Vladimir SOCOR 

Vladimir Socor is a Senior Analyst at The Jamestown Foundation.  He formerly was a senior research analyst with Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty in Munich, and prior to that a professor of history and political science.  He currently writes for The Jamestown Foundation from Munich.  His concentration entails the non-Russian former republics of the USSR, CIS affairs and ethnic conflicts.

Perspective of the Black Sea region

18 years ago, some former Soviet bloc countries took the opportunity to join Western security and economic structures. This national choice varied in degrees of effectiveness. In this presentation, I shall attempt to answer the following questions:

· Where are these countries now? 

· How far are they advanced in their aspirations to join the institutional West?

· How far has the institutional West advanced to comprehend its own strategic interests and its historic window of opportunity in this region?

· What is the current state of affairs regarding the Black Sea Region’s (BSR) potential to become a transit route of vital energy supplies from the Greater Middle East and the Caspian basin to Europe?

The following are three themes that I propose to touch upon: 

1. NATO.

2. Energy security.

3. The unresolved protracted conflicts that constitute a Russian holding action to prevent countries in this region from becoming attractive partners to the West dissuading the West from further involvement in the region. 

1.

The Bucharest NATO summit  

The net result of the summit - on the issue of giving to Georgia and Ukraine the Membership Action Plans (MAPs) - is, in my view, a major success. However, that success was retrieved from the jaws of defeat at a final possible moment. Defeat would have been marked if NATO decided to bind itself to the German de-facto veto against the two MAPs, which was also supported by few other NATO member countries from Western Europe. It almost reached defeat. 

For the first time since its inception, NATO came to the Bucharest Summit as a divided organization. A group of countries from Western Europe, under German leadership, was determined to prevent the adoption of the two MAPs. Within this group of countries, Germany played (by far) the most active role. 

I was a participant in a number of pre-summit conferences organized to set the agenda and work out arguments regarding Georgia and Ukraine’s MAPs. In this context, I witnessed an unprecedented effort by German representatives to supply long lists of mostly irrelevant arguments against the two MAPs. The Germans went out of their way to play that role. One could say that within NATO, Germany singled itself out. 

Opposition to the MAPs on the part of other West European countries was soft and changeable. If Germany had changed its position, the others would have followed. However, Germany did not change its position. 

Within the German coalition government, the role of main opponent to Georgia and Ukraine’s MAPs passed from the Christian Democratic Party to Chancellor Angela Merkel personally. Putin stated that Angela Merkel and the Christian Democrats in government got ahead of Foreign Minister Steinmeier. Steinmeier was the main locomotive to former Chancellor Schroeder’s policy of close relations with Russia. Now, Angela Merkel and the Christian Democrats were more active and more energetic in this regard. 

On 8 March, we saw the moment when Chancellor Merkel came to Moscow two days after the NATO Ministerial in Brussels. In Moscow, Merkel, Gerhard Schroeder and President Putin appeared in a joint news conference and came out against the two MAPs. It is too early to say whether this was an aberration, or the harbinger of a trend. The German Foreign Minister was far more professional and diplomatic in this regard. Steinmeier did not expose Germany to this extent. The most senior member of German’s Christian Democratic Party in the Bundestag’s Foreign Policy Commission said (at one of the conferences) that not a single member of the Bundestag’s Foreign Policy Commission, not even one supports the MAPs.
I think it was James Sherr who stated earlier that the Germans were not at all sensitive to the obvious analogy that when it was taken into NATO, Germany was the seat of a 45-year-old frozen conflict. Germany was divided, part of it was occupied by Russian troops, Berlin was divided and the situation threatened to explode into a shooting war. Therefore, Germany was actually in the theater of the biggest, enormous frozen conflicts of all. Nevertheless, NATO took Germany in.  Chancellor Merkel, who grew up in the zone of Soviet occupation, ultimately became the Chancellor of Germany but was insensitive to these arguments before the Summit. She maintained her selected position. 

For the first time in NATO’s history, a large group of at least 9-10 countries (mostly Central and Eastern European) emerged within NATO as a very powerful and influential group. In Bucharest, it acted in a cohesive, purposeful manner and finally managed to promote a decision, the communique, which is very much in favor of Georgia and Ukraine. NATO was divided and for the first time, the new Central and Eastern European members of NATO there were a strong, influential and ultimately successful group. 
It is difficult to say if this division is indicative of future debilitating controversies inside NATO or of the ability of the strategically minded, new member states in the Eastern part of the continent to promote necessary decisions within NATO; pulling their strength together with that of the U.S. It is a mixed result, but ultimately, the formulation of Article 23 of the communique, which recommends, unconditionally, the right of Georgia and Ukraine to become members of NATO - even in the absence of MAP is a success.

However, the communique also contains minuses. They are matters of concern for the countries in the Black Sea Region. Unlike the Istanbul communique of 2004 and the Riga communique of 2006, the Bucharest summit no longer outlines NATO prospects and visions regarding the BSR. Similarly, there is a very short paragraph about the so-called frozen conflicts. The demand for the withdrawal of Russian troops from Moldova and Georgia present in both the 2004 Istanbul and 2006 Riga Summit communiques is no longer present in the 2008 Bucharest communique. 

Furthermore, the Bucharest communique no longer mentions the close linkage between the ratification of the Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty (CFE Treaty) and Russia’s fulfillment of the Istanbul commitments. This time, it is no longer mentioned, neither is the problem of unaccounted for hardware and equipment in the contexts of verification and implementation of the CFE Treaty, and its ratification by the parties.

One and a half year ago, at the Riga summit, NATO discussed the possibility of becoming a player in energy policy quite seriously. Following a proposal by U.S. Senator Richard Lugar, NATO considered the possibility of including energy security as a matter that falls under Article 5 of the NATO Treaty. The possibility of invoking Article 5, in the event that one or more NATO member countries were exposed to threats of the cutoff in the energy supplies or subjected to the cutoffs in energy supplies for political reasons by an unnamed country (which is of course Russia), would guarantee the energy security of NATO member countries.   

Given the spectrum of asymetrical threats confronted by NATO, the notion of extending the reach of Article 5 to include cases of aggression that do not necessarily involve military attack, but involve an energy attack was already considered at the Riga summit. One result of Russia’s April 2007 cyber attack on NATO member country Estonia was the idea of extending the reach of Article 5 to include cyber attacks. In Bucharest, the discussions regarding the application of Article 5 to both cyber attacks and energy security were inconclusive. The discussions continue, but, as of yet, Senator Lugar’s proposals have not been taken up. 

