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Revisiting the Helsink; Principles:
Are They Stil] Relevant to European Security?

In August 1975, thirty-three l*luropezm states (in(:h.uzling the Soviey
Union) plus Canada and the United Seates signed the Final Act of the
Conference on Security and Cooperation (CSCE) in Helsinki, Finland,
The CSCE wag intended o promote the process of détente that had led
to an improvement in rely tions between the (wo rival blocs whose an lag-
onism had given rise (o the Cold War. Thirty-three years later, in August
2008, an actual war between Russia and Georgia prompted many ol-
SCIVers Lo anticipate a new Cold War between an expanded ‘West” and a
diminished ‘Fasy, The purpose of this Paper is to consider what role the
original *‘Helsinkj Principles’ could play in forestalling such a develop-
ment. In particutar, could they still serve as (he basis for a new seeurity
artangement for pose-Cold War Europe, or should they be abandoned
in favor of alternative proposals? Afier reviewing the history of the
Helsinki process and its role in ending the Cold Way, the paper turng
1o evaluating three specific alternatives: 1} a continuation of the current
effort to enlarge the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 1o include new
members and (0 increase NAT( s geographic range of military activi-
ties; 2) Russia’s proposal for a ‘new security architecture’ (o supersede
both the Helsinki arrangements and ‘NATO-centric’ Europe; and 3)
Proposals offered by nongovernmenal organizations to create Zones
of Peace, pm‘l.ic:l,zi;u‘ly in arcas of intense conflict, such ag the separatist
regions of G(-rorgia, as & step towards dcnczscalating and dc-milil.arizing
relations between Russia, jrs European neighbors, and the United States,

L Querview

The Holsink; ¥inal Act of 1975 addressed three main areas - security,
trade, and human righis. Although the main focus of this paper is secy-
iy, the other (two areas are clearly linked 1o it, as much now as they were
in the 19705, The Final Act was widely understood (0 1 present a com-
Promise between he interests of the democracies of Wesiern Europe
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of the original 85 SINAOrY countries raveled to Paris, The
cgation was that of (he German Democragic Republic (East Germany)
the country had ceased 1o exisy o month carfie

the Federal Republic of Germany,

missing del-

r when it hecame part of

2. Tensions and ¢ ‘ontradictions in, (he Helsinkg Principles

The Helsinki accords reflected g tension between (:onﬂicl.ing values,
despite the nonsensical statement iy the treaty that «al the principles
sct forth above are of Primary significancess The tension was noy allevi-
ated by the fact (hay the Helsinkj principles were explicitly linked to (he
Charter of the United Nations and the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights. Those nstruments as welj contain fundamental contradictions,
For cxample, sovereignty and territorial integrity, which presumed
norinierference in the af; fairs of other states, directly conflict witl, sup-
Port for universal human rights, which, when enshrined in the Final
Act, seemed (o invite international scrutiny of domestic practices. In
the security realm, (e values of ‘equal rights and selldetermination of
peoples’ guarangeed that states could decide their own ternal and ex-
ternal political sqagys’ and could join whatever alliances they pleased,
But these valyes could come into conflict with the goal of ‘sovereign
equality’ and uridica equality’ if some mnternal political arrangements
(say, electoral democracy) came 10 be valued more highly than others
(e.g, communist di(:l,al.orships). Ifsome alliances came 1o dominate oth-
ers in overall membership, the goals of arms congrol ane
T premised to some degree on bipolar re
roughly equal Power and status ~ coule be jeopardized. Th ¢ ‘confidence-
huilding measures’, such ag advanced amouncement of m
mancuvers, coyld appear less attractive 1o the weake
shified towards unipolarity.
These are preciscly the issues th

disarmament
ar.ionship between blocs of

ajor mi]il:m‘y
rside as bipolarity

at have continued (o cause conflict
between the Uniged States and the coundrics of the European Union and
NATO, on the one hand, ang POst-Sovie Russia, on the other, Western
Support for democracy and human rights in the ‘colored revolutions’ of
(‘}corgia, Serbia, and Ukraine, for example, look 1o Moscow as unwar-
ranted interference in (he internal affairs ang a violation of’sovm‘cigmy.

