russians and overnight they’re 

going to just say, no, we – you know, we made a mistake.  Now we’re going to withdraw and 

we’re going to be friendly.  That’s not going to happen. 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Maybe Ambassador Courtney would like to add something to this? 

 

WILLIAM COURTNEY:  As a former ambassador in Georgia, let me give more of a 

tough love message.  My sense is that – well, let me go back one step.  When the first Chechen 

war started, President Shevardnadze cautioned President Yeltsin, be careful about what you’ve 

started in Chechnya because you may have started something that will go well beyond and of 

course today we see that.   

 

I think Paul Goble had an excellent piece just the other day in The Jamestown report 

about the discussion now in Moscow that is emerging that they might in fact lose the North 

Caucasus.  My sense is that the fate of Abkhazia is going to be determined more by the extent to 

which Russia sees retention of Abkhazia and is willing to commit force – views retention of 

Abkhazia as a strategic asset.   

 

The Black Sea Fleet is located in the wrong place.  A good part of it is going to relocate 

to a naval base in Ochamchire in Abkhazia so Russia can more easily protect its own oil exports 

and intimidate oil exports through Georgia.  So that will be one dimension and then the other 

dimension is how does the North Caucasus evolve.  

 

Does it end up evolving as an independent entity one way or another and it’s important to 

remember that the Abkhaz are a North Caucasian people, not a South Caucasian people.  So my 

sense is that the future of Abkhazia is likely going to depend more on how Russia defends what 

it perceives as its strategic interests and if you will a warm-water port at Ochamchire and on the 

evolution of North Caucasus than on what Georgia does itself. 

 

And that is a different message than we gave Georgia when I was there in the mid-1990s.  

Then we gave the message that Mike just pointed out that the best thing Georgia could do, would 

be to reform itself and make itself more attractive.  Georgia did do that but the other part of the 

message that we gave was that Georgia should open up economic and transportation relations 

with Abkhazia so that there will be more stakeholders in Abkhazia who want a closer 

relationship with Georgia.   

 

Georgia decided not to do that and so as a result there are very few stakeholders in 

Abkhazia today who have an interest – a keen interest in returning to be part of Georgia.  So I 



think time has gone beyond that.  I wish it were still true but I think now the issue is Russia’s 

military strategic interests and the evolution of North Caucasus. 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Thank you.  Please, you have questions, comments?  Please share 

them with us.  Everybody’s tired?  Ambassador Abdrakhmanov? 

 

Q:  This is actually a follow-up to comments made with regard to what my Georgian 

brother said now.  May I just again quote some sentence from our common Astana 

commemorative declaration?  So these are, again, heads of our states and governments and heads 

of delegations who are saying that we are determined to work together to fully realize the vision 

of a comprehensive, cooperative and indivisible security community throughout the shared 

OSCE area.   

 

And also they say that it should unite all OSCE participating states across the Euro-

Atlantic and Eurasia region, free of dividing lines, conflicts, spheres of influence and zones with 

different levels of security.   

 

So I believe this is – well, needless to say that it was for the first time that in the OSCE 

family we reflected in such a way on that notion of security community.  But it is once again 

bringing us to the understanding that we need consistency.  We need pragmatism.  We need 

responsibility in order to implement this undoubtedly very well-drafted and nice wording.   

 

So that’s – and by the way, these words of consistency and pragmatism I took from some 

American newspapers.  These are ways journalists or some observers describe President Obama.  

So that he proved that he is consistent in his policy and he is a pragmatist.  So probably it is on 

the eve of his bid for the second term in the office.   

 

But I like these words and it is – I would give the same characteristic to my president 

who is also very consistent, very pragmatic and realistic in putting forward many initiatives to 

develop my nation to some new stage of its development.  So thank you. 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Mike has a comment. 

 

MR. HALTZEL:  Yeah, I’d just like to return to the Caucasus briefly and say, you know, 

Bill gave a terrific realpolitik discussion, taking it further.  And in that regard, I’d like – it’s 

shame Jeff just had to leave, Jeff McCausland.  I wanted to go back to his wonderful PowerPoint 

presentation on CFE.   

 

There was one thing he didn’t talk about and it just happens to be the only arms control 

thing that I’ve ever had anything to do with and it had to do with the flank.  There was actually a 

CFE flank document in the late 1990s.  I think it was ’98 if I’m not mistaken in which we 

basically made concessions to the Russian Federation. 

 

And since it was an amendment to a treaty, it had to be ratified by the U.S. Senate and I 

was in charge of getting it through the Senate.  The vote was 100 to nothing.  This was after the 

first war in Chechnya.  I bring this up only because it gives the lie to Prime Minster Putin’s 



revision of history which he first stated four years ago at the Munich security conference and 

which now is, you know, he would like to have hardened into concrete.   

 

It’s completely false, the idea that the United States opposed Russia, tried to strangle the 

infant in its cradle and, you know, forgetting about our emergency food aid which essentially 

forestalled famine the first winter after independence which Russian commentators have 

acknowledged.   

 

But here, I mean, we had a hundred to nothing ratification.  We knew very well what it 

could mean if there would be a second Chechnya war which there was.  But we still did it 

because we wanted to support what we – what in retrospect looks like a pretty good democracy 

in Russia in those days.  And that’s important.   

 

The other thing I should have said about the virtue of Georgia’s continuing its democratic 

evolution is that if you want to get foreign direct investment to help your economy, that’s like the 

“Good Housekeeping” seal of approval.  I mean, and that has all sorts of implications for social 

stability and cohesion and so for that reason – I mean, aside from the intrinsic benefit of having a 

democracy, if you believe in democracy, that’s also terribly important.   

 

But again, to go back to what Bill said, I mean, I fear Russia is completely clueless on 

how to handle the – what amounts to an insurgency in Ingushetia and elsewhere in the North 

Caucasus and, you know, I’m not happy about that and thank you, Istvan, for your usual terrific 

presentation.  All right, well I’ll stop, obviously we have time constraints. 

 

MR. COURTNEY:  Let me just add one point.  I completely agree with what Mike just 

said.  Someone said, well, why don’t we give the Russians General Petraeus’ counterinsurgency 

manual?  The problem is Russian military forces have no training, no capacity even to implement 

something like that.  So Mike is exactly right.  They’re just stuck and they have no strategy. 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Do we have more comments or questions?  Okay, let me – do you 

have a comment? 

 

MR. BUGAJSKI:  I have a very last comment but if you want to say – 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Okay, I just wanted to say this is the last conference of our OSCE 

series that we’ve conducted in the last two years and I think if nothing else we increased the 

prestige of OSCE in this town.  It’s more talked about than ever before I think in public forums.  

And I think this should continue because the organization should be relevant, should be much 

more relevant than it is now. 

 

And I believe it is doing a very, very good job in the human dimension, in some security 

initiatives and there are some stumbling blocks on the way that with goodwill and more pressure 

on Russia I believe eventually some of these issues would be resolved.  Thank you. 