Proponents of extending the applicability of Article 5 to energy and cyber attacks argue such attacks can be more destructive to a nation, its economy and infrastructure than a conventional military attack. A massive cyber attack can disable the government and the society from functioning in one stroke. An energy attack can inflict greater economic losses on a nation than a bombing raid or other form of conventional military attack. 

The proponents argue that NATO could display solidarity against the aggressor in two ways: politically and with respect to energy. First, NATO is the only existing mechanism for trans-Atlantic consultation and decision-making. There is no other such mechanism. Therefore, energy and cyber security of NATO member countries are rather matters of consultation on possible measures within a NATO context.  Second, NATO does administer its own network of energy pipelines in Europe. Those pipelines could be used in the event that a member country or group of countries is targeted with supply cutoffs or the threat thereof. In emergencies, those pipelines can be used to allocate supplies to a threatened country, to enable the threatened country (or group of countries) to continue to function economically without having to give in to threats or to energy blackmail for political reasons. 

No doubt these discussions were continued, however the momentum toward possible decisions is slow. The Bucharest Summit demonstrated how slow this momentum is. The positive achievement is that the ideas are on the table.                                     

2.

This leads directly to the next theme of this presentation: energy security. For obvious geographical reasons the wider BSR is a predestined transit corridor for energy supplies (oil and gas) from the Caspian basin and part of the greater Middle East to Europe directly, bypassing Russian control. The last year or so witnessed a number of painful setbacks to this policy in this region. The following is a list of setbacks that have occurred in the last year or so. 

First, the upstream should be considered. In Central Asia, Gazprom has concluded (at President Putin’s personal guidance and with his personal participation) agreements on expanding the capacity of gas pipelines leading from Central Asia to Russia. This enables Russia to control the volumes of gas destined for European consumer countries – members of the EU. The pipeline capacity is expanding.

Second, Russia is increasing its already overwhelming share of Kazakhstani oil being exported to international markets via Russia. 

Third, several NATO and EU member countries in the region, such as Bulgaria, Greece, Hungary and Austria, have concluded agreements with Gazprom and with Transneft regarding the construction of pipelines and storages for oil and gas. For the first time ever, we are witnessing the appearance of Russian state controlled energy infrastructure on the territories of EU and NATO member countries.  On the territories of these EU and NATO member countries, these constructions will be under the control of Russian state companies. This is happening precisely in the BSR, and in countries immediately adjacent to BSR countries. In this way, having monopolized the intake of Caspian oil and gas upstream, Russian state companies are also expanding and in some cases monopolizing the infrastructure downstream in consumer countries.

In the BSR, the main Russian energy export project is the South Stream Pipeline. It would originate in Russia’s Krasnodar Krai on the Russian Black Sea coast, span almost the entire 900 km length of the Black Sea, to Bulgaria. From Bulgaria, it branches out into two directions: one southeastern, heading via Greece and via the Adriatic Sea to Italy, and the northwestern direction, heading from Bulgaria via Serbia and Hungary to Vienna. From there, gas could be further distributed in central parts of Central and Western Europe. 

The South Stream is a direct competitor of the Nabucco Pipeline, the EU’s top priority energy project. Nabucco, was originally designed to bring Iranian gas but for familiar reasons this became impossible. Nabucco is now without gas. It is looking for gas in Central Asia but Central-Asian gas has been largely preempted by Russia (at least from existing fields, not yet from the perspective fields). Nabucco is looking for gas in Azerbaijan, which however cannot possibly supply at one or the same time all the projects that rely on Azerbaijani gas. Furthermore, Nabucco is looking for gas in very far shot, difficult to access, turbulent regions such as Iraq (north and/or south) and excessively distant areas such as Egypt. This would tremendously increase the cost of gas coming to Nabucco. 

By contrast, South Stream has been able to line up gas volumes from Central Asia that Russia is taking in, and has been able to preempt markets and storages downstream through the aforementioned agreements between Gazprom in the countries in the Balkans and Central Europe. These projects are competing, but the competition is unfair because one has gas and the other one is looking for gas.

South Stream is the twin brother of the Nord Stream. The Russian pipeline project is envisaged to originate on the Russian Baltic coast, close the Baltic seabed. It is to hit land in Germany and supply mainly Germany with gas from Russia. Furthermore, hypothetically, it is to branch off into other directions in West-European countries west of Germany, potentially Belgium or Netherlands.

In addition to the Nord and South Streams, Russia has built the pipeline known as Blue Stream on the seabed of the Black Sea. It leads from the Russian Black Sea coast to supply Turkey.  At only 4 billion cubic meters per year, it operates at only a fraction of its capacity.

At Russia’s disposal, of course, is the Ukrainian transit pipeline system. Its enormous capacity thus far handles 80% of Russia’s overall gas exports to Europe. Additionally, the Yamal-1 pipeline originates on the Yamal Peninsula and continues to Belarus, Poland and Western Europe. This pipeline is also controlled by Russia.

Why is Russia building all this enormous pipeline capacity? Given the shortfalls and crunch, many experts anticipate for Russia after 2010, it is clear that it has no way of filling all the pipelines with gas at anything near the designed capacity. The Russian strategy is a deliberate construction of overcapacity, of surplus capacity of pipelines at enormous cost to Russia itself, and to Gazprom. Whereas the EU is to cover a part of its costs, the main cost will be carried by the Russian state and Gazprom. 

Why is this activity of constructing enormous surplus pipeline capacity taking place mainly in the BSR? This reflects Russian political decisions, and the close connection between Russian energy policy and foreign policy strategy in Europe. The goals behind this strategy are presented below. 

First, aware of the coming gas crunch, Moscow hopes to be able to administer these pipelines and the commodity in short supply. It hopes to be in a position to decide which group of European countries (or which country at the end of the various pipelines) will receive Russian gas and to what extent. Those will be political decisions. The Russian pipeline policy is designed to encourage competition among European countries at the end of the various pipelines. Therefore, one goal is to cause competition between European states for the increasingly scarce resource of Russian gas.  

