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Summary
Ukraine’s 2013 chairmanship of the Organization for Security and Cooperation 
in Europe (OSCE) presents Kyiv with a major opportunity to advance an 
agenda that benefits the entire Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian security community. 
Ukraine must make the most of this unparalleled opportunity and demonstrate 
its ability to lead and inspire others to achieve real progress on difficult problems.

Key Themes

•	 Ukraine will face unique challenges during its chairmanship 
stemming from its domestic politics, strained relations with some 
OSCE participating states, and persistent negative perceptions of  its 
record on citizens’ rights.

•	 Putting forward a complacent, status quo agenda or hindering the 
work of  OSCE institutions or missions in any area will cede the 
spotlight to Ukraine’s critics at home and abroad.

•	 Ukraine will face predictably unpredictable crises, such as heightened 
tension between Moldova and the separatist region of  Transnistria, 
expanded fighting in the disputed territory of  Nagorno-Karabakh, 
and economic and political instability in Belarus.

•	 Kyiv should focus its agenda on a small handful of  opportunities 
in each of  the OSCE’s security dimensions—politico-military, 
economic, and human security—that directly reinforce the vision of  
a Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian security community.

•	 Success will require Ukraine to focus on building trust among OSCE 
participating states. 

•	 Ukraine must leverage the resources of  its own top diplomats and 
respected international experts while coordinating closely with both 
outgoing and incoming OSCE chairs.

Recommendations for the Ukrainian Chairmanship

Prioritize Transnistria conflict resolution. Ukraine is a guarantor of the 
5+2 process that seeks a negotiated settlement to the conflict between Moldova 
and Transnistria as well as Moldova’s largest neighbor. Kyiv is thus in a unique 
position to lobby all the stakeholders to embrace a common strategic frame-
work. Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovych should call upon counterparts 
from other OSCE participating states to lend their support.
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Balance energy security and environmental impacts. Ukraine should put 
forward an energy security initiative that balances the present urgent need for 
an early warning mechanism for energy issues under the OSCE umbrella with 
the linked challenges of energy efficiency and environmental protection. Kyiv 
should emphasize the long-term security implications of the region’s energy 
practices, including their impact on the environment and human development.

Begin a process of historical reconciliation. Tensions over historical mem-
ory drive conflicts throughout the OSCE region. Kyiv should spearhead an 
OSCE-wide historical reconciliation initiative that begins with a clear demon-
stration that it supports the process within Ukraine as well as with its neigh-
bors, drawing on the successful experience of other OSCE participating states.
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Introduction
After almost three years of discussion and debate, delegates from 35 states, 
representing both sides of the Cold War divide and three continents, reached 
agreement in the summer of 1975 on a set of basic principles meant to enhance 
security in Europe and the surrounding neighborhood. Their accomplish-
ment, known as the Helsinki Final Act, remains the political foundation for 
cooperation on security among states of the Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian 
regions. Today, the successor to the Helsinki conference is the Organization 
for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), with 57 participating states. 
In 2013, Ukraine will take over the organization’s chairmanship.

Carrying on the legacy of the Helsinki Final Act, the OSCE embodies a set 
of basic security principles grouped in three general “dimensions.” The first, 
politico-military security, guarantees the “sovereign equality” and “territorial 
integrity” of participating states while promoting the “peaceful settlement of 
disputes.” The second dimension promotes cooperation in the fields of eco-
nomics, science and technology, and the environment on the basis of common 
projects and standards intended to reduce the likelihood of disputes driven by 
economic factors. The third and final dimension, human security, recognizes 
a set of basic rights to be enjoyed by citizens of regional states, including the 
right to travel, maintain family contacts, access education in native languages, 
freely access and disseminate information, and conduct cultural and commer-
cial exchanges. 

These principles are alive and well in the OSCE today. The organization 
itself has a limited executive staff attached to the Vienna-based secretariat plus 
three institutions: the Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights 
(ODIHR) in Warsaw, the Office of the Representative on 
Freedom of the Media in Vienna, and the Office of the High 
Commissioner on National Minorities in The Hague—all 
with a relatively high degree of flexibility and autonomy.  
(See appendix 1 for a complete OSCE organizational chart.) 
None of these institutions, though, is intended to substitute 
for the core function of the OSCE itself. While each par-
ticipating state provides an ambassador to the OSCE to sit 
on the body’s permanent council, key decisions are always 
made by participating states’ governments and reconciled 
through negotiation at the highest levels. Thus the OSCE is, in essence, a plat-
form for discussing major challenges of regional security and cooperation and 
resolving them within a framework of agreed principles.

The OSCE is, in essence, a platform 
for discussing major challenges of 
regional security and cooperation 
and resolving them within a 
framework of agreed principles.
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As a political agreement, the Helsinki Final Act imposed no formal, legally 
binding commitments. Likewise, the OSCE today has neither “legal person-
ality” as an international actor nor any legal authority to permit or prohibit 
conduct by its participating states. Yet it is a serious mistake to dismiss the 
OSCE as weak or irrelevant. 

To the contrary, the OSCE is the only body that equally represents all 57 
states of the Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian region and that is expressly charged 
with a mandate to deal with each dimension of the region’s shared security—
dimensions that, as time and technology advance, are becoming ever more 
interlinked. Moreover, the OSCE can hardly be judged strong or weak on its 
own account. It represents the collective political will of participating states 
under the leadership of the chair. Thus, to label the OSCE weak is to criticize 
the engagement of the participating states or the diplomatic and leadership 
ability of the chair. The OSCE is no more and no less than a mirror of the 

overall state of relations among its participating states.
The silver lining in this situation is that the OSCE is 

inherently flexible and potentially as powerful as the col-
lective determination of the region’s strongest actors. 
The OSCE chairmanship thus offers Ukraine a tremen-
dous opportunity. Ukraine may be able to benefit from 
the elevated profile it will be afforded and take advantage 
of this prestigious position to conduct Euro-Atlantic and 
Eurasian diplomacy at the highest level. With skillful 
diplomacy and a set of ambitious but clearly defined and 
realistic goals, the Ukrainian chair can help deliver sig-

nificant progress on the security problems that plague not only Ukraine but 
also the OSCE as a whole. If Ukraine fails to set high ambitions and invest all 
of its political capital in the 2013 chairmanship, then the year is certain to be 
worse than wasted, for both Ukraine and the OSCE. The dominant political 
tone will be critical of Ukraine, which will provoke time-consuming and pur-
poseless conflict between the chairmanship and participating states, and the 
OSCE itself may be severely weakened.

What Ukraine Has to Gain
At a minimum, Ukraine’s chairmanship will bring significant international 
attention to Kyiv’s priorities and afford Ukraine the opportunity to be seen as 
a leader within the Euro-Atlantic/Eurasian community. And observers will 
undoubtedly measure Ukraine’s chairmanship against the successes and fail-
ures of the recent past. It should be Kyiv’s goal not only to compare favorably 
to past experiences but also to be a major initiator of activity and momentum 
instead of merely a passive steward of the Helsinki principles.