 

MR. BUGAJSKI:  Thank you, Margarita.  My last word before we reach for our shovels, 

and that’s not to bury the OSCE – (chuckles) – but to emerge from the snow which we still have 



to do.  Let me just say this, and I said this more or less at the last conference, major conference 

that we had with Kazakhstan.   

 

I continue to be truly impressed by the openness of the Kazakh government to 

international criticism.  I really cannot think of any government, quite frankly, that’s been so 

criticized for its internal questions, internal problems that would be so open to international 

criticism of its internal decision-making.  

 

And that to me speaks volumes of how much Astana values the relationship with 

Washington, which is a very important pillar of its multi-vector or balanced security and foreign 

policy.   

 

And this is something I think that we will try and continue to develop, that strong 

understanding bilateral relations between Kazakhstan and Washington because also, very lastly, I 

think Kazakhstan has helped to put Central Asia on the map, much more firmly on the map, on 

the European map and on the transatlantic map, indicating, underscoring the opportunities but 

also the problems that are faced in that region and how important that region is to our security.   

 

So working with the Kazakh government, hopefully we can continue to develop good 

relations.  Thank you very much and thank you all very much for coming and see you next time.  

We’ll keep you informed 

 

(END) 
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JANUSZ BUGAJSKI :  I’m going to hand over to my co-director of our U.S.-Kazakh 

OSCE taskforce, Margarita Assenova, who is actually just back from Astana.  So she’s probably 

fresher from what’s going on in Kazakhstan than anybody else.  So you can have some questions 

for her, as well.  I’m sure she has a few introductory comments.  Over to you, Margarita. 

 

MARGARITA ASSENOVA:  Good afternoon, everyone.  I will introduce our speakers 

for the second panel.  We will have their remarks and then we will open for discussion.   

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Okay, until you finish your lunch, I’m sorry, Ambassador 

Abdrakhmanov, I am going to interrupt you.  Ambassador Abdrakhmanov was appointed 

permanent representative of Kazakhstan to the OSCE mission in Vienna in December 2008, but 

before that, he was ambassador of Kazakhstan to Austria.   

 

He has served in many capacities in the course of his career, including as deputy minister 

of foreign affairs of Kazakhstan in 2006 and 2007, ambassador of Kazakhstan to Israel, 

minister/counselor of the Embassy of Kazakhstan to the United Kingdom and vice minister of 

foreign affairs of Kazakhstan in the late 1990s and early 2000.  And he was also the director of 

the department of bilateral cooperation, ministry of foreign affairs. 

 

Our second speaker today is Ambassador Istvan Gyarmati from Hungary, who was the 

chairman-in-office of OSCE at the time Hungary was chairing the organization.  He is the 

director of the International Center for Democratic Transition and senior political advisor to the 

director of the Geneva Center for the Democratic Control of Armed Forces.   

 

He is serving in different capacities, and one example is advisory board of the NATO 

Defense College in Rome and the London-based International Institute for Strategic Studies.  He 

is going to speak about the protracted conflicts and the potential of the OSCE to find consensus 

on the action plan for the organization for the next several years.  Thank you.  Ambassador 

Abdrakhmanov? 

 

AMBASSADOR KAIRAT ABDRAKHMANOV:  Thank you very much.  Ladies and 

gentlemen, dear friends, it’s my privilege today to attend one more CSIS event.  And this kind of 

invitation from – on the name of such a distinguished think tank, I am always accepting with 

great honor.  We are very thankful to both of you, dear co-chairpersons or co-presidents, for your 

tireless efforts in order to promote mutual understanding between two parts of our single world.   

 

Actually, all that my ambassador promised – he and very professional and distinguished 

speakers this morning left me without breath because they covered so professionally various 

aspects both of the OSCE chairmanship, as well as the OSCE’s role, itself.  So my task probably 



is much easier now.  As it was mentioned, I was appointed, in the end of 2008, to lead the 

permanent mission, or separate entity permanent mission of Kazakhstan to the OSCE.   

 

But for other reasons – and first and foremost, my previous capacities as ambassador to 

Austria and to other organizations in Vienna – I have been doing this kind of business for the 

OSCE since late spring of 2007.  It means that I witnessed Madrid OSCE ministerial meeting of 

2007.  I participated in drafting of the so-called Madrid commitments – renowned commitments 

– and everyone referring to these commitments while speaking about my Kazakhstan and its role 

in the OSCE under the chairmanship.   

 

In 2008, we were members of the OSCE quintet.  I remind you it was the innovation of 

the Finnish chairmanship.  Because of Madrid’s decision at that time, we defined time 

consecutive chairmanships of the OSCE, so the quintet started functioning at that time.  In 2009, 

we entered – we joined the OSCE troika.   

 

And now, after the chairmanship, we are still here.  And just also for your information, 

during the last trimester of this year – namely September, October, November, and December – 

Kazakhstan is going to chair the Forum for Security Cooperation – FSC.  And it’s also a very 

important vision for us because these four months were just on the eve of the next OSCE 

ministerial conference/council in Vilnius.  It means that we still have some business to complete 

and some things to be accomplished before the Vilnius ministerial in the immediate aftermath of 

the OSCE summit. 

 

So let me just share with you some observations from our chairmanship and from our 

experience of leading, by political means, such a very important organization.  Probably, most of 

you have paid quite an attention to some of the so-called interpretative statements made 

immediately after the doctrine of Astana commemorative declaration in Astana.  These were 

early hours on the 3
rd

 of December.  And a few moments later, I will explain to you why it was 

quite delayed.   

 

With the conclusion of the Astana summit and the doctrine of the Astana Declaration, 

there were some interpretative statements.  And well, if we’re used to have interpretative 

statements on behalf of the European Union, the United States of America, the Russian 

Federation, some like-minded countries, but this time you probably noticed the interpretative 

statements made on behalf of Romania and the Czech Republic. 

 

The lack of attention from the world mass media was disappointing because in many 

ways the summit was pertinent for the global arena. For example, today the renowned Davos 

Economic Forum is highlighted because of the explosion in the basement of one of the hotels.  

So in order to attract some attention, you need some conflict.  Or you need a conflict of interests.  

 

And disappointment expressed by the Czech Republic and Romania, to a large extent, 

between us – I am not speaking now as an ambassador because as ambassador to the OSCE, I 

understand clearly what is behind these two interpretative statements – but still, these statements 

left me puzzled.  What was behind – why these distinguished European Union member so 

deliberately intervened with their interpretative statements? 



 

And in the case of Romania, they are probably pretending to play much greater role in 

Transnistria protracted conflict area.  Probably, the Czech Republic’s expectations from the 

human rights and fundamental freedoms, if I may say, dimension of the summit, and also on 

protracted conflicts, were too high.  But at the same time, these kind of statements, by no means, 

shall prevail when we are assessing the outcome of the Astana summit. 

 

Let me just give you some examples what kind of notions and issues and taskings we lost 

due to the non-adoption of so-called Astana action plan.  So just have a look:  We, which means 

heads of states and governments, work together within the OSCE to ensure respect for freedom 

of peaceful assembly and association, including via digital technologies; ensure respect for the 

rule of law; ensure respect for freedom of expression; promote the necessary conditions for free, 

independent and pluralistic media, including by taking concrete measures to ensure the 

protection of journalists. 