Next goal: again anticipating the coming gas crunch in Russia itself, Russia is taking a counter measure by organizing a cartel of gas exporters popularly known as OPEC for gas. The cartel for gas will not function as OPEC for oil. It will function in different ways. Nonetheless, it will function as a cartel. Gas moves mainly by single-destination pipelines. Each pipeline creates (at its end) the regional, sub-regional, or national gas market, or multiplicity of markets. Each is connected to the end of a particular pipeline. The cartel of gas exporters would function by apportioning various regional and subregional markets to member countries of a cartel, organized under Russian leadership. Within this cartel, Russia remains the single largest supplier, and it will control access through pipelines. Therefore, even Russian gas will be sufficient in volume to dictate prices in Europe. Russia will still be dominant in gas markets by channeling supplies from countries other than Russia via Russian-controlled pipelines to European countries. The purpose of the cartel is to apportion the various sub-regional markets among cartel members, who will in turn depend on Russian pipelines, if these pipelines will be built.

The third reason for building this multiplicity of pipelines with huge surplus capacity is to create vested-interest groups in European consumer countries that grow and coalesce around the Russia-Europe in energy trade. This may easily materialize (and in some cases it is already becoming) political lobbies in favor of this or that Russian policy. 

These are the three basic reasons why Russia is building this huge surplus pipeline capacity.

In the BSR, the country most directly affected is Ukraine. Turkey is also very much affected, but to a lesser degree. The South Stream pipeline is designed to bypass both Ukraine and Turkey. Initially Russia was trying to export Russian gas through Turkey. That was the purpose of the Blue Stream pipeline which runs from the Russian to the Turkish coast of the Black Sea through the Black Sea seabed. Annually, the Blue Stream is only operating with 4 billion cubic meters of gas (rather than its designed capacity of 16 billion cubic meters per annum). In the period 2001- 02 there was an idea to prolong Blue Stream from Turkey via the Balkans into the heart of Central Europe. To some extent, that would have made Russian export dependant on Turkish transit just as it is currently dependant on Ukrainian transit. The purpose of South Stream is to bypass both Ukraine and Turkey. 

If this pipeline becomes operational, Ukraine would lose a huge portion of the Russian gas transit currently going to Ukraine westward. In turn, this would diminish Ukraine’s already limited counter-leverage on Russia and its transit revenue. This would make it very difficult for Naftogaz Ukrainy to make a profit. Most likely, it would push Naftogaz Ukrainy into bankruptcy. It would disable Naftogaz Ukrainy from investing in necessary modernizations of the gas transport system, setting the stage for Gazprom to takeover, in one form or another, in shared control with Ukraine of the Ukrainian transit pipeline system. On the same token, Turkey will no longer receive the gas, or the gas revenue, from transit it had counted on had the Blue Stream been prolonged from the Black Sea overland for Anatolia and further west to the Balkans and Central Europe. 

Ukraine and Romania, two Black Sea countries, can hold the South Stream project. It is possible for them to hold it, just as the three Baltic States (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania) along with Sweden and Poland are holding the Nord Stream pipeline in the Baltic Sea. 

The situation with the two projects is similar in the following respect. The proposed routes for these pipelines traverse the Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZ) of Black Sea and the Baltic Sea littoral states. This gives those states a right to ask a great many questions about the purposes of these pipelines, about the ecological impact, about the effects on navigation safety and about possible military security implications. The littoral countries are entitled, by international law, to ask many questions, and request modifications of the route. 

This is what Estonia, Finland, Lithuania and Sweden, and Poland have already done in the Baltic Sea. The result is that Nord Stream has been on hold for about one year. Although this is not the only reason it has not moved at all for one year, it is a major one. 

In the Black Sea, there are no neutral waters between Turkish waters and Romanian-Ukrainian waters. There is a dividing line in the middle of the sea between the EEZs. Russia could have chosen to propose to build the South Stream pipeline in the Turkish EEZ, but it has not done so. Rather, to reach Bulgaria, it proposes to build through the Ukrainian EEZ and through a small part of the Romanian EEZ. Therefore Ukraine, in the first place, but also Romania (in its small area) could ask many questions. They could request modifications of the route and halt the project. The word ‘halt’ has been chosen very carefully. Littoral countries do not have a right to veto such projects if the project crosses the EEZ. However, they could possibly halt it for a long time. Halting is the operational term. Russian plans for the South Stream project are very sensitive to a possible halt as is seen from Russian press coverage and other discussions. 

Besides halting this project, the main strategic goal is to open direct access to Caspian oil and gas for Europe via the BSR. In this regard, the EU is very late and very slow in this game. It was not very long at all ago that (for the first time in many years), the high level European delegation, headed by External Relations Commissioner Benita Ferrero-Waldner, travelled to Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan. An agreement in principle (nothing binding, nothing precise), was concluded for the first time. It was an agreement of intent with Turkmenistan to export 10 billion cubic meters of gas annually through Nabucco at some unspecified future time. Quantitatively, 10 billion cubic meters is very little. However, this agreement is not binding, there are no obligations, and above all there is no way (yet) for Turkmen gas to connect with the Nabucco pipeline in Turkey. 

The idea, of course, is the Trans-Caspian pipeline, which everybody talks about for the last ten years. It is not yet in sight. However, at least the EU has made this long overdue step. Now, the challenge for the EU is to offer Turkmenistan in the first place, but to some extent also to Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan, two things: commercial supply contracts and the consortium with funding that would build the Trans-Caspian pipeline. 

The officially declared policy of Central Asian countries is to sell the gas at the border. Thus far, at the border, there has been no consortium with financing to build pipeline, and no supply contracts from consumer countries. If the EU comes up at the Turkmen border with these two offers, then the EU together with the transit countries of the BSR will be in business. Otherwise, nobody will be in the business. 

3.

The third and final theme of this presentation is unresolved frozen conflicts. 

In view of the Russian government’s recent decisions on Abkhazia and South Ossetia, the moment to discuss this is particularly appropriate. The most important decision is President Putin’s decree of April 16, which instructs the Russian government ministries and other government agencies to establish direct relations with corresponding bodies in Abkhazia and South Ossetia. 

This move crowns a series of recent Russian steps, which began a few years ago and initiated the process of clipping annexation of Abkhazia and South Ossetia into Russia. The clipping annexation has become an accepted term since 2001-02, i.e. from the beginning of Putin’s presidency. Elements of clipping annexation include various tactics. It involves the mass handover of Russian citizenship to residents of Abkhazia and South Ossetia. This transfer of citizenship is not recognized by any international authority. It violates international law.  It also violates Russia’s own citizenship law, which entails residency requirements in Russia for the aquisition of Russian citizenship, which (for the most part) the residents of Abkhazia and South Ossetia do not meet. The massive handover of Russian citizenship, acquisition of property locally by Russian state and non-state entities, appointment of individuals designated by Russian power structures in the leadership bodies of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, the opening of railroad and other types of communications directly from Russia to Abkhazia and South Ossetia without reference of the sovereign Georgian government. Moving the border de-facto on the ground in the Abkhazia and South Ossetia’s sector of the Georgia-Russia border, moving the border southward with Russian control on both sides of this recognized border, unauthorized weapons’ deliveries. These, and many other elements, are the components of the clipping annexation. 