With skillful diplomacy and a set of 
ambitious but clearly defined and 

realistic goals, the Ukrainian chair can 
help deliver significant progress on the 
security problems that plague not only 
Ukraine but also the OSCE as a whole.
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The OSCE chairmanship has served as an important platform for other 
post-Communist European countries to demonstrate the maturity of their dip-
lomatic capabilities, showcase the commitment of their political leaders to the 
Helsinki principles, and earn the respect of other OSCE participating states by 
exercising leadership on key regional security issues. In the immediate aftermath 
of the fall of Communism in Central and Eastern Europe, Czechoslovakia in 
1992 and Hungary in 1995 used the OSCE chairmanship to demonstrate their 
commitment to full membership in the family of European and Euro-Atlantic 
states and their ambition to respect and implement the Helsinki principles 
(even though those principles had been originally negotiated with the participa-
tion of Czechoslovakia’s and Hungary’s discredited Communist governments). 
Likewise, the 1998 and 2001 chairmanships of Poland and Romania, respec-
tively, were important tests of these countries’ transitions into responsible 
stakeholders capable of fully appreciating and exercising the duties of member-
ship in other multilateral organizations, especially the European Union (EU). 
(See appendix 2 for an overview of past chairmanships.)

Of course, not all precedents have been positive. Kazakhstan lobbied hard 
to take on the OSCE chairmanship in 2010, and its turn at the helm was 
widely seen as a vital opportunity for a post-Soviet nation to demonstrate 
thorough and impartial backing for the Helsinki principles, despite its own 
domestic challenges related to those very principles. 

Yet while Kazakhstan initially trumpeted its commitment to observing the 
“basic principles of the open participation of non-governmental organizations 
in the OSCE activities” and pledged to uphold the strength and indepen-
dence of the OSCE’s own rights-monitoring body, ODIHR, in 2011 Astana 
found itself opposing the work of precisely those groups it had sworn to pro-
tect. Nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and human rights watchdogs 
were outraged when Kazakhstan’s government brutally repressed a series of 
protests in the town of Zhanaozen. And while the Kazakhs worked hard to 
organize a successful summit in December 2010, the legacy of Kazakhstan’s 
chairmanship is clouded by its subsequent attacks on the OSCE. After OSCE 
election monitors reported violations in recent Kazakh elections, for example, 
Kazakh President Nursultan Nazarbayev criticized the organization, calling it 
a ship that is “lurching to one side.”1

Still, in many respects, the Kazakh chairmanship was a success. Kazakhstan 
certainly gained a higher profile on matters of Euro-Atlantic/Eurasian secu-
rity as a result of its active and dynamic OSCE chairmanship and the consider-
able resources it devoted to the Astana summit, marking thirty-five years since 
the Helsinki Final Act. The Astana summit was the first OSCE summit in 
eleven years in which participants debated—though ultimately rejected—an 
ambitious declaration aiming to increase the OSCE’s ability to tackle threats 
to its member states. And it succeeded especially with regard to crisis manage-
ment, one of the major tests of diplomacy and leadership. 
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The OSCE may be called upon to respond to security crises in the Euro-
Atlantic region at any time, which means that the chair must always be pre-
pared for the unexpected. This was certainly the case during the spring of 2010, 
when political crisis and ethnic violence gripped Kyrgyzstan. Protests against 
the government of Kyrgyz President Kurmanbek Bakiyev were followed by 
violent clashes in southern Kyrgyzstan between the Kyrgyz and Uzbek ethnic 
groups. Kazakhstan had little choice but to respond, given its dual obligations 
as a large neighboring state and OSCE chair. President Nazarbayev worked 
with his U.S. and Russian counterparts to facilitate the departure of Bakiyev 
and engage with the interim national government led by Roza Otunbayeva. 
Kazakh parliamentarian Zhanybek Karibzhanov was dispatched as OSCE 
special envoy to Bishkek to provide support for the transition and help moni-
tor the process of fully halting hostilities.2

Lithuania’s 2011 OSCE chairmanship offers another example of crisis man-
agement. In December 2010, barely a week before Lithuania was scheduled to 
take over the chairmanship, OSCE and other international election observers 
condemned a manipulated presidential contest in Lithuania’s neighbor Belarus. 
Belarusian security services beat and arrested anti-regime demonstrators who 
had gathered in the main square of Minsk on election night, December 19. 
The situation grew worse in subsequent months. Growing public protest was 
met by a harsh state response, including further beatings, arrests, and wide-
spread repressive measures against opposition politicians, their supporters, 
and human rights activists from across the Belarusian political landscape. By 
the summer, the regime had become so paranoid that clapping hands, ring-
ing cellphones, or merely standing together in a group in a public place was 
deemed an offense against state security.3

Lithuania was put in a difficult position. It has close economic ties to Belarus 
and a long-standing policy of engagement with the Belarusian people, but it 
had to criticize the excesses of Belarusian President Alexander Lukashenka’s 
regime. In its capacity as OSCE chair, Lithuania protested Lukashenka’s clo-
sure of the OSCE representative office in Minsk. It did not, however, join 
the fourteen participating states that supported invoking the OSCE Moscow 
mechanism, which authorized an independent fact-finding mission to report 
and document repressions stemming from the election-night protests.4 

Ukraine will doubtless face its own share of predictably unpredictable cri-
ses in its immediate neighborhood, if not farther afield. The conflict between 
neighboring Moldova and the Transnistria region, which seeks independence 
from Moldova, has cooled substantially since January, when a young Moldovan 
man was killed by Russian peacekeepers. But there is always the possibility of 
renewed tension over the perpetual sore points of constraints on free move-
ment, language, education, and other basic rights denied to some citizens in 
the region. If the conflict did ratchet up, Ukraine would face dual responsibili-
ties as both OSCE chair and a security guarantor in the OSCE-mediated 5+2 
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process, in which Transnistria, Moldova, Ukraine, Russia, and the OSCE, plus 
the United States and the EU as external observers, are seeking a negotiated 
settlement to the conflict. 

The scenarios leading to a potential political or security crisis in Belarus are 
myriad. It continues down the dangerous path of economic uncertainty mixed 
with political repression. Its difficulties have been exacerbated by the linger-
ing impacts of the recent global financial crisis, Russia’s reluctance to continue 
subsidizing an unreliable client state, and the broader European economic 
slowdown. If a crisis broke out, Ukraine would be forced to respond, both 
because of the two countries’ physical proximity and cross-border economic, 
environmental, and family ties and because Ukraine and other OSCE par-
ticipating states, such as Lithuania, Russia, and Poland, would likely have to 
absorb increased numbers of Belarusian emigrants.

