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Abstract
Post-Cold War era appeared to be a fruitful time for the emergence of the new regionalist scholarship as well as new elucidation of security. This paper reviews a literature on the new regionalism, and separates the benefits of the Regional Security Complex Theory by Copenhagen School. RSCT as a favorable tool is applied here for the aim of thorough Black Sea Region’s analysis with further sketching probable theory-based scenarios. Black Sea Region, which also emerged into a distinct entity in the post-Cold War times, sends some signals to the outside world on the probability that it can be transferred into some sort of security entity. Therefore, this paper aims to retain space to consider the possibility of Black Sea security complex formation and reify impact of the international organizations and regional initiatives to tackle the emergence of single regional security space. Hence possible scenarios, based on the clashing interests of the core states (EU, Russia, Turkey) and outside power (USA) are revealed. Black Sea region without a distinct leader in charge so far juxtapose the chances of other regional powers (Ukraine, Turkey etc.) to challenge the regional balance and to reshape it from rather ‘unstructured security region’ into other forms of RSC.
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The Framework for Analysis

With the end of the superpower rivalry, new era brought us not only new sovereign states, but also new regional coalitions, shifting the locus of conflict from global level to regional one. This was a fruitful time for a new regionalist scholarship to arise.  One can name some common variables that united scholars in emerging regional perspective. First, regional subsystem was based on the geographical proximity, which remained the main key feature of the new regionalism. Second, subsystems were porous and open for external interference through overlays etc. Third, states tried to stake a claim that their domination overshadows the external one among others by means of regional organizations. With these key variables new security regionalism started reinvigorated circuit of evolution.

Post-Cold War brought not only new level of scrutiny to the IR theory, but also new elucidation of security. Literature was no more focused on pure military agenda (nuclear weapons, armaments etc.) as Cold War has devalued military power. Main USA rival Soviet Union dissolved and left behind more than dozen new states at the crossroad of 'wider and deeper' spectrum of issues. As Barry Buzan noted: 'Widener-deepeners argued, to different extents and in different combinations, in favor of deepening the referent object beyond the state, widening the concept of security to include other sectors than the military, giving equal emphasis to domestic and trans-border threats, and allowing for a transformation of the Realist, conflictual logic of international security'
. Hence, security was revealed with new approaches, which transformed into new schools, among others Copenhagen School.

Barry Buzan, as one of the wideners-deepeners and also a representative of Copenhagen School of Security Studies, suggested new security hierarchy including five levels of analysis: international system (global), international subsystem (regional), units (national), subunits (subnational), and individuals
. This approach enables us to understand easily the regional and sub-regional interactions, which were about to be established in the area of post-Soviet countries, among others Black Sea region. Existence of different factors, such as outside powers support in region formation or engagement of the regional countries in strengthening regional cooperation through regional organizations led to the establishment of solid foundations for the new regionalism.

Taking into account that breakthrough in regionalism and security studies, the theory of regional security complex (RSCT) by Copenhagen School emerges to be appropriate and consistent tool for further Black Sea analysis within its analytical framework. There are several reasons for it. First of all, Black Sea Region is a product of rather politicized version of regionalism, which complies with the nature of RSCT. Second, processes of securitization are widely applied by their core countries. Third, power muscle performance is a source of region evolution and at the same time an obstacle to region establishment as a fully-fledged security area.

Though it should be stated beforehand, that to Barry Buzan's mind there is not yet a formed Black Sea Security Complex, instead it is still located at the intersection of post-Soviet great power RSC and Western European great power RSC, including Turkey as an insulator state and established Caucasus mini-complex. Therefore, this paper aims to retain space to consider the capacity of Black Sea security complex development and reify impact of the international organizations to tackle the emergence of single regional security space. With this regard RSCT is useful tool for the empirical studies and theory-based scenarios.

The Concept of Regional Security Complex

The notion of 'subsystem' or regional level found its revival in the development of 'regional security complex theory' (RSCT). Barry Buzan and Ole Waever, members of Copenhagen Peace Research Institute (COPRI)
, worked on a theory of regional security complexes and finalized their efforts in book 'Regions and Powers' (2003). This theory rests on the neorealist-neoliberalist foundations and mostly follows the mainstream, positivist IR theory. Within thorough analysis of the theoretical basis Barry Buzan also exemplified his theory in the case studies, carefully dividing the world into distinct exclusive RSCs, which are interconnected. The same time Buzan retained space for the absence of RSCs, thus enabling us to presume that there are still zones where links between the countries haven’t reached its peak and cannot form RSC.