Now the annexation is no longer so clipping, and it is not officially but semi-officially over. Putin’s decree of April 16, instructs Russian ministries and other bodies of governmental to establish direct relations with corresponding Abkhaz and South Ossetian bodies. It treats residents of Abkhazia and South Ossetia as Russian citizens and Russia is set to protect their rights. It recognizes the validity of acts issued by Abkhaz and South Ossetian bodies, refers to them as governments, refers the leaders of Abkhazia and South Ossetia as presidents, and envisages further projects of economic and social, and commercial infrastructure nature on the two territories. 

Furthermore, these economic and infrastructure projects almost certainly relate to the upcoming Winter Olympic Games in Sochi. Sochi is just across the Abkhaz sector of Russia-Georgia border. Russia already intends to use Abkhazia as a staging area for construction operations in Sochi. It is also quite possible it plans to have a Russian workforce is Abkhazia building the necessary infrastructure for the Sochi Olympic Games. 

Prior to the April 16 Decree, Russian officials, including Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov and the Chief of the General Staff of the Armed Forces Yuriy Baluyevsky, warned Russia would take unspecified measures against Georgia in the context of the NATO MAP debate. That was Putin’s second shot, whether there will be a third shot remains unknown.

The emergence in NATO of the argument that a country with unresolved conflicts cannot be admitted to a MAP turned out to be a dangerous argument. It might encourage Russia to stir up trouble in Crimea in order to stop the Ukrainian MAP from being adopted in the near future. 

Thus far, international reactions to these Russian moves ranges between weak and silent. The only international leader and organization, which has reacted more or less appropriately (or at least commensurately) was NATO through its Secretary General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer. On 17 April, he issued a statement that was far more openly critical of the Russian moves than anything that EU or the OSCE have issued to date.  In this regard, de Hoop Scheffer stands out.

In Karabakh, there is a complete deadlock in negotiations. Russia uses the Karabakh issue to discourage Azerbaijan from joining Georgia and Ukraine in seeking a MAP with NATO. One major reason why Azerbaijan does not do this is out of concern for an impact such a move would have on the Russian position in the Armenia-Azerbaijan conflict over Karabakh.

In Moldova, President Vladimir Voronin recently stated all his hopes to settle the Transnistrian conflict lie with the Russian leadership. To his credit, Voronin has made proposals that do not offer any major national interest concessions to Russia. The proposals themselves remain consistent with Moldovan sovereignty and national interests. However, in the hope of inducing the Kremlin to accept the Moldovan proposal for the political settlement in Transdniestria, Moldova has made many concessions on other fronts to Russia. 

In the first place, the issue of peacekeeping continues to haunt these countries. It also haunts the international organizations. Russian peacekeeping is illegal in Abkhazia and South Ossetia, and Transdniestria. There is no valid international mandate. Moreover, the Russian peacekeeping monopoly in these areas contravenes all international standards, including UN standards, on peacekeeping.  This all notwithstanding, there has been no Western response to this situation. 

The current state of play with regard to the issue of peacekeeping is more discouraging now than it was a few years ago. The 2002 NATO-Russia summit and the U.S.-Russia summit of May of that same year produced two communiques. They envisaged joint efforts by NATO and Russia, and by the U.S. and Russia, toward negotiating and resolving these conflicts as well as joint action (NATO- Russia and the US-Russia) with regard to peacekeeping formats. Moreover, in the two communiques NATO and the U.S. were listed ahead of Russia. So at least there was parity between Russia and the West in the intent of those two communiques. That was May 2002. Only a few months later, the U.S. became increasingly preoccupied with invading Iraq. From the summer of 2002 onward, the U.S. priority became closely linked to Iraq and to U.S.-Russia relations in that context. Therefore, the intent outlined in 2002 became a dead matter. NATO no longer takes issue of the Russian peacekeeping monopoly in former Soviet countries. 

Where do should we go from here? What are the prospects for the coming year or so? It is difficult to venture prospects beyond one year because we face leadership transitions in Washington and Moscow. We can only try to project the trend within a one-year period. What is likely to happen? 

First, on the issue of NATO enlargement, to resolve positively the issue of the MAPs for Georgia and Ukraine, there is a strong chance the NATO summit will be held on French and German territory in May 2009. The formulation in Article 23 of the NATO Bucharest summit communique is very encouraging. It will be very difficult for Germany again to go all out against a NATO consensus on this issue. Germany exercises a Russian veto; a veto through German hands within NATO. Germany has spent a lot of political capital in NATO to accommodate Russia. If that situation recurs, Germany will open itself to opposition. Politically, Germany cannot afford that, certainly not when it is a co-host, along with France, of the NATO summit in April 2009. 

Moreover, the group of countries led by the U.S. which unexpectedly mastered a critical mass in Bucharest, has already demonstrated its skills. It is likely they will arrive with that critical mass already formed and developed ahead of the NATO Summit in April 2009. 

A NATO Ministerial level will assess the MAP applications of Georgia and Ukraine in December 2008. According to the communique, December 2008 will be the first opportunity for NATO to assess the merits of the two MAP applications. The second Ministerial, just ahead of the summit in April 2009, will be the second opportunity. The April 2009 NATO summit will be the third opportunity. It would be very difficult for Germany to act in the same way again. Therefore, the positions of other West-European countries would become soft and disintegrate in the absence of strong German leadership. In this regard, the outlook is positive, provided of course that Ukraine and Georgia do their homework. That is a question mark in Ukraine, and a much smaller one in Georgia. 
The second point concerns energy. If projects such as Nabucco, supported in declaratory manner by the EU, continue to be short of gas supplies upstream, then Russia will proceed with its own projects, monopolizing the Central Asian upstream. It will represent a threat to European energy security. Furthermore, it will enable Russia to aggregate Central Asian resources with its own resources. It will be a single pool, administered by Russian control to influence prices and, by the very monopolization of transit from Central Asia, to deprive Western and Central Europe of those alternative resources. 