Coni'idencc—l)uilding measures imposcd on Russian LrOop movemeng in

m—

B e

—— ——
*Conference on Secm'ity and Cooperation in Europe Final Act, Helsinki 1975, Available
ahtip/ Sy, osce.org,” docmncms/ mes/1975,/08,/ 4()44-__(3:1.1)(“", emphasis added.
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3. The Demise of the Helsing; Regime

Yet, barcly WO years after (he Paris SUnumit, and
cmerged as the main Successor o the USSR, anoth
came the oceasion for an expression of seripus
the Helsinkj Principles could sustain such a new Post-Cold War order.
In December 1992 (hen Russian Ibrcign ninister Andre; Kozyrev made
aspeech ata CSCE meeting in Stockholm that came ag 4 great shock o
his audience. He denounced the policies of the Nogih Addantic Treaty
Organization as ‘esscntia]ly unchanged’ from (he days of the Cold War,
He mentioned NATOs «military presence in the B
gions of the territory of the former Soviet Unions
«in Bosnia and (he internal affairs of Yugoslavias. He indicated that the
CSCE should not EXpectits norms (o apply fully in the space of the for-
mer Soviet Union, which Kozyrev called «a Post-imperial space, in which
Russia has 10 defend its interess using all available means, including mil-
itary and cconomic oness. He called for a reconstitution of the former
Sovict republics Into a new federation o confederation, Kozyrev waited
an hour to requrn (o the rostrum and explain that hig speech was fusi 4
rhetorical deviee - others came 1o call it ‘shock diplomacy’. Kozyrey said
he intended hig speech 1o depict the views of nationalisy opponents of
Post-Soviet Russia’s President Borig Yeltsin. The conservative New York
Tines columnisy William Safire described it as (he speech of «the ney(
Russian foreign minister - the one who might represent, 4 government
that has brushed aside Boris Yelisin and the democratic reformersss,

Although few recognized it at the time, in retrospect Kozyrey's speech
signals the beginning of the eng of the post-Cold War honeymoon, One
way of undcrsl.anding how that order unraveled is (o study it in light
of the principles embedded in the Helsinkj agreements. Many of thoge
principles were u ndermined by the events allending the end of (he Cold
War. Consider the nature of the concerns Kozyrev expressed during the
course of his ‘rhetoriea) device’, and the amount of time it took (or those
toncerns to manifest themselves in aciual events,

Kozyrey complained, for example, of NATOs i
on former Soviet territory and interference in (he
ex-Yugoslavia, Yet this was more (han ayear before NATO intervened
militarily in Bospia in February 994; seven years before it launched its
firsi war against Serbia in defense of (he Separatist republic of Kosovo
m March 1999; seven years before it took on Hew members from {he
former Warsaw Pacp - Poland, the Czech Republic, and I:iungary; and

a year after Russia
er CSCE session he-
doubts abou whether

altic and other re-
and its interference

ary presence
internai alfairs of

—

- MH—_%__&__MN_:—%__ ——
"W, Sarng, Kozyrerss lflfakrmj) Slap, «New York Times», 17 December 1992,
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major invasion of Chechnya in 1999, foll
uieasy peace. Putin’s hard-line approach proved popular and helped
secure his election as president. Through increasing control of the me-
dia and suppression of opposition, he continued to maintain his grip
on power. When constitutional limits rendered Putin unable to run
for a third presidentia term, he engineered the election of Dmitrij
Medvedev and became his prime minister - the real power behind
the throne. The emergence of a neo-authoritarian regime in Russia
coincided with Moscow’s support {or similar regimes in the ‘near
abroad’- in Belarus, Ukraine, and the countries of Central Asiy — and
suspicion of US and European motives in supporting the democratic
opposition in those countries,

Russian policy at home and abroad came o contravene the Helsinkj
accords’ values of democracy and noninterference in (he internal af-
fairs of other stares - the latter particularly evident in Moscow’s attempt
0 swing the Ukrainian election of 2004 in faver of its preferred can-
didate, the incumben Viktor Yanukovy(:h. The United States and iig
allies, with the support of nongovernmenaj organizations, promoted
the efforts of the opposition in what came (o be known as the Orange
Revolution, In this respect, the West adhered 1o the Helsinki principle
of democracy at the expense of the principle of noninterference.