The simmering conflict between Armenia and Azerbaijan over the status 
of the disputed Nagorno-Karabakh territory is, likewise, a perennial sore spot 
on Europe’s southeastern periphery that could prove a thorn in Ukraine’s side. 
Fatal violence has become the norm, the Armenian and Azerbaijani camps 
are increasingly heavily armed, and provocative statements or nationalist ges-
tures intended for domestic political consumption can easily inflame tensions 
into outright international conflict. Renewed fighting also has the potential to 
entangle regional powers such as Russia and Turkey.5

While the OSCE will not bear sole or even primary 
responsibility for managing these potential crises, par-
ticipating states will look to Ukraine for careful and bal-
anced leadership, with appropriately swift action when 
needed. Broader regional challenges, such as the impacts 
of Europe’s ongoing debt crisis or implications of Russia’s 
proposed Eurasian Economic Union, as well as the ebb 
and flow of domestic politics throughout the region, will all create a difficult 
backdrop for Ukraine’s chairmanship. Yet in all of this, Kyiv has the oppor-
tunity to prove itself up to the task of Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian leadership 
in trying times.

Ukraine’s Unique Challenges
In its OSCE chairmanship, Ukraine will face a set of unique challenges deriv-
ing from the country’s domestic politics, strained relations with some OSCE 
participating states, and persistent negative perceptions of Ukraine’s own 
record on commitments to the Helsinki principles. By far the most urgent and 
obvious challenge will be the problem of credibility on matters related to the 
human dimension. 

Kyiv has the opportunity to prove itself 
up to the task of Euro-Atlantic and 
Eurasian leadership in trying times.
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Ukraine has consistently reaffirmed its intention to implement human-
dimension commitments, as it did by signing onto the 2010 Astana summit 
declaration.6 

Convinced that the inherent dignity of the individual is at the core of com-
prehensive security,” summit participants declared, “we reiterate that human 
rights and fundamental freedoms are inalienable, and that their protection and 
promotion is our first responsibility. . . . We value the important role played 
by civil society and free media in helping us to ensure full respect for human 
rights, fundamental freedoms, democracy, including free and fair elections, and 
the rule of law.

Likewise, in the run-up to Ukraine’s chairmanship, then Foreign Minister 
Kostyantyn Gryshchenko emphasized that promoting the “implementation of 
the existing commitments in the human dimension will be at the top of the 
Ukrainian Chairmanship’s agenda.”7 Failure to apply these same standards to 
Ukraine’s own domestic situation would be seen by other participating states 
as blatantly hypocritical.

Yet a large number of criticisms in precisely this domain have already been 
leveled against Ukraine, not only from domestic political opposition groups 
but also from high-profile international actors and leaders of other OSCE 
participating states. The U.S. Senate recently passed a resolution condemning 
the prosecution and continuing incarceration of former prime minister Yuliya 
Tymoshenko and her political allies.8 Various European leaders, including 
OSCE Parliamentary Assembly members, have made a special point of visit-
ing Tymoshenko in prison and lobbying for her release.9 Her incarceration has 
become one of the main obstacles in Ukraine’s relations with the EU, stalling 
Ukraine’s hitherto successful bid for a Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade 
Agreement with Brussels. Awkwardly, some European leaders are even reluc-
tant to be photographed with Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovych and 
to attend events in Ukraine, such as the EURO 2012 soccer championship.10

The Ukrainian parliamentary election in October 2012 also posed a signifi-
cant challenge to Kyiv’s credibility on human-dimension issues. International 
observers, including ODIHR and the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly, lam-
basted the “abuse of administrative resources, lack of transparency of cam-
paign and party financing, and lack of balanced media coverage” during the 
election.11 The United States has consistently emphasized the need for Ukraine 
to uphold its post-2004 record of free and fair elections, and while reaffirming 
their commitment to engage with Ukraine, U.S. officials nonetheless regis-
tered deep disappointment with the recent election process.12

Ukraine’s unique challenges as OSCE chair are not limited to the human 
dimension. In terms of politico-military security, Ukraine is in the unusual 
and potentially uncomfortable position of being the largest non-bloc coun-
try in the Euro-Atlantic/Eurasian space. As neither a North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO) nor a Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO) 
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member, Ukraine often stands alone in contending with its own major secu-
rity challenges, such as tense relations with Russia, its largest neighbor, or 
instability in the wider Black Sea region.13 

While this unusual perspective on Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian security may 
be of great value for the advancement of a more inclusive understanding of the 
regional security community, Ukraine’s chairmanship may also suffer pointed 
criticism from neighbors engaged in ongoing security rivalries. Ukraine would 
not, of course, be the first OSCE participating state to be weighed down by 
its own unresolved conflicts during its chairmanship. Greece, which held the 
chairmanship in 2009, and Spain, in 2007, both maintained ongoing terri-
torial disputes with other OSCE participating states—between Greece and 
Turkey over northern Cyprus and between Spain and the United Kingdom 
over Gibraltar. Moreover, Ukraine and Russia are engaged in ongoing dis-
putes over pipeline routes, land and maritime borders, and resource rights, 
though they have made a positive start to normalizing their security relations 
by outlining a compromise resolution in their dispute over territory around 
the Kerch strait.14

Finally, in the economic and environmental dimension, Ukraine’s strained 
political relations with Moscow could spill over into its OSCE chairmanship. 
Ukraine’s future economic stability and continued growth prospects depend 
on finding alternatives to imported natural gas from Russia, which Ukraine is 
forced to buy at higher-than-market prices. Yet Russia depends on the ability to 
sell natural gas to Central and Western Europe using transit pipelines that run 
through Ukraine. Although Russia may eventually complete a transit pipeline 
to Europe dubbed South Stream, circumventing Ukraine via the Black Sea, in 
the meantime, Moscow and Kyiv are deadlocked and there 
is a very real risk of another 2009-style “gas war,” espe-
cially during the cold winter months that will bookend the 
Ukrainian chairmanship. 

Moreover, it may be difficult for Ukraine to promote 
best practices in trade and economic development for the 
Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian region when its own deeply 
flawed domestic property-rights regime, compromised 
judicial system, and widespread corrupt practices have 
resulted in years of predatory corporate raiding, including 
victimizing foreign investors.15 The problem of weak and 
inconsistent property-rights protection in Ukraine has the 
potential to substantially undermine the public relations benefits of Ukraine’s 
chairmanship for potential investors and trade partners in the Euro-Atlantic 
and Eurasian neighborhood. 

Balancing lofty commitments and aspirations with disappointing realities 
will be a recurring theme for the Ukrainian chairmanship in 2013. For each 
of the advantages and opportunities Ukraine may enjoy as OSCE chair, it 

The problem of weak and inconsistent 
property-rights protection in Ukraine 
has the potential to substantially 
undermine the public relations benefits 
of Ukraine’s chairmanship for potential 
investors and trade partners in the Euro-
Atlantic and Eurasian neighborhood. 
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will encounter difficulties due to well-known and long-standing shortcomings 
in Ukraine’s own domestic politics, institutional development, and foreign 
relations. Rather than interpreting criticism from other participating states 
as attempts to delegitimize Ukraine’s OSCE chairmanship, Kyiv should take 
advantage of the opportunity to demonstrate real leadership and progress.

