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NATO policy in the Black Sea Region
I am here to talk about NATO policies. However, this is not an easy task since it is difficult to find a coherent, complete statement on NATO strategy or policy in the Black Sea Region.

At the Istanbul Summit In 2004, a group of friends of the Black Sea – both nations and individuals – managed to include a text on the Black Sea in the Summit Declaration. It turned out to be a mixed blessing. On the one hand, this text stipulates that the region is of strategic importance for NATO. On the other hand however, this it contains a condition: NATO actions in the region must take place with agreement of littoral states. This is a complicating factor because of differences in interests and views on how security in the region should be addressed, even among allies. This text, while recognizing the importance of the Black Sea for NATO, has efficiently prevented NATO from developing thoughts, policies, or actions specifically targeting the Black Sea Region (BSR). 

If you narrow the search for a strategy or policy, and focus only on the Caucasus, you will still have trouble defining NATO’s strategy or policy. There are a number of statements, here and there, in this or another declaration, but they do not mean too much in terms of understanding what we do, and how we go about it. We say that the Caucasus are of strategic importance as is the BSR, we say that we will pay special attention to the region. We say we do not like conflicts in the region and we hope somebody will solve them. We do not have a role in any of these conflicts, and we are not seeking such a role and, most likely, we should not be seeking one.

Those who suspect that there is a secret policy that defines NATO actions in the region will be partially right. There is a classified document on NATO’s policy in the Caucasus and Central Asia, which I cannot share with you. However, I am probably the only person at NATO Headquarters who knows that such a document exists, because I drafted it. That document was agreed upon with significant difficulty about four years ago, forgotten the next day, and never retrieved to guide any NATO policies or actions in the region. So you can easily consider it irrelevant, and it was not a very good document anyway. 

So do we have anything significant here? Do we know what we are doing? Is there a public statement of our policy? Is there a pattern of our presence there, or a pattern of interactions with nations around the Black Sea or Caucasus’s that a researcher could identify? The answer is ’yes’. We do a lot, and we know what we are doing. 
To explain what it is, I have to refer to Kenneth Walt. I am not sure if he ever worked at Harvard, but I think he is still considered one of the most influential thinkers in the sphere of international relations. Most of you may be familiar with his classic seminal book, “Man and state and war”. In that book, written a long time ago, he identified three schools of thought on the sources of war and conflict. First there are the people who blame the international system and its anarchic nature which produces unpredictability, uncertainty, and leads to war. The second group of people blames the state, particularly bad states, autocratic states. The third school of thought focused on the individual, human nature, human mind, or individual decision makers. 
Those three groups also had three solutions to the problem of war and security conflict. Those who believed that we should blame system, offer cooperation as the remedy, moreover, integration, which limits unpredictability and uncertainty while foraging patterns of peaceful interaction. Those who blame states, they offer reform. They say good democratic states do not go war, bad states go to war. Bad states need to be transformed into good states, and this in turn will prevent war and conflict. Those who blame individuals, they offer education to work on the human mind. These are the three levels of analysis: systemic, state and individual. Three sources of war and insecurity: systemic, state and individual. And three remedies: cooperation/integration, reform and education. 

Kenneth Walt should be proud of NATO because without trying to solve the academic dilemma, we are working at all three levels, with all our partners around Black Sea, including Russia, although recently, that cooperation became somewhat more difficult and limited. First, we work at systemic level. We organized cooperation amongst states in more than 30 areas. In many of these areas NATO has exclusive competence, unrivaled expertise, and experience. We offer nations in this region, including Armenia, entrance to thirty communities and interests, to thirty networks of people and institutions across the Euro-Atlantic area. 
NATO offers the most attractive package of cooperation on security and defense matters. In terms of the richness and attractiveness of what NATO offers, no other organization or country, not even U.S., comes close to NATOs neighborhood. This offer goes far beyond military matters. It includes scientific cooperation, environmental cooperation, political dialog, and many other components. Few of you would know, for example, that here, in this region, we work on the management of water resources. We work in the region on seismic risks. As difficult as it is to get representatives of Armenia and Azerbaijan in one room (and the Harvard program has experienced this) these are NATO programs where these countries are able and willing to cooperate.                         
We also work at state level. We have efficient, sophisticated, smart, intelligent programs to foster and support reform. We focus on defense reform and the security sector, this reform is an essential part of democratic formation, an indispensable one, and nobody can do it better than NATO. We are the only organization which can provide the best experts and the most competent assistance on defense reform. This is offered to all the nations around the Black Sea. Most have taken advantage of this offer, including Armenia. We appreciate the commitment of Armenia, and its determination to pursue defense reform in cooperation with NATO. Once more, nobody can match our competence, expertise and experience in this area, no state, and no organization. That is why we are a so attractive partner for nations in the region.

We are also working on the individual level. We have opened our own educational institutions to our partners in the Caucasus, in the larger Black Sea. Moreover, we are building a network of non-NATO institutions willing to work with us, harmonise and coordinate their actions with us, to provide better education and training opportunities for civilians and military people from countries around the region. The Marshal Center, represented here, is one of the institutions that we have worked together to reach that goal. 

Therefore, even without a precise public statement, even without a precise secret policy, we are following an intelligent design. We do have a role. We may not have direct security presence all over the region, but we do work on the security, peace and wellbeing of this region by organizing cooperation, providing assistance to reform, and providing assistance to education and training by nations of this region. We do what James Sherr recommended NATO should be doing yesterday. In each state in the region, we focus on building individual capacity to deal with security and defense problems. We want to help nations in the region to become stronger. James talked about the importance of these states being strong, better, more democratic and more capable of dealing with their security dilemmas. If they are more democratic, if they are better and more capable, they’ll be better able to provide for their own security, the security of the region and to contribute to overall security. This is a role that nobody can neglect.

We cooperate, we reform, we educate, and we also integrate. For those nations who are willing and able to join the Alliance, the door is, and will remain open. We have worked with Georgia, we have worked with Ukraine. We have engaged in an intensified dialogue on questions of membership with them and we have worked on preparing them for future membership should they wish to join. 
It is important to stress that the issue of NATO membership is not an immediate one. The debate is about the Membership Action Plan (MAP), which does not guarantee membership. Albania spent 10 years in MAP. We are not discussing membership for Georgia or Ukraine in NATO tomorrow. Yesterday, James Sherr said that most likely Ukraine and Georgia are currently not ready to join NATO. We have to agree: they are not. So, we are not discussing their membership tomorrow. We are discussing ways to prepare them for it – if, and when, it comes. MAP is the means towards this end. 

The August war, as James Sherr said yesterday, was a shock for the system. The question arose, “What do we in NATO do now?” We will do the same, only more and better. We will continue to cooperate and try to offer even more attractive opportunities. We will continue our support to reform in Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Ukraine and elsewhere. We will think of how we can do it, and we will do it better. We are working on further improving what we offer in education and training of individuals. We will continue working toward integration. We have done something in Georgia, and we’ll do more. We have established the institutions. We are thinking how to fill these new institutions with better substance. That policy will continue. 

Recently, Russian President Medvedev said, “The West does not have a place in this region”. I think it indicates gross misunderstanding in Russia of the nature of our engagement. The right question is not whether there is a place for the West and NATO in this region. The right questions pertain to the place for Armenia and other countries of this region in Europe and whether they are willing to claim that place. If there is a place for this region in Europe, in a broadly understood process of European integration, as I believe there is, as long as these countries are willing to claim that place in Europe, there is role for the West. There is role for NATO and a reason for me to come to this country.
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