EU energy policy is in bad shape. It is trying to develop internal dimensions of that policy in Western Europe, but it completely lacks an external dimension focused on the Caspian basin. This is not likely to change in the near future, certainly not within the one-year timeframe within which we are trying to project trends. 

Third, and finally, with regard to resolving, rather than handling and managing the unresolved protracted conflicts. Russia seems to be in full control of managing the conflicts on the ground in Abkhazia and South Ossetia. It is illusory to believe that Russia cannot to go too far in the South Caucasus out of concern for the territorial integrity principle and the fact that it faces similar threats in the North Caucasus. Although common, this thinking is illusory. 

It is illusory, in my view, because first, Russia has the situation in the North Caucasus under control. Second, Russia has no complexes about using the kind of methods applied in the North Caucasus, methods that other European countries, including Georgia, would not use on its own territory. Russia has far freer hand in that regard. 

There is one historical analogy applicable for Georgia and Moldova. These countries could take a leaf from the German book of the Cold War. Many remember Germany was a divided country. It could have obtained its unification with Soviet accord had Germany acquiesced to become permanently neutral. This Soviet offer was officially on the table for a long time and on some occasions, unofficially. This Soviet offer was on the table for decades. Germany could be reunified if it became permanently neutral. Germany did not take that offer and NATO allies supported it in that regard. Finally, 45 years after Germany’s division, the hour of opportunity for Germany’s reunification came.  

Georgia might look at the German example in that regard. The West German model became highly attractive to its East German brothers during the Cold War (thanks to Germany’s success as a state and as an economy). Georgia now has the opportunity to offer the populations of Abkhazia and South Ossetia the prospect of joining Europe through Georgia. In fact, this may be a reason the Kremlin moved forward with the Putin decrees. They tie the Abkhaz and South Ossetian populations and leaderships to Russia, before Georgia becomes a magnet of attraction for Abkhazia and South Ossetia in economic terms. 

The time, of course, is not lost. Georgia’s success as a nation state project and as a candidate for European integration could become the magnet by which the Abkhaz and the South Ossetians are attracted to the European direction. Russia’s involvement in the frozen conflicts is a holding action to stop the European integration of Moldova and Georgia. The EU has never become a full-fledged actor in the political negotiations toward resolution of these conflicts. However, the EU is increasingly present on the ground with European soft power, e.g. economic projects, the spread of the rule of law, and the instruments of the European neighborhood policy. Although inadequate they are, for the time being, developing and used with increased success by the EU.

The U.S., absorbed and fixated by the current situations in Iraq, Afghanistan, Iran and other areas, has disengaged itself to some extent from efforts to resolve these conflicts. It has yielded the lead role to the EU. This is not necessarily a negative development. EU’s soft power could succeed where U.S. and NATO hard power were never tried. 

In the aftermath of the declaration of Kosovo’s independence and international recognition (an ongoing process), I conclude by drawing a parallel between the unresolved conflicts in former Soviet-ruled territories and the now resolved conflict in Kosovo. There is a parallel. However, it is not a parallel Russian diplomacy is trying to draw in a legal sense between the declaration of independence on one side and recognition on the other. The real parallel is a political one. It has to do with the ways these conflicts are solved. Kosovo was resolved through the actions of the EU, NATO, the U.S., other international organizations and actors present on the ground; defining the political turf of conflict resolution; reversing the ethnic cleansing (which is a centerpiece of the conflict resolution) and often through accepting by all sides involved, including the Serb, in the state of Serbia, of the European perspective. 

This shows the way to approach conflict resolution in post-Soviet territories. If this does not happen, if the model establishing the Balkans is not extended - short of use of force in post-Soviet territories - then we will have a division of spheres of influence in Europe on either side of the line. On one side of the line, the EU, U.S., NATO are in charge, ethic cleansing reversed, European perspective offered to all. On the other side of the line, the Russian peacekeeping monopoly and ethnic cleansing are likely to stand, denying any close European perspective to all sides involved. These are the ingredients of the division of the spheres of influence. The day the EU alongside the U.S. realize what is involved, will be the day to hope the solution of the frozen conflicts in the post-Soviet territory will follow short of use of force - as in the Balkans. 

April 2008, Harvard 

Vladimir SOCOR 

Energy security in the Black Sea-Caspian region

Russia’s invasion of Georgia this past August and the continued occupation of the Georgian territories are specific circumstances that define the context of the conference today as well as this presentation on energy. Addressing energy security in Armenia, South Caucasus country that in contrast to its neighbors Georgia and Azerbaijan is not part of any energy projects, is somewhat ironic. There are reasons for Armenia's absence from regional energy projects. This is an issue that preoccupies the Armenian government very much. It also preoccupies the Armenian Diaspora in the United States albeit in a slightly different manner. This subject will also be addressed below.

In terms of energy security, the August war between Russia-Georgia has become, in some respects, a wake-up call for Europe similar to the January 2006 Russia-Ukraine gas crisis. There have now been two wake-up calls: January 2006 and August 2008. As it turned out, the first wake-up call resounded more in the editorial pages of newspapers than in policymaking offices in Europe and even the United States. These circumstances may substantially affect the safety and credibility of the South Caucasus energy transit corridor; from the Caspian basin to European consumer countries. Whether or not the impact of the August 2008 wake-up call will materialize more convincingly, remains to be seen. 

The only indisputable fact is that the Black Sea-Caspian Region is on its way to becoming an Eldorado in terms of energy transit. The volumes of energy being transported through the Black Sea Region (BSR) already rival the volumes of energy in the Nord Seam. While the latter decline, the former increase.

The geopolitics and geostrategy of the BSR do not entirely coincide with the region’s geography. In a geoeconomic sense, the Black Sea and the Caspian Sea form an indivisible uunit. Azerbaijan's main outlets for its oil and gas exports run through the Black Sea. For the same reason, Georgia is the main outlet for the export of Caspian energy. Therefore, functionally Azerbaijan is a Black Sea country, and Georgia is a Caspian country. This makes the Black Sea-Caspian region the true region of interest.

First oil and then gas will be discussed to give an overall picture of the volumes of energy already transiting or slated to transit the BSR.