Marshaling the Capacity to Succeed
Ukraine’s success or failure in the chairmanship will depend to a large degree 
on the tools, traits, and ambitions it brings to the job. On the most fundamen-
tal level, Ukraine must devote and deploy adequate institutional resources to 
manage the complex work of coordinating among its own political leadership, 
the OSCE secretariat and missions, and participating states. But it will not be 
enough for Ukraine to simply avoid conflicts or challenges—it must instead 
anticipate these difficulties and marshal serious national resources under an 
ambitious and compelling vision of Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian security.

Ukraine’s institutional resources as chair must first and foremost be focused 
on the OSCE Chairmanship Task Force, an organization formed in the capital 
city of whichever country holds the OSCE chairmanship to support and coor-
dinate the chair’s activities. The task force should be headed by a respected 
senior diplomat, endowed with its own experts covering each of the OSCE’s 
three dimensions, and capable of addressing the chair’s major initiatives. In 
Ukraine’s case, it is essential to appoint a strong task force in Kyiv with direct 
and open access to the foreign minister, who in turn should enjoy privileged 
access to the president. The minister himself must also be prepared to spend 
considerable time on chairmanship responsibilities. 

In the case of Ireland’s 2012 chairmanship, this was difficult because the 
foreign minister also served as deputy prime minister, with heavy political 
demands and responsibility for budgetary issues.16 Ukrainian Foreign Minister 
Leonid Kozhara should be prepared to devote up to half of his schedule to 
the OSCE and related matters, planning visits to each of the seventeen OSCE 
mission areas and consulting on OSCE issues with leaders in other participat-
ing states. Time demands will be particularly acute in the run-up to the year-
end ministerial meeting, but throughout the year it will be a major challenge to 
react quickly as crises inevitably arise in various areas of OSCE responsibility. 
If the chair is seen to be slowing or inhibiting the work of OSCE missions or 
the secretariat, it will damage both the organization and Ukraine’s credibility 
as chair.17

Ukraine, like past chairs, should designate liaison personnel in each of its 
major embassies in OSCE participating states, particularly in Washington, 
Brussels, and Moscow as well as in Warsaw and The Hague, where OSCE 
institutions are located. Kyiv will also have the opportunity to appoint or 
reappoint special representatives on an array of issues. This is a chance for 
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Ukraine to not only demonstrate its interest in areas such as gender equal-
ity, cybersecurity, or human trafficking but also enhance its own credibility 
by picking highly skilled individual experts who adhere to the highest pro-
fessional standards and who, to the extent possible, represent a diversity of 
national and regional origins. By far the highest priority for Ukraine’s special 
representatives should be effectiveness. On urgent issues for Ukraine, such 
as the Transnistria conflict, it will be critical to designate a top-notch special 
representative who is able to garner respect from all parties and then endow 
him or her with sufficient resources.

While Ukraine must take full responsibility for the success or failure of its 
chairmanship year, it is not alone in developing and implementing a produc-
tive agenda. Indeed, continuity with previous and upcoming chairmanships is 
institutionalized within the OSCE in the form of the so-called troika. Under 
this construct, the current chair is assisted by the previous and succeeding 
chairs. In 2013, Ukraine should coordinate closely with its troika partners, 
Ireland and Switzerland, each of which can offer something of unique value. 
As outgoing chair, Ireland will have up-to-date insights on the state of OSCE 
institutions and initiatives as well as fresh experience convening the December 
2012 ministerial meeting in Dublin. The outgoing chair’s major initiatives 
could offer a core of continuity for Ukraine’s 2013 agenda.

Coordinating with incoming 2014 chair Switzerland will be espe-
cially important, since it will help ensure followthrough and continuity for 
Ukraine’s initiatives. The Swiss have also begun to plan for their chairman-
ship well in advance and may be prepared to offer resources in support of 
Ukraine’s agenda in 2013 that can complement Ukraine’s own investments. 
Moreover, like Ukraine, Switzerland is neither an EU nor a NATO member, 
obviating the need for Switzerland to clear its activities with either alliance 
and underscoring its credibility as an honest broker. Serbia, which will hold 
the chairmanship in 2015, is likewise a non-bloc state and may find special 
resonance with Ukraine and Switzerland as all three look ahead to the OSCE’s 
2015 Helsinki + 40 summit, which will mark the fortieth anniversary of the 
Helsinki Final Act. That summit is expected to attract significant international 
attention as participating states seek consensus on a major package of substan-
tive deliverables.

In the nearer future, it goes almost without saying that the December 2013 
ministerial meeting in Kyiv should be smooth and businesslike, setting a posi-
tive precedent for the years ahead. It is first and foremost a political event, but 
Ukraine’s technical capabilities and infrastructure will also be under scrutiny. 
Whether or not Kyiv can shepherd through adoption of significant consensus 
documents, the summit as a whole will benefit Ukraine’s international stand-
ing and its capabilities to build on the largely successful experience of hosting 
the EURO 2012 soccer championships.
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Recent chairmanships offer useful examples of how to set a yearlong 
agenda culminating in the December ministerial. Lithuania’s 2011 chairman-
ship agenda, following the high-profile and ambitious Kazakh chairmanship 
in 2010, might be characterized as a shotgun-blast approach. The Lithuanians 
identified dozens of major goals, soliciting and implementing recommen-
dations from a wide range of participating states. The result was an agenda 
that promised progress in practically every OSCE issue area, from tolerance 
to transnational threats. Unfortunately, this scattered effort failed to garner 
adequate support for each proposal by the year’s end, and more than half 
the draft decisions at the Vilnius summit were vetoed.18 Still, because of the 
sheer number of proposals tabled at Vilnius, decisions on issues ranging from 
OSCE engagement with Afghanistan to economic opportunities for women 
were adopted with unanimous support.19

The Irish approach in 2012, in contrast, was more surgical, carving out a 
small handful of top-priority issues for attention throughout the year to form 
the basis of proposals for the Dublin ministerial meeting. Among Ireland’s 
top goals were media freedom, transparency-focused institution building, 
and conflict resolution, drawing on best practices from the Northern Ireland 
peace process.20 At the December 2012 Dublin Ministerial Council, the results 
of Ireland’s more concentrated agenda proved mixed. While the council sup-
ported the Helsinki + 40 roadmap for the OSCE as a Euro-Atlantic and 
Eurasian security community and backed decisions on counterterrorism and 
Ireland’s priority of good governance, it could not achieve consensus on any 
decisions in the human dimension.21 Similarly, while participating states under-
scored the importance of resolving the protracted conflict in Transnistria, it 

is unclear that Ireland’s special focus on the lessons of the 
Northern Ireland settlement has borne fruit for other con-
flicts in the OSCE space. 