 

And by the way, this notion is already among priorities of the distinguished Lithuanian 

chairmanship; considering updating existing media freedom commitments; promote broadcasting 

pluralism and support their development, and so on and so forth; ensuring viability of the 

representative for freedom of the media to follow up, and so on and so forth.   

 

I’ll just pick up on some issues related to human dimensions, but as for the second 

dimension, it was at the draft of action plan our joint strive to work toward a Maastricht-plus, as 

appropriate.  Maastricht-plus – this is a main document in our second dimension.  As for 

protracted conflict, actually, while drafting the action plan, we took the following approach in 

order to combine issues of the entire so-called conflict circle. 

 

So we were talking, in the action plan, about enhancing the analytical, early-warning and 

operational capacity of the OSCE executive structures.  We were talking about developing the 

capacity of secretariat to support the chairmanship, strengthening OSCE promotion of civil 

society support for dialogue and reconciliation, while approaching any kind of protracted 

conflict.   

 

We were talking about efficiency and effectiveness of the OSCE decision-making bodies, 

and so on and so forth.  Unfortunately, all these and many other – there are many so-called 

“parastics” (ph), “subtics” (ph),  remaining, at that time, not adopted and unattended.  What was 

the reason why we failed – by we, I mean all participating states – to adopt this action plan?  It 

was rightly mentioned now, to a large extent and from my personal perspective and experience, 

we failed only because of protracted conflicts, namely one of them: conflict in Georgia. 

 

Until 11:00 a.m. of the second of December – and Ambassador Idrissov kindly supported 

us at that time, also attending our discussion there – the news came from the Russian-American 

frontier that they failed to reach an agreement on language on Georgia.  So the Georgian 

proposal at that time was: let’s include into the action plan the following sentence:  That we are 

going to take every necessary measures in order to resolve protracted conflicts, such as in 

Georgia, Moldova and, not Nagorno-Karabakh, but probably conflict dealt with by the Minsk 

group.  



 

And as for the Transnistriaand Nagorno-Karabakh situations, it was more or less 

manageable.  And we are really very thankful to those who are involved in solving these 

conflicts.  But in the case of Georgia, Russia immediately came out with a legitimate, from their 

perspective and the perspective of those who recognize the independence of South Ossetia and 

Abkhazia opinion. That, okay, if such language will be used for Georgian language, then it must 

be reflected when talking about conflicts in South Ossetia, Abkhazia, Moldova, and so on and so 

forth.   

 

The chairmanship designated the permanent representative of Switzerland, Ambassador 

Thomas Greminger to facilitate a dialogue, for which we very thankful to him. So from the 20
th

 

of November until the end of the summit, he tried and he did his utmost best in finding a 

common language on Georgia.  But this news came, as I told you, around 11:00 a.m., just one 

hour before the scheduled closure of the summit.   

 

And from that time onward, efforts of the above-mentioned two countries, the United 

States and the Russian Federation, and the chairmanship, of course, were aimed at persuading 

and convincing the European Union – because I remind you, and if you didn’t know about it – 

the European Union voiced out their fairly strong support for a single-document political 

declaration with action plan attached to the main body of the document.   

 

And as it was also mentioned this morning, the European Union is quite an entity, with a 

27-voice household.  And some countries – as it was mentioned, Sweden, the United Kingdom, 

the Czech Republic – are legitimately concerned about the lack of attention to human dimension, 

namely to human rights and fundamental freedoms.   

 

And from 11:00 to late evening or early morning of the 3
rd

 of December, it took 

enormous efforts on behalf of the chairmanship and all other states concerned in order to bring us 

to a common understanding.  Otherwise, with such a so-called action plan – exact name of which 

is the Astana framework for action – we could move our organization advanced into the current 

hierarchy with other international organizations.   

 

But nevertheless it is a pity for me since it was the common baby of the permanent 

council and preparatory committee and all the ambassadors of participating states who finally 

reached an agreement on almost 95 percent, except for the Georgian and protracted-conflict 

language. I wonder when we will have next chance to attend to all these issues. And it also took 

efforts from the chairmanship to convince Turkmenistan, Belarus, the Russian Federation and 

some other countries, for whom all of the quoted notions are of utmost importance.   

 

But from that point of view, we are always really thankful to our CIS and Central Asian 

partners and friends for enormous support, which they extended to the Kazakh chairmanship.  

And even Uzbekistan, for it was also quite a crucial moment to include their position on 

Afghanistan in the declaration. 

 

And if you will go back to the text of the declaration and article X, in particular 

paragraph 10, when you see the following wording:  “In particular, we underscore the need to 



contribute effectively, based on the capacity and national interests of each participating state, to 

collective efforts to promote Afghanistan.”  So namely, these words – “based on the capacity and 

national interests of each participating states” – this exactly language was proposed by 

Uzbekistan.   

 

And I believe it was one of demonstrations to what extent we could be flexible and 

cooperative when all participating states accepted this proposal.  And now, it is here.  Because 

before then, there were some speculations that some participating states might block any moves 

on behalf of our organization towards Afghanistan.  Thus, Afghanistan is a significant success in 

the declaration.  

 

Our language on emerging transnational threats – TNTs – is present. Unambiguous 

reaffirmation of all OSCE norms, principles and commitments are there.  More than two times 

the so-called language of the Moscow document or Moscow mechanisms reflected in the text of 

the declaration.  And Michael [Haltzel], now, in an excellent way, actually presented to you that 

dimension of our activity there.   

 

Commitment to increase efforts to resolve existing conflicts in the OSCE area – also, it is 

here.  The vibrant dialogue among civil society and governments was promoted via the three 

review conferences and the parallel NGO forum.  And by the way, it is now time that we can’t 

leave any single proposals made during the summit, during the NGO forum or review 

conferences – we can’t leave them unattended.  

 

Individual leaders made very interesting proposals.  I’d just invite you to have a look at 

the statement of the president of Turkmenistan.  He was saying about the so-called forum for 

security in the Caspian region.  So let’s think about it, as well – not just only to criticize this 

country for lingering issues in human rights and fundamental freedoms, but let’s listen to them.  

Let’s understand what their expectations are from this organization.  And it was quite a vivid 

example.  And when president of this country reflected on some undoubtedly very accurate 

issues, Uzbek foreign minister also raised some issues of their concerns.  Other leaders also 

reflected quite widely and covered quite a wide scope of issues. 

 

One of my president’s mentioned initiatives was about the possible establishment of a so-

called security institute in our area.  And we are ready to provide Astana as the main venue for a 

security institute.  It is a sort of think tank, which is to be based very close to main arena of 

TNTs.   

 

And at least my mission proposed in Astana to consider opportunity to involve 

Nazarbayev University – newly established international university – as a sort of umbrella for 

this project.  And I think that we would be more than happy if such think tanks like CSIS and 

others, those who are represented here by you, my dear colleagues, will participate. 