Oil

Annually, the oil terminal in Russia's Black Sea port of Novorossiysk sends out approximately 50 million tons of oil. While a relatively small portion of it originates from Russia, most comes from Kazakhstan. The export terminal in Tuapse, Russia, sends out about 5 million tons of oil annually. There are two Ukrainian oil terminals, Odessa and Pivdennyi, with a combined capacity of approximately 20 million tons of oil per annum. The oil is, almost entirely, Russian. 

Georgia's oil terminals on the Black Sea total a capacity of approximately 40 million tons of oil per annum. They are slated to increase. Supsa, with an annual approximate of 10 million tons is mainly used by Azerbaijan and BP. Batumi, with about 15 million tons of oil per annum, is slated to increase. It is used mainly by the Kazmunai State Oil Company of Kazakhstan and Chevron; using mainly oil form the Tengiz oil filed of Kazakhstan. Kulevi is used mainly by Azerbaijan and by the Azerbaijan State Oil Company and is slated to increase from its annual 10 million tons of oil. At 5 million tons of oil per annum, Poti exports oil products mainly; rather than crude. 

Most of these exports flow into the world market through the Bosporus. It is well known that the Bosporus is strained almost to its breaking point by all of the excess capacity of oil flowing through it. To alleviate the problem, two additional, Bosporus bypassing pipelines, are under consideration/incipient construction:
1) Burgas (Bulgaria) – Alexandropolis (Aegean coast of Greece) is planned to take oil from Novorossiysk, bypass the Bosporus, and reach the world markets through the Aegean Sea;
2) Samsun – Ceyhan (Turkey), to cross the Anatolian landmass, take oil from Novorossiysk and Ukrainian ports (but mainly from Novorossiysk) and reach the world's ocean at Ceyhan, Turkey's Mediterranean coast.

The significance of these pipelines, if ever built, would not be limited to the realm of transport safety, an important but not decisive consideration. The pipelines would alleviate traffic through the Bosporus simultaneously enabling Russia to increase its intake of the Kazakhstani oil via Novorossiysk. Alleviating traffic through the Bosporus is a limited value for these pipelines.

Gas

The potential for further growth of gas transit through the BSR is enormous. The existing Baku-Tbilisi-Erzurum pipeline, supplied from Azerbaijan's super giant Shakhdeniz gas field off the Caspian coast, was developed by BP and Statoil Federal. Currently, approaching a capacity of 8 billion m3 /annum, it is slated to increase in correlation with production expansion in Shakhdeniz to 20-25 billion cubic meters.

The other existing pipeline is the so-called Turkey-Greece-Italy Interconnector. Already built, it will soon transport approximately 8 billion m3/annum. It will be transported mainly from Azerbaijan, through Turkey, Greece and onto Italy through the so-called Trans-Adriatic Pipeline (TAP).

The third existing and operating pipeline is the Blue Stream pipeline originating on Russia's Black Sea coast. It runs on the seabed of the Black Sea to Turkey. Initially operating at 4 billion m3/annum it is now increasing to 8 billion m3/annum. A follow up stage for a capacity of approximately 16 billion m3 of gas /annum is theoretically projected. 

The existing pipelines are modest, compared to the projected ones. The projected (rival) pipelines, Nabucco and South Stream, each have a capacity of about 30 billion m3/annum. 

Regarded as a top priority, energy security project, Nabucco is supported by the EU and the U.S. at the rhetorical level. It is to compete against Gazprom's South Stream, built in cooperation with Italy's state controlled corporation ENI. It would run from Russia's Black Sea coast across the Black Sea bed through to Bulgaria. To supply South East European and Central European countries, exiting Bulgaria it would ramify into several directions: southwards to Greece and Italy; and northwards to Serbia, Hungary, Austria and potentially Northern Italy and Germany.

In terms of energy volumes, this overall picture of volumes slated to transit through the BSR justifies the region being called a developing Eldorado.

The transport corridor that runs through the South Caucuses is the main outlet for Caspian Basin energy into the Black Sea, the European Union and in turn, the world markets. Therefore, it is important to ask how the war between Russia and Georgia affected it. 

In the immediate aftermath of the Russia-Georgia war, business circles and many analysts believed the corridor had taken a severe blow. The blow was not so much a blow in the physical sense, but in terms of credibility, the perception of its level of safety, and in terms of attractiveness to investors. The initial perception was quickly proven wrong. Business confidence is actually returning to the South Caucasus transit corridor. 

Significantly, in business terms, the first country to announce its continued confidence in this energy transport corridor was Kazakhstan. Kazakhstan announced its intention to increase the volume of oil transited from Kazakhstani oil fields, across the Caspian Sea, through Azerbaijan to Georgia. From Georgia it is to split in two directions. First, is the  the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan (BTC) pipeline, which, in addition to Azerbaijani oil is scheduled to take growing volumes of the Kazakhstani oil. Second, Kulevi, Supsa, Batumi and Poti, all of which are going to take growing volumes of Kazakhstani and Azerbaijani oil.

Kazakhstan’s announcement is the first indication of the return of business confidence. A second indication comes from Armenia, the host country of this conference. Armenia is actively considering and actually promoting the idea of expanding the Trans-Georgia highway. It has demonstrated keen interest in its modernization and expansion. The highway runs from the Armenian border through Georgia to Georgia's Black Sea coast. As long as the Turkish and Azerbaijani borders remain closed, it provides a crucial route from Armenia to the outside world. 

In the non-oil sector, a number of Western companies are continuing investment projects in Georgia and even announcing their intentions for new investment projects. It should not be surprising that business confidence is returning to this corridor.

Initially, reports that Russian forces had targeted energy infrastructure on Georgian territory during the hostilities proved incorrect. Contrary to frantic reports at the time, Russia did not deliberately hit any energy terminal or pipeline.

The only crucial energy knot deliberately targeted by Russia was the Hashuri railway bridge. Both, the Batumi and Poti railways ran through it. The railways transport significant amounts of Kazakhstani and Azerbaijani oil and the bridge was a crucial Georgian railway junction. The Russian bombardment of the Hashuri Bridge temporarily halted that oil traffic. It was an isolated incident of targeted action against energy infrastructure. 

However, other Russian military actions such as, the bombardment of Poti harbor where there is an oil terminal; the inclusion of Kulevi to the Russian so-called security zone near Abkhazia; the temporarily interdiction of commercial traffic to Poti and (for a brief time) to Batumi disrupted the corridor. In addition, a Russian projectile landed very close to the Baku-Supsa oil pipeline. Failing to explode it nonetheless caused the perception of danger and possible damage to the pipeline. The ammunition forced the temporary closure of the pipeline until it was effectively disposed.