The best chance for success in Kyiv’s 2013 chairman-
ship lies in adopting a very ambitious and high-profile 
agenda animated by a commitment to the basic challenge 
of building a Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian security com-
munity on foundations of enhanced trust in each of the 
three dimensions. Ambition is key not only because it 
will mark Ukraine as a leader deserving of the honor and 
responsibility of chairmanship but also because if Kyiv 
does not set a serious and compelling agenda of its own, 

the agenda will undoubtedly be overtaken by Ukraine’s critics, especially on 
human dimension issues. 

The agenda must surely be substantive, relevant, and demonstrate continuity 
with OSCE precedent. But perhaps more importantly, it should be character-
ized by a single unifying and animating vision that captures Ukraine’s ambi-
tion to engage all the tools and resources of the OSCE to fulfill the promise of 
the Helsinki Final Act. Ukraine’s vision should garner the enthusiastic support 

The best chance for success in Kyiv’s 
2013 chairmanship lies in adopting a 

very ambitious and high-profile agenda 
animated by a commitment to the basic 

challenge of building a Euro-Atlantic 
and Eurasian security community. 
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of the great majority if not all participating states and should be seen as a 
shared priority of the entire security community rather than the outgrowth of 
one country’s national agenda. 

Through the overarching metaphor of enhanced trust, Ukraine should 
adopt and advocate for an agenda that builds upon concrete initiatives and 
short-term progress to advance the long-term vision of bringing the OSCE 
space together in a fully inclusive and effective security community. As the 
first of a new troika of non-bloc countries that will lead the OSCE through 
2015, it certainly has the status and credibility to make such a vision a reality. 

Ukraine’s Substantive Agenda
Whether or not Ukraine can successfully realize such an ambitious vision 
depends on the specific goals laid out in its chairmanship agenda. Kyiv has 
already given several indications of its priorities for the chairmanship. It has 
promised to:

make every effort to strengthen the role of the OSCE in developing the idea 
of [an] ‘OSCE security community,’ without division lines, conflicts, spheres 
of influence, or unequal security zones, . . . to give a new impetus to settling 
protracted conflicts in the OSCE area, including the Transnistrian conflict, as 
well as to promote the Organization’s effectiveness in early prevention of con-
flicts, and responding to new challenges and threats. In the military-political 
sphere the Ukrainian Chairmanship would support efforts to restore effec-
tive conventional arms control in Europe, non-proliferation, and confidence 
building measures. . . . In the area of economic development and environment 
protection Ukraine would initiate and promote the discussion of energy indus-
try’s influence on the environment. . . . [Foreign Minister Gryshchenko also] 
emphasized the Ukrainian Chairmanship’s special attention to a broad range of 
humanitarian issues on the OSCE agenda, such as freedom of speech, promot-
ing tolerance and non-discrimination, gender equality, combating human traf-
ficking. According to him, special importance in this area would be attached 
to promoting NGOs participation in realizing the objectives of the OSCE.22

These are all worthy aims, laudable for their continuity with long-stand-
ing OSCE initiatives. Yet in such a broad agenda, there 
is a danger of losing track of the big picture—the need 
to enhance trust among Euro-Atlantic states—while 
Ukraine’s own commitment to the long-term vision of a 
Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian security community may be 
subordinated to short-term battles over individual agenda 
items. For smaller and more integrated European states, 
devoting their OSCE chairmanship largely to continuity and maintaining exist-
ing momentum may be fine. But for Ukraine, it would be a wasted opportunity. 

Ukraine cannot afford to put forward an overly broad, vague, or disorganized 
OSCE agenda. It should focus instead on a small handful of opportunities 

Ukraine cannot afford to put 
forward an overly broad, vague, 
or disorganized OSCE agenda.
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in each dimension that directly reinforce the vision of a functional, inclusive 
Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian security community based on mutual trust.

Politico-Military Dimension

Progress toward resolving the region’s protracted conflicts—above all the 
Transnistria conflict—should be Ukraine’s top priority in the politico-military 
dimension. As the largest OSCE participating state that is neither a NATO 
nor a CSTO member, Ukraine has a unique appreciation for the persistent 
cleavages that prevent states from embracing the vision of a single, cohesive 
security community. Protracted conflicts like the one in Moldova perpetu-
ate the region’s division and complicate progress on a number of challenges, 
from revitalizing the region’s conventional arms control regime to combat-
ing transnational threats to ensuring reliable access to energy resources. As 
Moldova’s largest neighbor and a guarantor in the formal, OSCE-led 5+2 pro-
cess, Ukraine is in a unique position to energize all the interested parties to 
embrace a common future vision of peace and prosperity. 

There is room for real ambition in Transnistria conflict resolution. After 
years of deadlock, the 5+2 negotiation process is back on track. Despite tak-
ing tough negotiating positions, leaders on both sides of the Dniester River 
reputedly enjoy warm personal relations.23 Ukrainian President Yanukovych 
likewise enjoys the confidence of both sides and has the ability to reach out to 
other strategic players to the east and west. And both Russia and the EU have 
indicated that the conflict in Transnistria is resolvable and that it could be a top 
priority if undertaken in the right framework.24 The right framework is most 
likely a deal that is consistent with Russian, Ukrainian, and Western states’ 
long-standing support for Moldovan territorial integrity and sovereignty, with 
a reasonable amount of autonomy for the Transnistrian region, particularly 
on sensitive issues of language, education, and culture. At the same time, the 
appropriate final settlement will provide concrete reassurances for Russians 
and Transnistrians that Moldova’s progress toward European integration will 
not come at the cost of Russia’s interest in retaining a regional security bal-
ance, strategic depth, and protections for Russian citizens in the region.25

More than anything, this process suffers from a lack of political will 
for resolution. The basic architecture of a lasting solution is understood by 
both sides, and it would require significant but feasible investment of out-
side resources. What has been missing is the resolve of local leaders and out-
side strategic actors—especially Russia and the European Union, including 
Moldova’s influential neighbor Romania—to push hard for a solution while 
refraining from steps that undermine confidence on the other side. Russia has, 
for instance, linked a possible increase in its military presence in Transnistria 
to the expansion of NATO missile defense capabilities to include Romania, 
while Romanian leaders have often provoked Russian and Transnistrian sen-
sitivity by talking about “reunification” with Moldova.26 The Moldovans and 
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Transnistrians, for their parts, are eager to see enhanced regional economic 
development through integration but are held back by competing integration 
projects offered by outside powers.