The most scrious challenge (o the Helsink; regime came with (he
breal-up of former Yugoslavia. The Yugoslav civil war called into
question several fundamena] principles articulared in the Final Act’s
Declaration on Principles Guiding Relations between P;.u*l,i(:ipaf,ing
States (Section la): refraining from threas or use of force (part 11);
inviolability of frontiers {(parc I11); respecting the territorial integrity
of states (part IV); peaceful setillement of disputes (part V});: and non-
intervention in the internal affairs of siages (part V1), By recognizing
the independence of Croatia and Slovenia jn January 1992, the mem.
ber states of the European (]ommunity violated their agreement to
«refrain from any action inconsisten( wiih the purposes and principles
of the Charter of the United Nations against the territorjal integrity,
political independence or the unity of any participating State» (part
V). Gcrmany had recognized their independence the month before.

rmination of its constity-

The European states had privileged self-dete
ent republics over the territorial integrity of the Yugoslav Federation,
nge o Yugoslavia’s integrity came in March 1999

The ultimate challe
when NATO fought its first war ever to protect Kosovo, formerly an
republic of Serbia, from attacks by Serb

owing a two-year period of

dulonomous province of the
militia and Yugoslay army units.
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their pPreponderany military and ¢

conomic power,
meaningless the gove

n practice rendey
reign, juridical cquality of the weaker non-de-
mocracies. It iy the Kosovo war wri large: the powerful de
intervened mi itarily o create n ew facts on the
to fashion a new legal re
against the wisheg of Se
members of the UN Se
General Assemiy)

Mmocracies
ground, and then so ught
ality, by recognizing Kosoyo’s independcn(:c,
rbiz and withoy the suppory ofkey permanen
curity Council or 4 majority of members of the
Y. Although (he Proponents of Kosove's independ-
ence have insisted ¢l this case shouiq S€LNo precedents for further
secessionist regions to become ind(tpcndcn L, one can understand why
other stages might be skeptical,

As Andrei Kozyrey already
in Sl.oc:kholn'l, the behavioy O
intervention in the
threatened the principles und(zrpinning the Helsinki accords and (he
CSCE. He also anticipated quite presciently that Rugsi, would react by
ignoring the Helsinki norms in what iy considered s ‘Postimperial
space’,

signaled in his December
f the NATO alliance ~ pa
Yugoslay conflict

1992 speech
riicutarly jig
and 1ts expansion castward -

Proposals for 4 League or Concert of Democracies reflect Westerp
dissatisfaction witly the Helsinki ordey and the fact that jrg principles,
and those of (he UN Charter, do 0L permit what some observers
consider crucial for the post-Cold Way cra: the ability for 4 coalition
of the willing (o intervene militarily on humanitapian grounds or (o
Promote democracy, as in Kosovo, Nog surprisingly, Russian leaders
have alse expressed disappointment with the Helsink; order ~ ng
least, becanse i failed to preveny the war against Kosovo and the dis-
mcmbcring of Serbia, while at the same time 1‘1indcriﬂg the free hand

that Russia soughtin its ‘near abroad’. While the United States and ity
European alljes have offered NATO as the de facto alliance of democ-
racies poised (o supersede the Helsinki framework, if not the United
Nations ()x'ganizar.ion as well, Russia has putl forward 4 counterpro-
Posal. Russian President Dmigyi Medvedey has Proposcd o convene 4
conference of srapes to draft a new European secur ly treaty 1o replace
the Final Ay, The rest of his Paper examines the (we alternatives for
replacing the Helsinki order - NATs further EXpansion and Russia’g
pProposal for a new ‘security architecture’, Iy finds reasons (o doubt the
meriis of cithey proposal - particularly the pisk that they will Jeaq Lo
further violence of the sort that broke out be

tween Russia and Gcorgia
in the summer of 2008, The Paper concludes wi th an evaluation of an

—
For an excellent

T T —— N
analysis of (hese Issues, see ALV, Dovivsr, Con Kosono be Precedent

Abkhazia? ]\’m:og'.v;'.;izing' Differences in Dynamics af
Airs Reviews, 9 {2009), 9.