Albeit temporary, the disruption caused hundreds of millions of dollars of damage to Georgia, Azerbaijan and Armenia. The emergency is now over and the fact that the Russians did not deliberately target energy infrastructure (with the exception of the Hashuri Bridge) has contributed to the return of business confidence.

Despite the intense desire and political efforts by Armenia, and its Diaspora in the US, to be a part of these projects, it is not. It is possible that Armenia has missed a chance, perhaps not permanently, perhaps it is a retrievable chance, bit it has been missed. It will continue to be missed unless the Armenian government and the Diaspora (which do not always work in tandem) change their approach to this issue. For many years, both the government and Diaspora opposed the construction of the BTC pipeline. Conveying the impression, rightly or wrongly, that Armenian interest was at odds with the national interests of Azerbaijan, Georgia and Turkey in building that pipeline. The BTC pipeline became a reality.

More recently, the Armenian Diaspora actively (and in this case successfully) opposed American involvement in the construction of the Transcontinental railroad Karst-Tbilisi-Baku. Armenian organizations in Washington caused pro-Armenian members of the U.S. Congress to prohibit U.S. lending, U.S. credit guaranties, and political risk guaranties to the project. Once again, a perception arose that either the Armenian government, Diaspora, or both, were acting or setting themselves against the national interests of its three neighboring countries: Azerbaijan, Georgia and Turkey. This is not the way for Armenia to become integrated in regional energy projects. The way to be integrated in regional projects is to precede from a postulate that the interests of three countries are convergent in these projects.

An additional, very necessary step is attaining major progress in the resolution of the Karabakh conflict. As long as there continues to be no constructive process advancing the resolution of the Karabakh conflict, Azerbaijan and Turkey (understandably) will not want to invest in projects dependant on transit through Armenia. This is elementary logic. It may very well be that the logic of the Armenian Diaspora, which plays a role in influencing American policy on this issue, does not necessarily coincide with the views of the Armenian government in Yerevan. There is some daylight opening between the respective attitudes of the Diaspora and the Yerevan government. It remains to be seen whether more light will shine between the thinking in the two places. 

The EU has refused to support the Karst-Tbilisi-Baku railroad project, citing the same reasons as the United States. The proposed alternative route is to Giumri, Armenia. However, Giumri is not situated on the intercontinental line of transit; it is a local line. In terms of Armenian interests, routing it through Giumri would be beneficial to regional and local transportation. However, it cannot possibly be an alternative to the Karst-Tbilisi-Baku line, which is a line of inter-continental significance.

In Washington, it is sometimes argued that, to be viable and to have favorable political affect, the transit project should be truly regional in scope and include Armenia. Following this logic, any project that would exclude Armenia, would not qualify as a regional one. This argument has not proven itself effective with investors let alone with Armenia’s neighbors. The value of this project does not depend on its qualification as “regional” or “all-inclusive”. These projects have their own economic and geostrategic rationales. Having an all-inclusive, regional project is not a goal in itself. 

Therefore, this argument will continue to be a weak one supporting Armenia's inclusion. Armenia needs to find arguments that are more convincing. This one has proven itself unconvincing and ineffective. It did not stop the construction of BTC nor did not stop the construction of Karst-Tbilisi-Erzurum railway, the Georgian segment of which is fully financed by Azerbaijan.

What is the outlook in terms of European and Euro-Atlantic energy security and policy in this region?
There is a unique situation in the world of energy and geopolitics regarding both the oil and gas sectors. Russia, number one worldwide for gas and number two for oil, is absorbing almost the entire export of Kazakhstani oil and Turkmen gas. It is an unparalleled situation in which leading producing and exporting countries fully absorb the exports of large producers in the neighborhood. This situation enables Russia to add to its energy muscle and, by implication, a political muscle vis-a-vis the Euro-Atlantic community. 

Those who consider this situation undesirable do not argue that it is illegal, unjust, or unfair. Rather, they argue the situation is undesirable for the Euro-Atlantic community and for the transit countries in the South Caucasus-Black Sea region. 

A political contest over the choice of export routes for oil from Kazakhstan, particularly from the super giant Kashagan (the largest discovery since Alaska's North Slope 49 years ago) is already shaping up. The South Caucasus corridor is likely to become the main export outlet for Kashagan. There are two choices: 

· to expand the pipeline running from Kazakhstan around the northern bend of the Caspian Sea to Novorossiysk. To accommodate the upcoming production from Kashagan, and via that pipeline through Novorossiysk, would more than double its current capacity of about 30 million tons /annum to more than 60 million tons /annum, or;

· to create the Trans-Caspian transport system. The most likely way would be by tankers or possibly seabed pipelines that would run from Kashagan and other Kazakhstani fields, the Kazakhstani coast of the Caspian Sea across the Caspian to Baku, and then take two possible directions: either to the BTC through Turkey or straight westward to Georgian terminals on the Black Sea coast.

Therefore the choices for Kashagan and for Kazakhstan are northward to Novorossiysk or westward to Azerbaijan and Georgia, and then Turkey or the Black Sea. This would most likely be a top issue in terms of energy security for Europe in the next decade.

In terms of energy security and, by implication, political security, gas is the most critical fuel. Its multiplicity of uses including energy generation and industrial production in the chemical as well as other sectors makes gas the most dependency inducing of all fuels.

Gas demand in Europe, and to some extent even in the U.S., is growing at an artificially high pace. This is due to the decommissioning of nuclear power plants and/or failure to build replacement plants for those outrunning their service life. Politically, this is a result of effective anti-nuclear lobbies; mainly in Europe. This is true particularly in Germany where the Social-Democratic Party (sometimes ruling, sometimes in the coalition government) and the Greens (who are no longer in government) have practically imposed their anti-nuclear agenda on the entire German politics. In terms of energy security, this is a milestone on Germany's neck. However, with France as a notable exception, the phenomenon is Europe-wide. Gas demand is growing due to the phenomenon, which is driven by Germany's deficit caused by the decommissioning of nuclear power plants. Therefore, expectations of Russian gas deliveries are growing at the time when North Sea production is declining, and the proven reserves in the North Sea are dwindling.

Russia itself does not, and will not, have (at least in the coming 10-15 years) sufficient gas to supply all of the proposed pipeline projects. Although not directly related to the BSR, the following have a direct impact on the plausibility of the South Stream and Blue Stream projects proposed by Russia. The fate of these projects in the Black Sea is inseparably linked to the fate of Russian gas deposits and pipelines in and from northern Russia.