It should be stressed that the attempts to merge region and security into one conceptual framework have been observed before, but occurred more frequently in the post-Cold War era, though before they rather tended to be blurred and inconsistent or applicable only in certain case studies. Meanwhile, a great effort was put to formulate a precise definition of the region
, other scholars attempted to unite security and such variables as economics in regional perspective
, or formed single theory covering only few case study
. Among other scholars David A. Lake and Patrick M. Morgan
 deserve to be mentioned here, as their impact is essential in elucidation security-defined regions. With a distinct comparative approach they succeeded to prove the salience of regional level in the post-Cold War era. They focused on the differences of the regional subsystems from global system and neatly rejected the notion of equaling regional level to micro-versions of the global one. This notion is important for understanding the differences in the nature of the regional level, which is open, while global system possesses rather closed structure.

For the aim of the paper, I will bring to the surface main variables of RSCT, as they will be further applied to the Black Sea Region. As regional level was fully scrutinized as an appropriate level of analysis, apart global and national ones, it also implied clustered sets of units, embedded into a larger system. Reformulating the original definition of RSC, Barry Buzan transcended it into less state-centric one, shedding military-political aspect, stating it as 'a set of units whose major processes of securitization, desecuritization, or both are so interlinked that their security problems cannot reasonably be analyzed or resolved apart from one another'
.

What is primordial is that RSC along Copenhagen School definition should primary possess physical adjacency as it enhances more security interaction among neighbors than among states located in different areas. Therefore, the statement that ‘threats travel more easily over short distances than over long ones’ reinforces it
. Thus every RSC maintain its own borders that tend to be exclusive
. Second feature of the RSC is its anarchic structure, which presumes the composition of two or more units. Third and fourth features foresee its regulation by power relations and patterns of amity and enmity. Power relations presuppose polarity linkages within the RSC; whereas amity and enmity relations transcend the above-mentioned power relations into social construction of the region with its division into roles (enemy, rival, friend).

Regional security theory should be encompassed with recent geopolitical shifts of balance of power, but the same time it should not lose its original value. States undoubtedly remain the main referent object of regional security studies, but being concerned of limited capacities of states acting individually, institutions with wider capabilities should tackle the emerging threats. Thus, I consider introducing international organizations' activity vital in scrutinizing tendencies to create regional security complex in Black Sea.

This paper aims to analyze the predisposition for shaping a security framework within a region, including all members of the region and wielding outside powers only through mechanism of penetration. The core is to clarify whether Black Sea states, geographically tightened, can be interdependent in the security context. So in the long run if the tendency of interdependence in security sphere will remain, we can face a great probability of forming security cluster, separate from the others and with its own structure. I should connote that RSCT is used here as an analytical tool to scrutinize the conditions that should be developed to sustain a process of security region formation. And therefore, it will contribute to the decrease of the hostility and tension by promoting overall peaceful solution of the existing threats.

It should not be neglected that RSCT still maintain power relations as core of interaction, but to the contrary of traditional military-focused security, it ensures that within a region any vast scale aggression could not be implemented regarding the interdependence of the actors.

Geopolitics in Black Sea Region
Before proceeding with Black Sea Region analysis through the impact of international organizations in constructing a net of interconnectedness within the region, one should clarify what we understand under the notion of ‘region’ within the context of Black Sea Region. 

A notion of the Black Sea as a region first emerged in the early 1990s after the dissolution of the USSR, and further debates on its regionness reached its intensity within the next decade. The region reflected new post-bipolar reality, within which Black Sea states actively supported the creation of BSEC, a cradle of sub-regional cooperation. Soon after various initiatives and organizations (GUUAM, etc.) emerged, which were driven to ease the challenges countries faced in the new world order. 

So is a Black Sea Region another project in the hands of its founders that recently found its attractiveness and value in terms of geopolitical location? Is Peter Katzenstein statement on ‘world of regions, embedded deeply in an American imperium’ applicable here
? Is Black Sea Region creation just a tool to counterbalance Russian presence there? Or what is than its initial goal of creation after centuries of factual non-existence of the Region? 

Among the supporters of the artificial character of the region is Ivan Krastev, who clearly underpins Black Sea as a 'policy fiction, the only question is whether it is useful fiction or not'
. Nevertheless, one cannot state that Black Sea lacks its geopolitical importance. To the contrary, as connoted by Dmitri Trenin: 'Political regions are constructed to assert certain political goals'
. Going further, he emphasized that Black Sea transcended its initial goal of fostering cooperation between regional countries into being a 'tool for further Euro-Atlantic integration'. To some extent it resembles a process of 'packaging of regions', when the regions are being shaped according to the interests of the great powers
. Without a doubt Black Sea Region acquired vital geopolitical value that transcended into its hallmark. 