Rcr:ogn.il.;"m;'.,
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4, Status Quo Plus: Continued NATO Expansion

i Telsinki order favored by the United .Lal,a\l.:(z.s:
The 1'(:p1q’d (;(:mC‘m Ef()ili‘ig;l(;: f(\flizﬁ]]ll(:k;) IIS;\T( }. Undergirded 1)\y 1\,1’1:?;112:
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5. A New Security Avchitectyre Russia’s Proposal

Andrei Kozyrevs ‘fake’ speech of December 1992 revealed thay even a
liberal, pro-Western official of the Russian government could recognize
and articulate the dangers of a NATO policy that seemed ‘(—:sscnt.ially
unchanged’ from (he Cold War. The evenrs of subsequent years have
turned his ‘rhetorical deviee? into the actual views of the Russian leader-
ship. Bug although they clearly reject what Russian President Medvedey
has denounced ag the ‘NATO-centrie? approach to Buropean security,
they have not rejected peaceful cooperation with Kurope as a funda.
mental goal®,
Animportant factor - i'not the main impetus - in Russia’s decision
Lo put forward an alternative security proposal was (he Tive-Day War
between Russia and Georgia in August 2008. In his speech at the World
Policy Conference al Ivian the following October, Medvedey blamed
the crisis in the Caucasus on ‘unipolarity’, «Wha ig happening loday»,
he said, «the curreng situation - is an acuge phasc of the Ongoing crisis
in the entire Euro-Atlantic policy brought abous by the unipolar world»,
The war in the Caucasus, he argued, represented the failure of the ‘bloc
approach’ to contain an aggressor (as he characterized Georgia)", Two
months later, at 4 meeting of Luropean business representatives in
Moscow, }i‘orcign Minister Scrgci Lavrov echoed Medvedev's points, He
repeated the criticism of (he ‘unipolar world® and bloc thinking’ and
identified a specific cause of the Caucasus war: «This Crisis was a con-
Sequence of systemic failure in the European security architecture ~ jig
repatr should not be delayeds s,

———— S

¥ Foran early analysis of the Russian proposals, see S, Grugr, Lasicurersy dal] Atlantico
aglt Urali second I, Russia, 18P] - Policy Brief . 114, January 2009, Availabie a
hl,rp://www.ispionline.il/it/do(:umcms/Pl.L1 ] 4—__20()9.1)(”‘.
"D, Munviney, Vystuplenie na Konferenisii Po marovat politife (Speech at World P
Conibz'en(:c), Lvian, France, 8 Ocioher 2008, Available at hitpy//
L/ text,/ appears/2008/10,/2074 22 shuml

B ERol” solrudnichesiva Rossiia-LC
I]n;.msovwek()nomicllcskogo krizisa
“vropeiskom koniinenie i sredne

olicy
archive, kremlin,
[ hizncs~sool)shcl'xesw storon v usloviiakh
i otsenka potentsiala vzaimodeisiviia 1
srochknuin perspektivus (The role of Russia-
EU cooperation and he business communities of the parties under condilions
ol financial and €conomic crisis and assessment of the potential for coordination
on ihe l_‘jt,n'opcan continent. in the medium term between Russia and the W,
text of speech by Sergei Lavrov, Minisier of For'cign Affairs, at the Association of
Eumpc;m Businesses in Russia, Moscow, 10 December 2008, Information and Presg
Departmeny, Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Available ap h[.!,p://www.mid.ru/br;.)_ﬂ.
nsf/ 0/ IS4FFGDCH2C MEGDCS95757 BOO501K18.
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dvedev outdined the characteristics ol
es. Fe relied on the samce sel ol
Act, but (,‘.rl‘1;‘)hnsixczd coeriain
lements, Not surpris-

I his October 2008 speech, Me
a new security system and its main feator
principles articulated in the Helsinki Final
ones, downp]aycd others, and added some new ¢
ingly, his first requirement for a new security agreement for urope was
«respect for the sovercignty, territorial i:’llcgrii.y and p()li[i(‘.ai ';1'1(1(-:1‘)(31'1(1-
ence of States». Another familiar requirement was the «inadmissibitity
of the use of force or threat of force in international relations». A new
element, although borrowing some language from the Final Act, was a
guarantee of «equal security»: The new treaty would «not allow the de-
velopment of military alliances to the detriment of other partics to the
treaty». To make the implicit criticism of NATO even clearer, Medvedeyv
insisted that «no state and no international organization can have exclu-
sive rights to maintaining peace and stability in Europes».