 

Another initiative put forward by my president was the document on tolerance in the new 

decade: non-discrimination in our world.  One more thing I can’t escape is the effectiveness of 

our organization and legal status.  And to that end, we are thankful, again, for constructive 

approach on behalf of some participating states, and especially the United States.   



 

And the United States delegation was very supportive.  Especially about the ongoing 

dispute of whether we shall have convention or charter, convention first, followed by charter, or 

just the two together as the Russian Federation wanted.  But the effectiveness and legal-status 

notions are also in the text of our declaration.   

 

So it was impossible even to imagine, some time ago, that Moscow’s 

mechanism/language would be reflected for the first time in history on such a high level during 

the summit.  And it was also impossible to imagine the legal-status and effectiveness notions to 

be reflected in such a quite explicit way in the Astana commemorative declaration.   

 

Just to give you an example of how difficult it was to find common understanding, in first 

paragraph of our document, we are referring to some anniversaries – Helsinki Act, Charter of 

Paris.  Until last moment – until the early morning of the 2
nd

 of December – Belarus was 

insisting on including, in light of all these anniversaries, 65
th

 anniversary of the end of the 

Second World War.   

 

Coming back to Georgian language, it is still in my notes.  The Russian Federation did 

their utmost – and I witnessed, personally, how Foreign Minister Lavrov, after CSTO 

consultations, instructed his delegation, and I really admired and I would love all our foreign 

ministers to know in such details of OSCE business like Minister Lavrov, for example – and the 

Russians finally agreed to mention Georgia in the action plan. 

 

For instance, one of the options was Georgia/Geneva discussions, Moldova/five-plus-two 

format, followed by others.  On conflict in Georgia, protracted conflicts, including Georgia, 

Moldova and so on and so forth, but at the same, Georgian delegation was also very constructive, 

I would say, because there were some issues, like IDPs – internally displaced population – 

common language was found.  It was an issue of – just let me have a look at my – ah, withdrawal 

of foreign forces, withdrawal of forces.  Understanding was also there. 

 

Promotion of dialogue, which was the Georgian proposal, between Georgia and the 

Russian Federation on a high level.  Finally, Georgia agreed not to insist too much on it and they 

agreed to mention just to promote dialogue between Georgia and Russia on all levels. The OSCE 

was very close in restoring a meaningful presence of the organization in Georgia.   

 

But coming back to that protracted conflicts, we can’t ignore national interests.  Of 

course, we shall understand situation of countries that lost their territories.  And we believe that 

during the current and following chairmanships, our organization will do its utmost in order to 

tackle these kinds of issues. 

 

So we are shoulder-to-shoulder with our Lithuanian chairmanship, with our friends.  

Actually, Kazakhstan and Lithuania are enjoying excellent relations since our common past. And 

during preparation for the OSCE chairmanship, we even conducted some joint trainings.  

Members of our taskforce and embassies know each other personally.  And again, as a troika 

member, we are going to promote chairmanship’s priorities.   

 



Our chairmanship benefited greatly from our Central Asian location, as well.  The crisis 

in Kyrgyzstan was, I believe, tackled in quite a wise manner.  I’ll remind you that it was here, in 

Washington, where my president, President Obama, President Medvedev had a chance to talk 

about the situation there last spring.  And it was my president who also assisted in finding a 

solution for the escape of President Bakiyev from the territory of Kyrgyzstan because if he was 

to stay there, possible scenario was, at that time, unpredictable. 

 

But at the same time, it was impossible, believe me, to respect our Kyrgyz friends, 

brothers and sisters.  It was impossible to include them into the Astana – to the text of 

declaration because this kind of conflict and crisis in Kyrgyzstan was of a completely different 

nature.  Our Kyrgyz friends requested, as one of the distinguished participating states, not to 

focus too much attention on this conflict.  And the participating states agreed to the request 

demonstrating their constructiveness.  

 

Security issues, climate change - all these issues, which still have political background, 

and misunderstanding among certain participating states will remain on our agenda.  And even 

more, for energy security, as one of the countries who are trying to play some role in this sector, 

we are very much interested in promoting it. And coming back to the organization’s status, I 

wonder if it is failing one – the latest decision was to close the Minsk office.  

 

But at the same time, we want, we wish and we must do our utmost in order to keep 

Belarus, or any other countries without OSCE field presence, onboard because I can’t imagine, 

any security or any dialogue on energy security, on environmental areas, on human dimension, 

first dimension without Belarus.  So let’s continue to work and to have them be heavily engaged 

and our agenda will be heavily saturated by all these kind of issues in the coming months and 

months. 

 

By the end of this year, we have, actually, quite a direct tasking from the summit and its 

document to do our utmost in order to modernize Vienna document.  That’s why our 

chairmanship for the FSC, in the last trimester of this year, is becoming also quite a responsible 

mission.  So if I am limited in time, I will stop here.  If not, I have, still, some messages to 

deliver.  But maybe we will give, now, time to Istvan.  Okay, thank you. 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Thank you very much, Ambassador Abdrakhmanov.  That was such a 

fascinating account about what happened behind closed doors in the negotiations at the summit.  

The Astana declaration is really a program document, to a large extent, outlining what is ahead 

of the organization.   

 

And now I’m turning to Ambassador Gyarmati, who is also a professor of military 

science.  And he was instrumental – he was head of the taskforce in Hungary in developing the 

Hungarian national military strategy.  He has extensive knowledge about the OSCE and he is 

going to talk about whether we are going to be able to achieve agreement on this 5 percent 

remaining of the action plan and end up with an action plan in Vilnius in December.  Thank you. 

 

ISTVAN GYARMATI:  Thank you very much.  Thanks, everybody.  I think it’s a – 

(inaudible) – for everybody to come to this meeting today in this weather.  It shows that the 



OSCE is staying interesting for some people – those who really know how important it is, or 

could be or should be, for European security. 

 

MR. :  (Off mic, laughter.) 

 

MS. :  (Off mic.) 

 

MR. GYARMATI:  Anyway, so I wanted to start with this, to tell you that one of the big 

advantages, one of the big, very positive features of the OSCE is that, if you look at the state of 

the OSCE and where OSCE stands, what are the problems, resolved and unresolved in the 

OSCE, you get a pretty good picture of European security.  And if you look at the current 

situation, the Astana summit, it tells us that there are three kinds of problems/issues in Europe. 

 

One group is where we do agree.  And there are several of these issues, like fighting 

against terrorism, et cetera.  Behind the scenes, we also agree that – we can say very clearly that 

European security is becoming more and more dependent on China.  So I think we have 

agreement on some large strategic issues.  We don’t agree, necessarily, how to deal with them, 

but we do agree that they are there and we should somehow find a way to cooperate. 

 

The second group of issues is where we pretend to agree, but we really don’t.  And this is 

the notion of, basically, what democracy means, the notion of human rights.  I mean, one of the 

big advantages, as the ambassador quoted, of the Astana action plan would have been the 

reconfirmation of the commitments.   