While there should be no illusions that Kyiv can bring the conflict to a final 
resolution, it is uniquely equipped both to push all sides to undertake confi-
dence-building measures that will create the proper atmosphere for beginning 
final status negotiations and to ensure that 2013 is a year of 
consistent forward progress. Specifically, Ukraine should 
invest its own political capital and call on top political 
leaders from each stakeholder in the conflict to publicly 
restate their commitment to a resolution within the 5+2 
framework, consistent with Moldova’s sovereignty and 
territorial integrity, and with appropriate security guaran-
tees for all sides. This will only be possible if President 
Yanukovych and Foreign Minister Kozhara are personally 
involved in the process on a regular basis and if they use Ukraine’s elevated 
status during its OSCE chairmanship year to ask for personal engagement 
from their foreign counterparts. 

Ukraine should also push the parties to make maximum progress in the 5+2 
working groups aimed at establishing productive cooperation in the spheres 
of environmental protection, freedom of movement, and education, among 
others. A key to this is preventing disputed final status issues from derailing 
working groups’ gradual process of confidence building, which depends in 
turn on the creativity and resolve of the OSCE mediators, under Ukraine’s 
leadership, to keep the process going. 

Additionally, Ukraine should urge senior political figures from other OSCE 
participating states to elevate Transnistria conflict resolution to a top priority 
and to do so specifically as a step toward building an inclusive and effective 
Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian security community. Finally, Transnistria conflict 
resolution will benefit immensely from the beginning of a regionwide process 
of historical reconciliation, which fits exceptionally well within the mandate 
of Kyiv’s OSCE chairmanship.

Of course, Transnistria is not the only priority for OSCE participating 
states in the politico-military dimension. In late 2012, then Foreign Minister 
Gryshchenko has announced Ukraine’s interest in “initiating a new dialogue 
within the OSCE aimed at elaborating fundamental principles of future conven-
tional arms control applicable to all OSCE participating States.”27 Conventional 
arms control in Europe has been at a standstill since Russia suspended its par-
ticipation in the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe in 2007, and 
a new framework agreement has seemed impossible without resolution of the 
protracted conflicts in Moldova and the Caucasus. Ukraine’s political status as a 
neutral party and its physical location partly within the southern “flank” region 

Ukraine should urge senior political 
figures from other OSCE participating 
states to elevate Transnistria conflict 
resolution to a top priority.
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under the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe justify Kyiv’s inter-
est in seeing a resolution to this issue.28 

Yet making a new conventional arms control dialogue a priority may prove 
to be more of a distraction than a benefit for Ukraine’s chairmanship, holding 
back Kyiv’s effectiveness in the politico-military dimension. Unlike Transnistria 
conflict resolution, where Ukraine possesses unique interests, expertise, and 
potential leverage, conventional arms control is a matter largely dependent on 
the region’s big military powers, namely Russia and NATO. The current dead-
lock depends on geopolitical factors largely beyond Ukraine’s control. 

Still, concrete forward progress on resolving the Transnistria conflict could 
help create political conditions in which the big military powers might return 
to a productive discussion on conventional arms control. Thus, it seems clear 
that progress on resolving the protracted Transnistria conflict should be 
Ukraine’s main focus in this dimension.

Economic Dimension

In the economic realm, Ukraine’s agenda can be expected to include efforts 
to enhance energy security and efficiency throughout the OSCE space. This 
is understandable and correct in light of Ukraine’s own pressing interests in 
reducing tension over gas transit and achieving greater energy independence 
through efficiency and new energy sources. The OSCE’s economic and envi-
ronmental dimension has been given limited attention for too long, and a 
Ukrainian-initiated dialogue on energy security and efficiency can provide 
critical reinforcement. Ultimately, the success of this endeavor will depend on 
the details. 

Energy security is an important objective, and many participating states 
will support the idea of an early-warning mechanism for energy issues under 

the OSCE umbrella. At the same time, some states will 
continue to see Ukraine as part of the problem, in view 
of its unresolved gas-pricing dispute with Russia, which 
has ramifications for downstream states in Central and 
Western Europe. That means how Kyiv manages its 
own energy relations with neighbors, especially Russia, 
will be closely scrutinized. Ukraine must also be careful 
to ensure that its national interest—including its stated 
goal to become energy independent by 2030—does not 
undermine the spirit of cooperative energy security for 
the region as a whole.29 Just as importantly, Kyiv should 

emphasize the significance of energy efficiency, something that is in its own 
national interest and also critical for the whole region’s long-term environ-
mental sustainability and human development.

Ireland’s “good governance” initiative in the economic dimension should 
offer a useful model for Ukraine’s chairmanship. The Irish have emphasized 

 Kyiv should emphasize the significance of 
energy efficiency, something that is in its 
own national interest and also critical for 

the whole region’s long-term environmental 
sustainability and human development.
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the value of transparency and good governance, seeking to institutionalize 
these practices among other participating states and offering their own and 
others’ successful reform processes as examples.30 Enhancing the transpar-
ency and effectiveness of state institutions is very much in Ukraine’s national 
interest, particularly at a time when the country has suffered a resurgent wave 
of predatory corporate raiding, triggered by changing political power align-
ments after recent elections, and the enthusiasm of foreign investors has con-
sequently waned. 

Ukraine’s justice minister, top presidential advisers, and deputies from 
President Yanukovych’s Party of Regions in the Verkhovna Rada (parliament) 
have all described combating the country’s rampant official corruption as a top 
priority for the government, including for its relations with important Euro-
Atlantic partners such as the United States.31 President Yanukovych himself has 
stated that “strengthening the foundations of Ukraine’s statehood and demo-
cratic mechanisms in public management have acquired critical importance not 
only for continuing the reforms policy, but also for national security.”32 

Ukraine can take the lead on fighting corruption by picking up the Irish 
initiative in 2013 and appointing top international experts to supply guidance 
as well as by inviting these experts to take on corruption in Ukraine itself as 
a first-order challenge. The best way for Ukraine to gain instant credibility as 
a serious voice for economic security through transparency and good gover-
nance is to put its own record up for scrutiny and implement expert recom-
mendations on institutional reform at home.

Human Dimension

The human dimension of security is deeply challenging in Ukraine’s immedi-
ate neighborhood and beyond, largely because of lingering tensions over the 
region’s troubled history, which has bred distrust among the region’s states and 
societies. Ukraine itself has suffered occupation, annexation, and attempts to 
obliterate its national identity, but it is not alone in these painful experiences. 