Given that the principles of a new seeurity accord borrowed from the
language of the Helsinki Final Act - and that the new “architecture” would
presumably supersede the Organization for Security and Cooperation in
Furope created by the Helsinki process — it is worth noting that neither

Medvedey in Qctober nor Lavrov in December mentioned the OSCE at
all. Both, however, did single out the European Union for praise, and,
particularly French President Nicolas Sarkozy, its main representative,
in sponsoring the ceasefire that ended the conflict. As Medvedev putit,
« would like to emphasize the constructive role of the European Union
in a peaceful solution to the crisis in the Caucasus. When other forces
did not want or could not do it = it is precisely in the U we have found
a proactive, responsible and, most of all, pragmatic ;’)arl:m-:r»”i

It is clear what Russia does not want in a new Suropean security
not want the United States and its alfies (o play a pre-
based on their self-defined mission as promoters of
democracy. As Medvedev (:omplaincd, in looking back at the Furopean
situation since the end of the Cold War, «because of the desire of the
United States of America to ‘consolidate’ [zatverdit’) its global domina-
tion a historic chance had been missed (0 de-ideologize international
politics and create a truly democratic world order»". When Medvedey
speaks of a ‘democratic’ world order, he does not mean what proponents.
of a League or Concert of Democracies have
that would be an example of an ideological
the club of self-declared democracies
- at least at the rhetorica

system - it does
dominant role

politics - where

the system. His ‘democracy’ i level = is closer

1 MuveDEy, Vystuplenie na Konferentsii po mirovet polilike.
7 Ibidem.

in mind. On the conlrary, =
approach to international .
would dominate;
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‘suturing’ mechanisms allowing for maore

strongest nations; ¢) contain
put Russia on an equal footing

coherence between all countries; and ]
with other participanis»®.
Makarychev's gloss on Russia’s proposal for a new security archi-
tecture presents a kind of idealized version that should in principle
appeal (o participants in the current system. It resonates with nyany of
the Helsinki norms and those found in the United Nations Charter,
although it is noticeably silent on human rights. Even with these limita-
tions, however, one can readily see potential problems with the proposal.
Most fundamentally, will it indeed he able to prevent violent conflicts?
If s0, what specific mechanisms would be entailed? One has the impres-
sion that Russia’s interest in avoiding «exceptional seeurity status for the
strongest nations» ts mainly directed against the United States. But given
Russia’s greater relative strength vis-aevis, let’s say, figtonia or Georgia,
would Russia really be satisfied to be ‘on an equal footing” with them?
Or, in relations with weaker countries, might Russia not prefer an excep-
tional status — in other words, (o leel more secure facing Georgla than
Georgia feels facing Russia? Makarychev raises further concerns: «The
key question, he suggests, «is whose securily we are talking about, and
what the boundaries of «this security spaces are. By now, what is clear is
that this space has to be wider than the NATO arca. Much less clear is
whether, for example, South Ossetia and Abkhazia have (o be admitted
as {ully-fledged members of this ‘security space’ (should Moscow insist
on their inclusion, the entire idea will be qucsl.ioncd by the lack ol com-
mon understanding of who are and who are not legitimate participants
of this ‘space’ ).

The problem of South Ossctia and
Georgia whose independence Russia has recognized - Hes at the be
the pr()posal for a new security architecture. The war over South Gssetia,
after all, served as a major impetus to the proposal. Butis there anything
in the proposal that would prevent a future conflict in the region? 1f
we accept the Russian interpretation that blames the conflict entirely
on US arming of Georgia, the promise of NATO membership, and
the US ‘green light' to an unstable and impetuous Georgian President
Saakashvili, the new proposal would be an improvement: NATO and the
United States would have to mind their own business, and Saakashvili
would have Lo face Russia without any commitmen