 

I’m, in principle, not very happy with reconfirmations because I don’t think commitments 

need to be reconfirmed – they are either there or they are not – but what I was very skeptical 

about when I was watching the events in the Astana summit is that no reconfirmation of the 

commitments would have caused those who have ignored, systematically, those commitments 

not to ignore them.   

 

And no reconfirmation would cause those who are interested in those agreements to do 

more for their implementation in some other countries.  So I think it’s a nice – it would be a nice 

document.  I mean, this part would be very nice to have, but I have a real skeptical approach to 

the effects that they would have in Europe. 

 

And thirdly, there are issues where we clearly disagree.  And I think Astana has revealed 

– not that we didn’t know – but it has revealed some basic disagreements.  One of the 

disagreements is that a bigger part of the European countries is happy with the current European 

security status quo.  There are a few countries, especially one, which is very unhappy with the 

current status quo, and especially unhappy with the status quo in what I could call the gray zone 

between current NATO and EU members and Russia. 

 

And therefore, I think the most important strategic disagreement within Europe, or 

between Russia and the NATO/European Union, is about the gray zone.  How do we deal with 

those things?  There is a fundamental difference in the approach.  The Western part – EU, NATO 

countries – do not want to rule these countries, do not want to impose their will.   



 

They, of course, have strategic – or we, of course, have strategic interests there.  But I 

think the way of promoting them is rather through cooperation then new alliances.  I would say 

that we don’t even go far enough by offering them enough. 

 

I for one, I’m very much trying to push, for instance, the European Union to have a 

meaningful summit with the Eastern Partnerships countries, including an offer that the best 

performing members of the Eastern Partnerships should be offered an exit from the Eastern 

Partnership towards membership, towards association.  I’m not sure everybody will agree with 

this but I think that’s the logic of the Eastern Partnership.  Otherwise, it’s a dead-end street – 

might be better paved than the others but it’s still a dead-end street. 

 

So that part of Europe is satisfied with the status quo, wants to strengthen the status quo 

in the gray zone, while Russia wants to change it.  And I think there has been a significant 

change in the Russian approach towards these countries and Russia is now more in a regime-

change mood – perhaps they learned it here in this city a few years ago.  But Russia is more in a 

regime-change mood than it has ever been before – I mean, since the fall of the Soviet Union.  

Actually, even then they wanted to change the regime even less than today. 

 

So I think Russia wants to basically get these countries back, not in a Soviet-type of 

unified country but under – get them and keep them under very close control and install regimes 

or half-install regimes which agree with this and are cooperative.   

 

And this approach is very important, not only in quotation marks only for strategic 

reasons but also because that gives us some guidance.  What are the prospectives of resolving the 

protracted conflicts?  And I think as long as this contradiction between the two parts, especially 

the Russian approach prevails, we have very little chance to solve the protracted conflicts 

because the way to exert more influence, to improve, to strengthen their influence or to maintain 

their influence is through the conflicts. 

 

The best example for this is Moldova.  Moldova is not Georgia.  Moldova has borders to 

Europe, to the European Union – it doesn’t border to Russia.  So the Abkhaz solution is not 

available.  But as long as we agree that the Transnistrian conflict – the solution of the 

Transnistrian conflict is a matter of priority, we use it – so to say, we, the Europeans, use it as a 

kind of an excuse not even to negotiate Moldovan association with the European Union, let alone 

talk about much more cooperation with NATO.  We basically give the Russian – the Russians – 

the Russian government the leverage over Moldova. 

 

Of course, the solution would be to get Transnistria back and the Russian troops out.  But 

I don’t think that’s, at this point, a realistic option.  My view is that we should lower our 

expectations and talk less about the immediate solution of the conflict in Transnistria because 

that would reduce the leverage of Mr. Smirnov and Mr. Putin in Moldova. 

 

And I think the Transnistrian conflict to be – we know what will be the solution of the 

Transnistrian conflict.  We don’t know how to get there and when we will get there.  I mean, if 

you look at the economy, 75 percent of trade of Transnistria is between Transnistria and the 



European Union through Moldova, not Russia, not Ukraine but through Moldova.  I’m not 

talking about the illegal trade which is through Ukraine and Moldova and through mostly – and 

Russia.  So we know where the economic interests lie.  I think we know the solution. 

 

Nagorno-Karabakh is different.  Nagorno-Karabakh, I think, is a protracted conflict but 

it’s – we don’t talk too much about it but it’s getting closer to being unfrozen and not the 

peaceful way – not the good way.   

 

We hear more and more talk about a new war.  We see the influx of weapons into most 

countries, I think, more and more in the past years.  There is a little change that before, the 

Russians were selling more weapons to the Armenians than to the Azeris.  Now I think it’s 

balanced.  So I think we are – if nothing happens, we are moving just in the right direction – the 

wrong direction with Nagorno-Karabakh.   

 

And of course, the conflicts in Georgia – and I think we make sure they agree that this is 

conflicts in Georgia, without any reservations – can be very – I mean, we can do very little to 

solve them because we have a fundamental disagreement, as you know.  And on the name of the 

conflict – is it in Georgia or not in Georgia? – reflects this fundamental disagreement. 

 

I think we need to, also, to analyze a little what we have done in the past and what we 

have done wrong because it teaches us how not to repeat our mistakes.  And let me give you – I 

just have the – this publication in front of me about the CFE Treaty but that’s not the reason why 

I speak about the CFE Treaty and it’s also not the reason that I love the CFE Treaty, being one of 

the drafters of the treaty.  But the way we handle the CFE Treaty and used or didn’t use it in the 

past almost 20 years is very, very instructive and we still didn’t learn it. 

 

We have tolerated Russian violation of the treaty for a long time and then we thought we 

can solve it, so to say, without calling it a violation:  by introducing a political commitment in 

Istanbul at the Istanbul OSCE Summit, saying which was a huge mistake because it undermined 

the legal commitment of the CFE Treaty.   

 

I think we can – some people, some young people, legal scholars can write 10, 15 Ph.D.s 

about the difference between legal and political commitment.  We don’t know, really, the 

difference.  We know both commitments should be kept but we know that legal commitments are 

stronger than political commitments.  Now, if you start moving away from legal commitments to 

political commitments, it does not only undermine the legal commitment but it also gives a sign 

that you are moving away from a strong commitment towards a soft commitment. 

 

We made it even worse in – (inaudible) – when we agreed even to water down the 

political commitment and then we didn’t do too much about it, instead of insisting on the legal 

commitment.  And that’s really close to my heart because the sentence in the CFE Treaty that is 

about the non-stationing without consent is my sentence.  I wrote it 30 years ago so I – of course, 

I didn’t think about Moldova; I was thinking about Soviet troops in Hungary that time, but still 

it’s a good sentence. 

 



So I think it’s very important now to recognize that looking for a compromise at any 

price sometimes undermines our interests.  And that’s what we were doing in Istanbul and that’s 

what we are doing even more in – (inaudible). 

 

The second thing I wanted to mention is about, really, conditionality.  The European 

Union loves conditionality, which I agree with in principle.  The problem is that with 

conditionality, we achieve what dictators really want because we threaten them not to do what 

they don’t want us to do and then when they don’t do what they need – they should do, we do 

what they really love.   