But going back to the interpretation of the 'region', one should assume that there is still vagueness in its definitions. Among the plethora of definitions William R. Thompson was one of the scholars, who concluded a thorough analysis of the published works devoted to regional subsystems and identified in overall twenty-one attributes used to identify the regional subsystem
. Finally he generalized his own four criteria of the regional subsystem, such as geographical proximity, intensity of interaction between actors, its internal/external recognition as a distinctive area and that its composition of at least two or more actors. In this regard Black Sea Region complies with the above-mentioned criteria and can be determined as a region. But is geographical proximity and common history with shared challenges enough to define Black Sea as a region? It looks like we are lacking something and Black Sea still retain space for evolution to self-sufficient distinct entity. 

For Charles King Black Sea region is rather a product of history than a geopolitical formation. Though Black Sea never possessed a common identity or common name of the region
, it still can be determined as a region. Because regions, as he defines, are not about identities, but about connections. 'Connections define the degree to which different countries form a region – politically, strategically and economically...'
.

Other scholar Felix Ciută reifies Black Sea Region as still ongoing project, which acquires both characteristics of interaction between security politics and regional framing with ‘its emphasis on security threats as a key regional coagulant and its understanding of the region as an organizing category rather than an ontological one'
.

To sum up, with all the above-mentioned elucidation of the Black Sea Region, it remains clear that in academic circles Black Sea Region is recognized as a distinct region but of different nature that acts for different purposes. Nevertheless so far the existence of Black Sea Region is undeniable and has been taken by different scholars for granted
. 

For further clarity, I should precisely define Black Sea as a regional entity in terms of geographical coordinates. So taking the Black Sea Region one should clearly distinguish its sometimes overlapping and ambiguous interpretation. First of all there are several definitions of the Black Sea region. The first one adopted by BSEC means ‘wider Black Sea area’ and it includes twelve BSEC member-states (though Albania and Serbia can be hardly defined as part of Black Sea). The second term of ‘wider Black Sea region’ is used by the European Union and includes six littoral states together with adjacent states such as Armenia, Azerbaijan, Greece and Moldova. And the third term of Black Sea countries is sometimes used to mention just littoral states. To make preliminary conclusions, heterogeneous members of BSEC pushed for perception of the Black Sea Region as rather wide notion of sub-regional cooperation rather than a distinct club of precisely defined members. 

Therefore, in order to avoid unclearness of Black Sea Region definition in this work I will apply a priori EU working definition of the Black Sea Region.

Main actors of the Region
The Region bears historical legacies, repercussions of which we confront till nowadays. In historical retrospective region was described as ‘the backyard of the Ottoman and Russian Empires, as an extension of Soviet zone of influence, as the frontier of Europe, and, finally, as the extension of the Mediterranean world’. The complexity of the region was enriched by the existence of the sub-regions. All this impinged the establishment of the region with its clear-cut security component.

I would like to present the visions of the core states of the region, which clashing interests frequently result in a hodgepodge of the regional politics. To my mind, regional core states will include EU (Bulgaria, Romania), Russia and Turkey. US along Buzan’s definition will not be listed among the members of the region and can be evaluated separately through penetration mechanisms.

EU’s initiatives
So far EU dealt with Black Sea through different policies among which the European Neighborhood Policy, the Strategic Partnership with the Russian Federation and pre-accession process in the case of Turkey. Black Sea appeared as a fully-fledged distinct policy area on the radar screen of the EU with launching ‘Black Sea Synergy
 - a new regional initiative’ in April 2007. The following initiative defined to increase regional cooperation in the region in such key sectors as energy, security, transport, environment and movement.

Black Sea Synergy
 appeared to be an initiative of rather general character with stressing on the necessity of regional cooperation in rather conceivable spheres (democracy, human rights, good governance, migration, transport corridors, energy supply, environmental protection, fisheries etc.) and with the exception of hard security and military affairs
. Moreover, the EU will act as a main donor to this region as it has pledged about €25 billion to the region from 2007-2010.

The Commission proposed not to create new regional institutions, but expressed a willingness to take up an observer status in the Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC) organization, while remaining open to the use of other regional bodies. Within the Black Sea Synergy it was foreseen that there could be ministerial meetings with all BSEC states (i.e. with Russia) or with just ENP states (without Russia), which should bring EU closer together with both the ENP states and Russia.
According to Tassinari, to pursue the multiple goals with multi-stakeholder leadership, the institutional arrangement should be based on coordination mechanism called Partnerships for each of the five sectors of regional relevance (See Figure ‘Framework of a Black Sea Synergy’ below). Each Partnership would have one driving actor or mechanism entrusted with the bulk of the coordinating work among all partners. The European Commission would play a leading role in the more technical sectors (environment, transport and energy) by integrating existing initiatives (DABLAS, the Baku Process, TRACECA and INOGATE) more effectively with the activities of other actors. In the more political sectors (internal security and democratic institutions), the leadership role would have to come from the region itself.
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The first EU-Black Sea meeting took place on February 14, 2008. The important position that was approved was that cooperation model will function in closer ties with BSEC but without a monopoly position. However, the Black Sea Synergy will at the same time remain open to all appropriate cooperation possibilities provided by other regional bodies and initiatives. That’s why the questions of democracy, human rights, civil society, conflict resolution and parliamentary activities will better fit the GUAM and Community of Democratic Choice initiatives agenda.