Processes of historical reconciliation between and 
within societies will be complex and long term. They are 
relatively advanced between Germany and France, under 
way between Poland and Russia, in infant stages between 
Russia and its Baltic neighbors, and frozen in the Caucasus-
Caspian region. In its chairmanship year, Ukraine should 
spearhead an OSCE-wide initiative to encourage more 
active practical historical reconciliation efforts, a foun-
dation for trust building that can in turn empower states to unite behind a 
shared vision of the Euro-Atlantic space as a true security community.33

Tensions over historical memory drive conflicts in the region that threaten 
to undermine all three dimensions of the Helsinki principles. For this reason, 
historical memory is central to the OSCE’s mandate to address the “causes of 

Ukraine should spearhead an OSCE-
wide initiative to encourage more active 
practical historical reconciliation efforts.
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tension” and “strengthen confidence among [participating states] to contribute 
to increasing stability and security in Europe.”34 In Moldova and Transnistria, 
for example, a major reason the conflict has endured is that the memory of the 
region’s conquest by two brutal authoritarian regimes—Nazi-allied Romania 
and Stalin’s Soviet Union—undermines trust between today’s Transnistrians 
and Moldovans. Distrust stemming from historical tension also fuels chal-
lenges to the protection of minority language, education, and cultural rights 
in many participating states. Meanwhile, some societies, particularly in former 
Communist Eastern Europe, have based their modern identities largely on 
the rejection of shared historical experience and have gone to great lengths to 
cleanse their environment of individuals, political groups, and physical sym-
bols that may be reminders of the painful past.35

Focusing Ukraine’s human-dimension agenda on the issues of historical 
reconciliation and trust building will serve a wide array of Ukrainian and 
OSCE-wide interests. While it is not alone in suffering from the legacy of 
painful historical memories, Ukraine represents a microcosm of this chal-
lenge. Ukrainian society struggles with such issues as the legacy of Russian 
domination and imposition of the Russian language, commemoration and 
recognition of the 1932–1933 Holodomor mass starvation, and disputes over 
whether historical figures like Ivan Mazepa and Stepan Bandera should be 
heroes and role models for modern Ukraine. These and related questions have 
been deeply divisive in Ukrainian society and politics, and the lack of inter-
nal Ukrainian reconciliation on these issues inhibits the country’s political, 
social, and economic development. But with the difficulties of these linger-
ing internal tensions over history comes an opportunity for real leadership. 
There could be no more powerful statement by the country responsible for 
leading the Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian security community in 2013 than for 
it to commit serious resources and political will to beginning a reconciliation 
process between groups within Ukraine that have distrusted and struggled 
against one another for generations. President Yanukovych, referring to vio-
lent clashes that took place during World War II remembrance ceremonies in 
2011, asked: 

Why were these events possible? Why did the grandchildren and great grand-
children of those, who had fought to liberate our land and its people from 
fascism, [assault] each other on the streets bare-knuckled? Who will give the 
answer? Why are historical events used as a tool of separation? . . . Such conflicts 
certainly impede the development of the whole state. Today, political radicalism 
poses direct threat to disrupt modernization and is the path to confrontation in 
the society. Such political games can lead even to secession of the country. Such 
cases were plenty in the world.36

The president’s question and answer acknowledge the inherent linkages 
among the central principles of the Helsinki human dimension, reconciliation 
of long-standing historical grievances, and the prevention of intrastate and 
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interstate conflict. Again, in Yanukovych’s words, the “Ukrainian people are 
a community for which the respect [for] language, culture, traditions and his-
torical memory of all ethnical minorities is a fundamental basis of life order,” 

yet “in the sphere of international relations there are challenges that some-
times have historical roots.”37 Intra-Ukrainian distrust and tension is of course 
linked to wider regional fault lines, but a Ukrainian-led reconciliation effort 
would make a valuable beginning and offer the potential to engage neighbor-
ing communities and other regional states down the road.

Thus, Ukraine’s initiative on historical reconciliation should begin with 
a clear demonstration from Kyiv of the will to support the process within 
Ukraine as well as with its neighbors to the east and west—especially Russia 
and Romania. The reconciliation process itself should then draw on the suc-
cessful experience of other OSCE participating states. Ukraine could call upon 
all participating states to formally recognize the role of historical grievances 
as drivers of conflict and establish under OSCE auspices a new, independent 
repository for documents and best practices related to historical reconcilia-
tion as well as a platform for events and dialogue. This could be managed by 
a new OSCE special representative for historical reconciliation, who might 
also convene contact groups of national civil society representatives around 
key conflicts, making a special effort to engage younger people in the process. 
The Ukrainian chairmanship could further support nascent historical recon-
ciliation processes by inviting respected senior figures from throughout the 
Euro-Atlantic region to share best practices with their counterparts and even 
provide guidance for Ukraine’s own reconciliation processes internally and 
with its neighbors.

The Ukrainian chairmanship would enjoy strong support for this type of 
initiative from influential nonstate actors, including think tanks, NGOs, and 
church groups. Distinguished experts outside of government have already 
endorsed historical reconciliation as an urgent priority for the OSCE. The 
Euro-Atlantic Security Initiative (EASI), a commission made up of approxi-
mately two dozen senior figures who served in top political, diplomatic, mili-
tary, and business leadership positions in North America, Europe, and Russia, 
identified “the lingering distrust that poisons too many of the region’s key 
relationships” as a major impediment to the emergence of a workable Euro-
Atlantic security community.38 The EASI commission recommended that the 
reconciliation process between and among states “make fuller use of the exist-
ing institutions, such as the Council of Europe, the OSCE, and others to 
which all parties belong.”39 Another community-wide project, the Initiative 
for the Development of a Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian Security Community 
(IDEAS), has concluded that “the OSCE can promote reconciliation pro-
cesses in significant international, transnational, inter-ethnic or other con-
texts. Such efforts aimed at restoring mutual respect can pave the way towards 
a Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian security community.”40 
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With such growing enthusiasm in the nongovernmental community in favor 
of developing and deepening historical reconciliation processes, Ukraine has 
an invaluable opportunity and a crucial leadership role to play during its OSCE 
chairmanship. No Euro-Atlantic or Eurasian state is in a better position than 
Ukraine in 2013 to define in clear and compelling terms the fundamental 
importance of historical reconciliation for building the trust needed to breathe 
new life into the Helsinki principles as the basis of a region-wide security com-
munity. Putting these ideas into practice will demand political will from all 
participating states, but it can begin with the Ukrainian chairmanship.

Conclusion
Ukrainians can be forgiven for approaching their OSCE chairmanship with 
some trepidation, since the risks and challenges facing Ukraine and the OSCE 
region in 2013 are indeed considerable. Some risks stem from the inherent 
difficulty of balancing among competing interests and ambitions across a 
broad and diverse geopolitical space, stretching from the Mediterranean to the 
Arctic and from Vancouver to Vladivostok. Other challenges have to do with 
Ukraine’s unique circumstances. As a large and important country in Eastern 

Europe, but one that is still wrestling with its own iden-
tity, development, and transition from the constraints of 
its Soviet past, Ukraine will be subject to no small degree 
of scrutiny and intervention from the outside world as it 
undertakes a high-profile position of regional leadership.

Yet Ukraine’s OSCE chairmanship will above all repre-
sent a major opportunity for Kyiv to define and advance a 
substantive agenda that can benefit the Euro-Atlantic and 
Eurasian security community as a whole and Ukraine in 

particular. To do so, Kyiv will have to marshal a high level of political will and 
ambition along with considerable institutional resources. If it fails, the agenda 
will be defined largely by Ukraine’s critics, and the year may create obstacles for 
Ukraine’s successors Switzerland and Serbia in their attempts to deliver a mean-
ingful and appropriate Helsinki + 40 summit in 2015.