Western stale

Abkhazia - sccessionist regions of
artof

catd

‘New Security Archifcoture’ in Furope, A Crili
Y

W A S Makarycuey, Russia and ils :
1t No, $10, Centre for European

Ioxamination of the Concefl, CLEPS Working Docume
Policy Studies, Bruxelles 2009, p. 2.
2 Ibi, p. 8.
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The NATO-centric security order, one might argue,
lated Fashion, 10 end thae war in Bosnia and
the violence in Kosovo. But it did so at the cost of disconraging Russian
cooperadon in resolving [uture conflicts - and, in fact, the confiicts in
Bosnia and Kosovo are still far from resolved. Moreover, Russia used the
precedent of NATO's Kosovo war (o justify its military interventon
and support of independence [or South Ossctia and Abkhazia. Russia’s
own efforts at p(:a(:c-kceping and conflict resolution - effectively uni-
lateral, even if conducted under the auspices ol the Commonwealth
of Independent States = have a mixed record. Perhaps one reason that
the August 2008 war compelled Russia (o proposc an allernative secu-
rity architecture is not only, as the forcign minister contended, that it
represented a ‘systemic fajlure’ in the current architecture; it also rep-
resented a failure in Russia’s own methods for keeping conflict zones
under control. As Sergey Markedonov has ohserved, «after the ffive day
war’ Russia has put an end to its peacekeeping operations, Having rec-
ognised the independence of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, the Kremlin
transformed the military presence in those entities. Now Russia doesn’t
play the rolc of an objective mediator. 1t’s the military-political patron of
Abkhazia and South Ossctia proposing deployment of Russian bases»™.
Russia’s actions have helped to consolidate the ‘bloc approach’ that it
had blamed the United States and NATO for pursuing. Rissia’s initia-
for a new security architecture appears 1o be an effort o limit the
alternative to the status quo. The risk, however,
- perhaps fess US and NATO involve-
in its ‘near abroad’, with a mijitarized
aves the misnamed ‘frozen’ conflicts

prevent violence.
did somewhat better, if ina he

tive
damage, 10 proposc an
is a return to the status quo ante
ment, but still Russian dominance
approach 1o peace-keeping that le
simmering and ready to hoil over.

In recent years a promising approach to these militarized conflicts has
focused on the concept of the Zone of Peace. Qriginally inspired by the
work of Johan Galtung, peace 2ones have received increasing attention
from a number of scholars and have heen pul into practice in various
regions of the world®. The Zones of Peace International Foundation has
proposed the following definition:

A Zone of Peace is a site with sacre
cultural, geographical
preserved by its own community

d, religious, historic, educational,

I ———
2§ Markrnonov, The Big Caucasus. Consequences of the ‘Five Day Wz, Theats, and
Political Prospects, «Xenophon Paper», 7. International Centre for Black Sea Studic
Athens, May 2009, p. 14. T have edited the translation stightly.
2 R Hancock - G MITcieLL. (eds.), Zones of Peace, Kumarian Press, West Hart{ord

CT, 2007,
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Georgians and Ossetians continued 10 rade even after the secessionist
wars of the early 1990s%. The ideal situation for the development of
Jocal zones of peace, in Kakabadze's view, would be withdrawal of mili-
tary forces from these areas, supervised by monitors from the Karopean
Unjon. This seems the right choice of monitor, given the compliments
offered by the Russian president and foreign minister to the EU and
1o Nicolas Sarkozy, when France held the organization’s presidency.
One would hope at some point that the Organization for Sceurity and
Cooperation in Europe could offer some of its peace-keeping experk-
ences to the service of peace zones, but the fact that Russia does not
consider the OSCE a neutral arbiter will remain an obstacle for some
lime.
But would Russia accept the involvement of even the European
Union in the region? Would it not see restrictions on its military deploy-
ments as an infringement of its sovercignty? Given Russia’s emphasis on
juridical equality and equal security, it may be that some kind of recipro-
cal limitation, say, on deployment of NATO forces would help ‘sweeten’
the deal. In that respect, a good candidate would be Kosovo, and, in par-
ticular, the Mitrovica region whose northern portion has a majority Serb
population which has come in conflict with local Kosovar Albanians who
dominate the southern portion. Perhaps Russian peace-keeping forces
could be invited to conduct joint patrols with £U forces. Combining the
separatist regions of Georgia with these conflict-prone areas of Kosovo
as ‘pilot projects’ for a new securily architecture might hold some appeal
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7. Conclusion

The Helsinki Principles, codified in the Final Act of 1975, offered a
peaceful route 1o ending the Cold War. Despite the inherent contradic
tions between the norms embedded in the Helsinki regime, thirty-five
countries were able o adhere o the agreement long enough (o bring -
the division of Europe to an end without war and with an expansion ol
human rights throughout the continent. That achievement should not
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