 

So we don’t – in the case of the adapted CFE Treaty, I think the nonratification of the 

unadopted CFE Treaty was very welcome by the Soviets or Russians, whoever, because they 

don’t like the CFE Treaty.  So we threaten them and did something that they really wanted to do 

– we fall into the traps and we are still there. 

 

We also did not react, I think, to the so-called suspension of the CFE Treaty.  There is no 

suspension of the CFE Treaty!  It’s illegal nonsense; it’s political nonsense too.  But we just 

agreed like this.  Okay, the Soviets or the Russians suspend it, fine – why not?   

 

So I think we – we really need to think much more strategically on these issues.  And it’s 

not only about Russia –I could tell other things – but that’s the main issue.   

 

So what is the way ahead for the OSCE?  The OSCE, I think, is again becoming a very 

important platform because the only place where we can have a meaningful dialogue is the 

OSCE.   

 

Those who suggest that the NATO-Russia Council should be the place for meaningful 

dialogue are very wrong – very wrong because there only can be a meaningful dialogue in the 

NATO-Russia Council when NATO doesn’t act as an alliance, when it is not the 28-plus-one but 

29, formed by the Russians, really – (they like ?). 

 

But I ask you what kind of an alliance is an alliance that negotiates with anybody outside 

the alliance on the basis of a country-by-country basis, not as an alliance?  Then nothing remains 

of the alliance if they do so.   

 

I’m very optimistic because I think it will never happen in the NATO-Russia Council but 

it shouldn’t.  So therefore, there will be no political dialogue – not to mention that the NATO-

Russia Council doesn’t involve such unimportant countries like Georgia and Ukraine in the 

dialogue.  So I think we should use the OSCE for a dialogue.   

 

I think the Medvedev proposal – I laughed at Medvedev’s proposal because when I read 

it, first time, I felt 20 years younger because that’s what I – when I first read this proposal.  At 

that time it was Gorbachev’s proposal, I think, and historians told me there was a stand-in 

proposal which was also very similar to this.  

 



But that’s, I think, basically the most important advantage of the proposal, apart from the 

dialogue that it launched.  And there I see a little progress on the Russian side, too – that they are 

moving away from insisting on legalistic approaches and moving towards a more comprehensive 

approach towards European security.  In the Corfu Process, the most important part is not the 

result but the process and I think that’s what we should keep alive, also, achieving some concrete 

results but probably not necessarily within that dialogue but the results and being enabled by the 

dialogue. 

 

I think the CFE Treaty, for instance, can only be salvaged if we come to some better 

agreement about Europeans.  What do we mean by security – European security or security 

community in Europe?  And I would insist that the CFE Treaty is still very important for me for 

several reasons but I just want to name one:  I really doubt that if the CFE Treaty would collapse, 

that we would be able, in the near future, to achieve agreement on tactical nuclear weapons and 

that’s a very important issue.  The CFE Treaty alone:  We could say, okay, we can live without 

the CFE Treaty – that I would regret.  But I think we really have to move forward on tactical 

nuclear weapons and that’s almost impossible if the CFE Treaty would collapse. 

 

So I think – what is necessary?  The key is – the key to progress is not in Moscow.  The 

key to progress is in Brussels and in Washington.  But I think the key is to find an approach, a 

negotiating position, if you like, which we all share and which we all share in terms of what are 

the strategic challenges, what are the areas where we can be partners with others, including with 

Russia, what are the principles on the basis of which we can develop strategic partnerships and 

what are the – what is the role of human rights and this whole human dimension in this equation. 

 

 I don’t think that we can move towards a strategic partnership, so to say, with Russia, like 

the one the United States has with Saudi Arabia – that Saudi Arabia has, I think, a more nasty – 

there is nobody here from Saudi Arabia?  Okay – a more nasty regime than Iran, but it is still the 

strategic ally of the United States vis-à-vis Iran, which is the right thing to do in the Middle East.  

I don’t think we can do this and I don’t think we should do this in Europe.  We are beyond that 

point.  We cannot do this in Europe. 

 

 So I think we really need to move forward and I’m happy to see that this policy has 

started to change here in Washington – not yet in Brussels, fully – that the comprehensive 

approach towards our relationship with Russia and some other countries will prevail.   

 

I think in this respect, the Kazakh chairmanship of the OSCE was very useful because it 

was not a chairmanship with spectacular successes but it was not due to the Kazakhs – it was due 

to the situation.  Nobody could have achieved spectacular successes this year.  And I think all the 

fears and concerns that many people had before the Kazakh chairmanship started didn’t 

materialize.   

 

I think it was a – it was a good chairmanship.  Of course, the circumstances are not the 

best but the Kazakhs did, I think, very well under those circumstances and in some cases, like 

handling the Kyrgyzstan conflict or whatever, they did extremely well.  So I think now we know 

that there are some countries who can do well. 

 



I’m not as happy with the – sorry to say – with the internal situation in Kazakhstan as I 

am with the performance of Kazakhstan in the chairmanship but I think we still need to 

recognize how successful it was and it brought a new dimension, a new perspective to the OSCE, 

which I think we should not lose in the future. 

 

So what are the – just trying to answer your question – what are the prospects for the 

adoption of the action plan in Vilnius?  I think they are close to zero, just to be very diplomatic.  

But frankly speaking, I am not very sad that they are not because – I mean, I’m now not in the 

government so I can say so – I’m really fed up with the situation where we pretend that we do 

something and we don’t.   

 

We pretend we have this general approach to human rights in Europe and everybody is in 

compliance with OSCE commitments – and half of the states are not.  And I don’t want to go 

into details because I’m Hungarian but some – not only Eastern European countries don’t.  There 

are some others.  So when – let me be nasty to some others – when a country thinks that the best 

way of dealing with the Roma problem is to send them home, this is not full compliance with the 

OSCE principles.  And I could go on and on and on. 

 

The second or third issue where the OSCE, I think, has a role is elections.  I think we 

need to return to our very, very strong, serious approach to elections because more and more, 

elections are contested even in Europe.  If you look at a country south of Hungary, little country 

that we invited to join NATO and has now the bloody remonstrations in the streets of the capital, 

that’s not a – because of the flawed elections – it’s not a good sign. 

 

When we condemn Lukashenko rightly for the flawed elections but we had no word 

about the even more flawed elections in Russia, that’s not a good sign.  So I think we should put 

more emphasis on election monitoring and on at least telling more or less the truth about the 

outcome of elections. 

 

We have also good signs:  Moldova is an extremely positive example.  For Moldova, I 

think, we – again, the key to Moldova’s success is today not in Moldova; it’s in Brussels and in 

Budapest and in Bucharest.  So I think we need to pay more attention to that too. 

 

So I think we have no chance to have a serious action plan except we drop the part of the 

action plan which is controversial which I think would be a mistake.  But we shouldn’t be very 

sad about it because what the action plan contains in terms of realistic, pragmatic steps – we can 

do it without the action plan, too.   