Rather than simply continuing the thankless task of juggling initiatives 
launched and abandoned by past chairs, Ukraine’s chairmanship agenda 
should identify critical community-wide interests to which Ukraine can bring 
special capabilities and expertise in all three dimensions. In the politico-mili-
tary dimension, the highest priority should be building on the current positive 
momentum in the 5+2 Transnistria conflict resolution process and seeking 
to lay the foundations for final status negotiations in the near future. In the 
economic/environmental dimension, Ukraine should put forward an energy 
security initiative that balances the present urgent need for an energy transit 
early warning mechanism with the linked challenges of energy efficiency and 

The OSCE is the best institutional 
embodiment of the vision of a fully 
inclusive Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian 

security community that now exists.
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environmental protection. Finally, in the human dimension, Ukraine should 
leverage its own ongoing struggle to enhance social cohesion and inclusive 
national identity to launch an OSCE-wide platform for historical reconcilia-
tion based on best practices and neutral, nonpolitical resources.

Ukraine could not have a better platform for pursuing its agenda. The 
OSCE is the best institutional embodiment of the vision of a fully inclusive 
Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian security community that now exists. Despite the 
OSCE’s imperfections, if the participating states tried to rewrite the Helsinki 
Final Act today, it is doubtful they could do better than the core principles that 
were memorialized in 1975 and have been reaffirmed in subsequent summits 
and ministerial meetings. 

The 2013 OSCE chairmanship offers Kyiv a rare opportunity to advance 
its own security interests in a way that transcends the usual trade-off of prog-
ress in one “vector” for regression in another. Ukraine must seize its golden 
opportunity to apply ambition, resources, and political will to concrete prob-
lems plaguing the security community of which it is an integral part. A lesser 
effort, or one that harms the OSCE, could leave the community vulnerable 
to the divisive currents of a dangerous and disordered world and set Ukraine 
adrift and alone.
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Appendix 1: OSCE Structures and Institutions

Source: This figure is based on the OSCE’s organizational chart available at www.parl.gc.ca/Content/LOP/ResearchPublications/images/prb0522e-1.jpg. It has 
been updated by the author to reflect the OSCE’s current structures and institutions. 
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2012
IRELand

•   Focus on sharing the successful practices of the Northern Ireland peace 
process to achieve progress on frozen conflicts and tackling emerging 
issues such as cybersecurity 

•   Notable Achievements: Helsinki+40 roadmap for the OSCE’s future 
development and new impetus to resolve the Transnistria conflict 

2011
LItHuANIA

•   First Baltic state to hold chairmanship
•   Focus on human dimension, wide variety of priorities relative to         

country’s limited resources
•   Crisis Management: December 2010 Belarus election violence and 

subsequent crackdown
•   Notable Achievement: resumption of transnistria 5+2 process in  

november 2011

2010
KAzAKHStAN

• First former Soviet Republic to hold chairmanship
• Crisis Management: second Kyrgyz revolution and subsequent ethnic 

violence in Osh, Kyrgyzstan
• Notable Achievement: adoption of the Astana Commemorative  

declaration

2009
GREECE

• Crisis Management: global financial crisis, expiration of the OSCE  
mission in Georgia

• Notable Achievement: “Corfu process” European Security Dialogue 

2008
FINLAND

• Crisis Management: Russo-Georgian war
• Notable Achievement: regional declaration on Nagorno-Karabakh  

conflict

2007
SPaIn

• Focus on raising the profile of the OSCE and tackling environmental 
issues

• Notable Achievement: Madrid Declaration on Environment and Security

2006
BELGIuM

• Focus on small-arms trade, promoting press freedom and tolerance, 
protecting children from sexual abuse, and fighting organized crime 

2005
SLOvEnIa

• Focus on nuclear security, national minorities, and education
• Crisis Management: 2005 Sharm el-Sheikh attacks in Egypt

2004
BuLGARIA

• Focus on preventing terrorism, fighting human trafficking 
• Crisis Management: Orange Revolution in ukraine, deteriorating  

situation in Moldova
• Notable Achievement: East of Vienna initiative to engage former  

Soviet OSCE members

2003
NEtHERLANDS

• Focus on fighting trafficking of weapons, drugs, and people 
• Notable Achievement: strategy documents to streamline OSCE  

work and better target economic and environmental dimensions 

2002
PORtuGAL

• Notable Achievements: Porto Declaration responding to change,  
pledging to work together to protect citizens from existing and  
emerging threats to security; OSCE Charter on Preventing and  
Combating Terrorism

Appendix 2: Recent OSCE Chairmanship Highlights
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2001
ROManIa

• Crisis Management: responding to the terrorist attacks on  
September 11

• Notable Achievement: Bucharest Plan of Action for Combating  
Terrorism 

2000
AuStRIA

• 25th Anniversary of the Helsinki Final Act
• Notable Achievement: readmission of the former Republic of  

Yugoslavia

1999
nORWaY

• Focus on the situation in Kosovo, promoting stability and coop-
eration in the Balkans, and strengthening the OSCE’s capacity for 
preventive diplomacy 

• Crisis Management: conflict in Kosovo
• Notable Achievements: Istanbul Summit Document and Charter for 

European Security  

1998
POLand

• Focus on creating an environment of mutual reassurance in place of 
mutual deterrence and developing an early-warning mechanism for 
conflicts

• Crisis Management: escalation of violence in Kosovo

1997
dEnMaRk

• Focus on security, building up missions in the former Yugoslavia
• Notable Achievements: creation of office of the OSCE Representative 

on Freedom of the Media, ODIHR assessment of Albanian elections

1996
SWITzERLand

• Lisbon Summit
• Notable Achievement: adoption of a framework for arms control
• Crisis Management: stabilization of the situation in Albania 

1995
HuNGARY

• Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe renamed the 
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe

• Notable Achievement: establishment of a mission in Bosnia and  
Herzegovina to work alongside uN and NAtO to fulfill requirements 
of the Dayton Agreement

1994
ITaLY

• Crisis Management: established a mission in tajikistan
• Budapest Summit document “towards a Genuine Partnership  

in a New Era”

1993
SWEdEn

• Notable Achievement: transformation of the chairmanship from 
a formal and ceremonial post to that of active involvement and 
agenda setting

1992
CzECHOSLOVAKIA

• Non-Baltic former Soviet Republics admitted to the OSCE
• Notable Achievements: creation of the High Commissioner on 

National Minorities, the Forum for Security Cooperation, and the 
Economic Forum; signing of treaty on Open Skies

1991
GERManY

• Position of chairmanship outlined in the 1990 Charter of Paris for  
a new Europe

• Reunified Germany a symbol for a new era in European security 
cooperation

• Notable Achievements: creation of Office for Democratic Institutions 
and Human Rights (ODIHR)

Source: www.osce.org
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