The pipeline projects, as proposed by Russia, include:

1. The Nord Stream which it to run from Russia directly to Germany on the Baltic seabed, and be fed primarily by the Stockman field in the Barents Sea;

2. The existing Yamal-1 pipeline, which runs to the heart of the EU territory via Belarus and Poland;

3. The projected Yamal-2, which will supplement Yamal-1 by doubling its capacity;

4. The Ukrainian transit system, which currently transits about 80% of Russia's total gas exports to the West;

5. The existing Blue Stream, mentioned earlier, running on the seabed of the Black Sea to Turkey, is to be slated to increase its capacity, and;

6. And South Stream, the biggest of all, from Russia running again across the seabed of the Black Sea, Bulgaria and then ramifying into those directions that I mentioned earlier.

There is no way for Russia's existing and proven gas deposits to supply all these pipelines simultaneously at their declared capacity. Importantly it is not at their projected capacity that it is not possible, but at the declared capacity. There is difference. 

Russian strategy consists of building surplus transport capacity as a deliberate policy. In the domain of gas, each pipeline creates its own national or sub-regional market at the end of that pipeline.

Russian policy aims at creating a situation in which the maximum possible number of customers in the West would compete against each other for limited volumes of available Russian gas; with Russia centrally positioned to direct gas volumes. The criteria would not be defined by the customer countries, but rather, the supplier. 

Central Asia's gas resources, particularly Turkmenistan's, play a key role in this strategy. Russia intends, and has already started to use large volumes of Turkmen gas to supply its own internal needs. This would free up significant volumes of Russian-produced gas to be exported to the West. Until now, using another country's gas has been the manner in which Russia has increased its export potential. However, the next stage has already begun in Russia. Russia will import gas mainly from Turkmenistan, and in smaller volumes from Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan, and resell it to the West as mixed-Russian gas. Ukraine is already at this stage. It is a customer of the Russian/Turkmen gas coming in through Russia.

An announcement, by one of the most reputable British auditing firms, that the content of Turkmenistan’s Salfyalatan Osman gas field figures in at lower estimated end with 4 trillion m3 of gas significantly raised the stakes in Turkmenistan. This amount equals the reserves at Stockman. Whereas this is only the first of the fields, it is most certainly the richest, and the first one audited by independent Western companies in Turkmenistan. Undoubtedly, another political and diplomatic contest will develop regarding the choice of export route from Turkmenistan.

Pending appropriate political action from Brussels and Washington, the Trans-Caspian gas pipeline out of Turkmenistan may enjoy another chance to materialize. Will such political action materialize in order for the pipeline to materialize? 

The recent Russia-Georgia conflict and the West's financial crisis have raised this big question to the top of the policy agenda. These concurrent events have dealt a severe blow to the notions that had until now prevailed and inspired the energy policies of Western governments. 

It was believed possible to achieve energy security cooperatively with Russia; that energy security is not a zero-sum game; that the free market alone will resolve the West's energy dilemmas and; energy development and transportation are matters for private corporations to take up and resolve as dictated by and shareholder interests. 

This paradigm has taken a heavy hit and, after the events in the Southern Caucasus and the crisis on Western financial markets, its long overdue revision can no longer be avoided. Energy security is very much a zero-sum game. Energy security is, in fact, the ultimate zero-sum game. Those billion cubic meters of gas, or those millions tons of oil that would go in a certain direction will not by definition go the other direction. There is a struggle for physical access to the world's remaining and dwindling proven reserves of oil and gas, as there is a contest, increasingly open, over the choice of transportation routes. This is the mother of zero-sum games.

The market left to its own devices, will not resolve the West's energy problems. Contrarily, left to its own devices, market forces and corporations will aggravate the West's energy dilemmas. Instead of following coordinated policies, which they by definition cannot do, Western corporations have ended up competing with one another for access to resources (not only in Russia but in many places) and for privileged deals with energy suppliers including Russia. 

In the case at hand, elements of state intervention in issues of energy security are clearly justified. State intervention into energy policy is nothing new. Throughout history, the states of Europe and the U.S. have, as a rule, promoted the interests of national corporations, so-called national champions. 

With the exception of intervening on behalf of favorite national corporations, states (or in the case of Europe the European Commission) have not played an active role in promoting energy security strategies, devising them or implementing them. Rather, the U.S. government and the European Commission have shied away from this role. 

At least on a theoretical level, the necessity of active state intervention or elements of active state intervention (i.e. EC pipeline subsidization, the provision of credit guaranties to private corporations that would venture in risky areas) may be increasingly understood in Washington and Brussels. During the second term of the Clinton Administration, the U.S. government was moving in that direction by covering these projects with political insurance. However, that advance was stopped and even reversed by the Bush Administration’s fundamentalist approach to the market. The EU never even stepped into that role. It has neither the tools nor the budget for it. As long as national governments continue to jealously reserve energy and foreign policy for their own sovereign domain, these two are going to require adjustment, if European and Euro-Atlantic energy security is to be safeguarded.

The terms European and Euro-Atlantic energy security are used, because their energy security is indivisible. Historically, this realization has inspired US policies regarding the supply and transport of energy from Russia to Europe. From the Nixon Administration onward, the adverse impact European over-dependence on Russian energy supplies would have on the political cohesion of the Trans-Atlantic community and NATO itself was very well understood by the Russians. It could inhibit the resolve of European governments to take decisions required by their common policy and security needs. The wisdom of those Western, mostly American, assumptions are being vindicated in Europe today.

Is there a direct correlation between the levels of energy dependency of a particular government and its disposition to give in to Russia politically? The answer to this question remains ambiguous. 

On one end of the scale, Germany, which is among those less dependent on Russian delivered energy (almost 40% for oil and more than 40% for gas) demonstrates the most receptive attitude regarding Russian proposals on European security. The Baltic states are on the other end of the scale. Among the most dependant countries on Russian delivered energy, they are least receptive to Russian proposals on European security affairs. Similarly, Italy, which has a small level of dependence on Russia, is almost as receptive as Germany to Russian proposals on European security affairs.

The correlation between the level of energy dependency and political vulnerability does not appear to be a straight one. What does seem to be better correlated is the involvement of particular interest groups in one country or another (e.g. Germany or Italy) in advantageous energy projects with Russia and the governments predisposition to give in to Russian demands.
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