 

And I think instead of only concentrating on the action plan, raising the hopes that we can 

have a comprehensive document and then being disappointed again and again and again, it 

would be much better to find what we can do – what we can do in concrete of the action plan –

and then try to concentrate on those steps that can be made rather than the ones that we would 

love to be made.  Thank you. 

 

MS. :  Thank you very much.  I would like to open for discussion now.  Please ask 

your questions to all of the panelists. 



 

MR. :  I think they’re exhausted. 

 

MS. :  (Chuckles.)  Please.  Introduce yourself. 

 

Q:  Mishad Abchesh (ph) with the Embassy of Georgia.  Let me first of all thank CSIS 

for organizing this very –  

 

First of all, thank you very much, Mr. Bugajski and CSIS, for organizing this very 

important event on OSCE and things Kazakh chair should aim for, all of its efforts to make 

OSCE more relevant to today’s current security of Europe and Euro-Atlantic area.  But 

unfortunately we are not there yet and the Astana Summit clearly demonstrated the existence of 

fundamental problems.   

 

Thanks, Ambassador, for very eloquently presenting the details, how the negotiations 

went and who was against for what and I want to express my gratitude for those countries who 

stood together with Georgia in defending the fundamental principles of inviolability of the 

border of sovereign country. 

 

And the failure of the Action Plan was quite a natural process.  So we all know from 

where this challenge comes.  It’s Russian Federation who tries to continue its – I would say quite 

an irresponsible behavior in the international arena and I want to pose one question to our 

panelists.   

 

So does Russia feel enough pressure or sufficient pressure from the international 

community to become more constructive, to sit at the table and to do its best for the European 

and Euro-Atlantic security?  Thank you. 

 

MICHAEL HALTZEL (?):  Well thank you, yeah – (chuckles) – I think thank you, 

Janusz.  It’s almost a “do you still beat your wife” question.  I mean, obviously from the 

standpoint of the United States and the standpoint of the West, the standpoint of Georgia, the 

answer obviously is no because Russia hasn’t changed its policy.   

 

I mean, that’s just so – the real question is how one exerts pressure and there are tradeoffs 

and, you know, I should say I was at a dinner the other night with your national security advisor 

when this question came up and an American at the dinner was brutally frank. 

 

And he said what everybody knows, is the United States will certainly support Georgia, 

probably more vociferously and in concrete terms than any other county will.  I think that’s true.  

But the fact is in terms of our national security interests, it’s way down on our priority list and, 

you know, we’re fighting a war in Afghanistan.  We’re getting out of a war in Iraq.  We have 

terrorism, you know, every which way.  We have energy problems.  We have – we all know this 

and we will do as much as we can.   

 

We’ll certainly block things like an action plan that doesn’t mention Georgia.  We will 

continue at every bilateral meeting with the Russians – I can attest to this personally – to bring it 



up and say that the recognition of South Ossetia and Abkhazia is null and void and the continued 

occupation, violation of the August 2008 agreements – we’ll do all that.   

 

But you know, are we going to break off relations with Russia over Georgia?  No.  I 

mean, that’s just not going to happen and it’s a – my own feeling is, you know, somebody coined 

the wonderful phrase “strategic patience” which is essentially it’s valid although it’s essentially 

kicking the can down the road and saying, you know, not going to happen overnight.   

 

But the simple fact is, somebody asked – somebody brought up the question of the 

reunification of Germany and said, do you think that the reunification of Germany ever could 

have happened if it hadn’t been for NATO and the American nuclear umbrella.  And the answer 

is of course no.   

 

But I would say also that the reunification of Germany never could have happened, no 

matter whether NATO is strong, whether an umbrella, all that, but it never could have happened 

if the West Germans had not built a society that was manifestly more attractive to anybody 

whose IQ was above room temperature than the East German one was and that’s the other side of 

the Georgian issue.   

 

There are no perfect parallels and I’m not saying that Abkhazia and South Ossetia is the 

same as East Germany.  But to the extent – and I know – I know about the national histories, the 

ethnic hatreds.  And believe me, I understand this.  But the fact remains the best strategy for 

Georgia is to rely on the United States and other friendly countries to be sure that there’s not 

another invasion, which is no small thing.   

 

So in that sense there is an umbrella and in the meantime continue to perfect your 

democracy which I think you’re doing.  I don’t think you get enough credit for it in Europe for 

example.  I mean, compared to the neighborhood, you’re golden for heaven’s sakes and even by 

so-called, you know, Western standards, I think you’re doing very well, surprisingly well, if I 

may say so.   

 

You don’t get enough credit for it.  Continue to build a real democracy in the sense that 

we know it in the West.  Continue to build your economy.  Continue to have a civil society that 

is vibrant and slowly but surely, I guess I’d have to be optimistic here, the folks in – maybe not 

South Ossetia which is essentially 30,000 – I mean, I’m just going to write off South Ossetia.  

We all know what that is.   

 

Abkhazia is different and I think that with all – in spite of all the tensions between the 

Abkhaz and the Georgians, in spite of kicking out Georgians which is – I mean, I love when the 

Russians say, if you bring up Georgia we’ll bring up Kosovo.  I told the Russian head of the 

delegation, bring it on.  I’d love to compare the two.   

 

But the fact is there is bitterness there and in all fairness to the Abkhaz there was a 

massacre in Sukhumi by Gamsakhurdi people, terrible thing.  There are all kinds of problems.  

But the fact is I at least retain enough confidence in the good sense of the Abkhaz that maybe if 



Georgia continues on the positive path that I think it’s on, and you name the years, I don’t know, 

you know if it’s 10, 20, five.  I’m not sure how many it will be.   

 

It’s going to dawn on a lot of people there that maybe in the context of a revamped 

federal Georgia that gives Abkhazia a good deal of autonomy in the things that they want to 

have, maybe they’ll have a better life if they come to terms with that.   

 

That’s my vision.  It may be unduly optimistic.  But I think that – I don’t think we’re 

going to be able to just put some kind of magical pressure on the Russians and overnight they’re 

going to just say, no, we – you know, we made a mistake.  Now we’re going to withdraw and 

we’re going to be friendly.  That’s not going to happen. 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Maybe Ambassador Courtney would like to add something to this? 

 

WILLIAM COURTNEY:  As a former ambassador in Georgia, let me give more of a 

tough love message.  My sense is that – well, let me go back one step.  When the first Chechen 

war started, President Shevardnadze cautioned President Yeltsin, be careful about what you’ve 

started in Chechnya because you may have started something that will go well beyond and of 

course today we see that.   

 

I think Paul Goble had an excellent piece just the other day in The Jamestown report 

about the discussion now in Moscow that is emerging that they might in fact lose the North 

Caucasus.  My sense is that the fate of Abkhazia is going to be determined more by the extent to 

which Russia sees retention of Abkhazia and is willing to commit force – views retention of 

Abkhazia as a strategic asset.   

 

The Black Sea Fleet is located in the wrong place.  A good part of it is going to relocate 

to a naval base in Ochamchire in Abkhazia so Russia can more easily protect its own oil exports 

and intimidate oil exports through Georgia.  So that will be one dimension and then the other 

dimension is how does the North Caucasus evolve.  

 

Does it end up evolving as an independent entity one way or another and it’s important to 

remember that the Abkhaz are a North Caucasian people, not a South Caucasian people.  So my 

sense is that the future of Abkhazia is likely going to depend more on how Russia defends what 

it perceives as its strategic interests and if you will a warm-water port at Ochamchire and on the 

evolution of North Caucasus than on what Georgia does itself. 

 

And that is a different message than we gave Georgia when I was there in the mid-1990s.  

Then we gave the message that Mike just pointed out that the best thing Georgia could do, would 

be to reform itself and make itself more attractive.  Georgia did do that but the other part of the 

message that we gave was that Georgia should open up economic and transportation relations 

with Abkhazia so that there will be more stakeholders in Abkhazia who want a closer 

relationship with Georgia.   

 

Georgia decided not to do that and so as a result there are very few stakeholders in 

Abkhazia today who have an interest – a keen interest in returning to be part of Georgia.  So I 



think time has gone beyond that.  I wish it were still true but I think now the issue is Russia’s 

military strategic interests and the evolution of North Caucasus. 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Thank you.  Please, you have questions, comments?  Please share 

them with us.  Everybody’s tired?  Ambassador Abdrakhmanov? 

 

Q:  This is actually a follow-up to comments made with regard to what my Georgian 

brother said now.  May I just again quote some sentence from our common Astana 

commemorative declaration?  So these are, again, heads of our states and governments and heads 

of delegations who are saying that we are determined to work together to fully realize the vision 

of a comprehensive, cooperative and indivisible security community throughout the shared 

OSCE area.   

 

And also they say that it should unite all OSCE participating states across the Euro-

Atlantic and Eurasia region, free of dividing lines, conflicts, spheres of influence and zones with 

different levels of security.   

 

So I believe this is – well, needless to say that it was for the first time that in the OSCE 

family we reflected in such a way on that notion of security community.  But it is once again 

bringing us to the understanding that we need consistency.  We need pragmatism.  We need 

responsibility in order to implement this undoubtedly very well-drafted and nice wording.   

 

So that’s – and by the way, these words of consistency and pragmatism I took from some 

American newspapers.  These are ways journalists or some observers describe President Obama.  

So that he proved that he is consistent in his policy and he is a pragmatist.  So probably it is on 

the eve of his bid for the second term in the office.   

 

But I like these words and it is – I would give the same characteristic to my president 

who is also very consistent, very pragmatic and realistic in putting forward many initiatives to 

develop my nation to some new stage of its development.  So thank you. 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Mike has a comment. 

 

MR. HALTZEL:  Yeah, I’d just like to return to the Caucasus briefly and say, you know, 

Bill gave a terrific realpolitik discussion, taking it further.  And in that regard, I’d like – it’s 

shame Jeff just had to leave, Jeff McCausland.  I wanted to go back to his wonderful PowerPoint 

presentation on CFE.   

 

There was one thing he didn’t talk about and it just happens to be the only arms control 

thing that I’ve ever had anything to do with and it had to do with the flank.  There was actually a 

CFE flank document in the late 1990s.  I think it was ’98 if I’m not mistaken in which we 

basically made concessions to the Russian Federation. 

 

And since it was an amendment to a treaty, it had to be ratified by the U.S. Senate and I 

was in charge of getting it through the Senate.  The vote was 100 to nothing.  This was after the 

first war in Chechnya.  I bring this up only because it gives the lie to Prime Minster Putin’s 



revision of history which he first stated four years ago at the Munich security conference and 

which now is, you know, he would like to have hardened into concrete.   

 

It’s completely false, the idea that the United States opposed Russia, tried to strangle the 

infant in its cradle and, you know, forgetting about our emergency food aid which essentially 

forestalled famine the first winter after independence which Russian commentators have 

acknowledged.   

 

But here, I mean, we had a hundred to nothing ratification.  We knew very well what it 

could mean if there would be a second Chechnya war which there was.  But we still did it 

because we wanted to support what we – what in retrospect looks like a pretty good democracy 

in Russia in those days.  And that’s important.   

 

The other thing I should have said about the virtue of Georgia’s continuing its democratic 

evolution is that if you want to get foreign direct investment to help your economy, that’s like the 

“Good Housekeeping” seal of approval.  I mean, and that has all sorts of implications for social 

stability and cohesion and so for that reason – I mean, aside from the intrinsic benefit of having a 

democracy, if you believe in democracy, that’s also terribly important.   

 

But again, to go back to what Bill said, I mean, I fear Russia is completely clueless on 

how to handle the – what amounts to an insurgency in Ingushetia and elsewhere in the North 

Caucasus and, you know, I’m not happy about that and thank you, Istvan, for your usual terrific 

presentation.  All right, well I’ll stop, obviously we have time constraints. 

 

MR. COURTNEY:  Let me just add one point.  I completely agree with what Mike just 

said.  Someone said, well, why don’t we give the Russians General Petraeus’ counterinsurgency 

manual?  The problem is Russian military forces have no training, no capacity even to implement 

something like that.  So Mike is exactly right.  They’re just stuck and they have no strategy. 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Do we have more comments or questions?  Okay, let me – do you 

have a comment? 

 

MR. BUGAJSKI:  I have a very last comment but if you want to say – 

 

MS. ASSENOVA:  Okay, I just wanted to say this is the last conference of our OSCE 

series that we’ve conducted in the last two years and I think if nothing else we increased the 

prestige of OSCE in this town.  It’s more talked about than ever before I think in public forums.  

And I think this should continue because the organization should be relevant, should be much 

more relevant than it is now. 

 

And I believe it is doing a very, very good job in the human dimension, in some security 

initiatives and there are some stumbling blocks on the way that with goodwill and more pressure 

on Russia I believe eventually some of these issues would be resolved.  Thank you. 

 

MR. BUGAJSKI:  Thank you, Margarita.  My last word before we reach for our shovels, 

and that’s not to bury the OSCE – (chuckles) – but to emerge from the snow which we still have 



to do.  Let me just say this, and I said this more or less at the last conference, major conference 

that we had with Kazakhstan.   

 

I continue to be truly impressed by the openness of the Kazakh government to 

international criticism.  I really cannot think of any government, quite frankly, that’s been so 

criticized for its internal questions, internal problems that would be so open to international 

criticism of its internal decision-making.  

 

And that to me speaks volumes of how much Astana values the relationship with 

Washington, which is a very important pillar of its multi-vector or balanced security and foreign 

policy.   

 

And this is something I think that we will try and continue to develop, that strong 

understanding bilateral relations between Kazakhstan and Washington because also, very lastly, I 

think Kazakhstan has helped to put Central Asia on the map, much more firmly on the map, on 

the European map and on the transatlantic map, indicating, underscoring the opportunities but 

also the problems that are faced in that region and how important that region is to our security.   

 

So working with the Kazakh government, hopefully we can continue to develop good 

relations.  Thank you very much and thank you all very much for coming and see you next time.  

We’ll keep you informed 

 

(END) 