After Black Sea Synergy Initiative the next one that was launched by the EU was Eastern Partnership (EaP). This initiative differed not only in the included countries
, but the aim of its establishment was the reaction for Georgian-Russian conflict in August 2008 and realization of the region’s vulnerability and instability. This initiative was built beyond the borders of the ENP and played a role of ‘carrot’ for states that wanted to join the path to EU membership. It is remarkable here to note that Turkey and Russia were excluded here from the non-EU countries lot, as they maintain different status in their relationship with the EU (former is accession country; latter is strategic partner). From the security point of view Integrated Border Management Programme is of vital importance. But in overall EaP covers issues of support of democratic and market reforms to stabilize political and economical life in the non-EU states. Surprisingly BSEC is not involved in this initiative, which seems to be a weakness as of strong position of BSEC in issues connected with transport and environment.

So far both initiatives remain too young to make judgment, although being positive steps in EU strategy towards its Eastern neighborhood, there are certain gaps in conceptual vision. To my mind, exclusion of Turkey and Russia in EaP might result in undermining overall regional cooperation and creating new division lines. Dealing mostly with soft security issues both initiatives maintain overlapping in these policy areas. Moreover, the connection with BSS is not stipulated in EaP.

Overall one can register that the EU has taken significant steps towards constructing a new Black Sea dimension to its neighborhood policies in the wake of the EU’s enlargement to the Black Sea region. More broadly this beginning of a Black Sea dimension to the EU’s neighborhood policies fills out an obvious gap in the EU’s vision of the map of the wider Europe.

Further cooperation and EU’s steps in the region in the way of succeeding to find an appropriate way of cooperation especially with Russia and Turkey will show whether the initiative will be fruitful.

Regarding security issues, the important division of responsibilities was fulfilled under Black Sea Synergy Initiative, which so far remains on the paper still. But as it was stipulated that security issues are to be backed by BSEC members, EU Commission, NATO, OSCE, UN agencies and the USA. It is clear that EU tries to tackle soft security issues of primary importance via creating new initiatives, though frequently it leads to overlapping of agendas and results in sending wrong and confusing signals to the countries of the region.

Russia’s initiatives
Russia is undoubtedly a core actor in the Black Sea with its maintaining policy of the ‘near abroad’. Along historical overview Russia always treated Black Sea as a platform for protection its vital interests and a tool to manipulate other countries and keep US-NATO camp out from the region. Russia’s perception of NATO enlargement was clearly defined as a threat (so trying not to disappoint Russia, Bucharest Summit postponed the decision of Ukraine and NATO for the long-term perspective). 

In Russia’s view Black Sea remains ‘a place where a ‘counter-coalition to Russia’ is being formed’
 and where Russia’s power is being currently contested. Being afraid to be excluded from the region, Russia thus keeps its hands in the adjacent regions via supporting the sides of the frozen conflicts. And recently strengthened its position on the wave of Ukrainian-Russian rapprochement.

So far with a new President of Ukraine Yanukovych in power Russia managed to solve its vital problems with the Black Sea Fleet and to strengthened its backing in Ukraine. An agreement to extend the basing of Russia's Black Sea Fleet on Ukrainian territory for the next 25 years was signed. This step from the one hand fueled Russia’s ambitions to remain core power in the region and from the other hand closed the door for Ukraine to join NATO. As President Medvedev confirmed: ‘You know the Russian position: We don't like the idea of NATO expanding any further. It's not that we are against NATO, we are partners with NATO, but it's still a military bloc, in which Russia does not participate. The closer NATO is to our borders, the less comfortable we are’
.

Moreover, on May 17, 2010 both Presidents also signed a Statement on Black Sea Region Security
, which is one more tie between cooperation of these two countries in the joint marine measures. This one more connection is to make closer Naval Forces and Armed Forces as well, first outcomes of which were seen in joint marine exercise concluded already
.

It should be highlighted that with not that friendly attitude toward NATO, Russia tried to form its own security organization evolving from the Tashkent Treaty, though, which actually appeared to be rather an attempt than an effective tool. 

CSTO

Collective Security Treaty Organization is important as it includes two current Black Sea countries, Russia and Armenia, and two former member-states Azerbaijan and Georgia.

After the collapse of Soviet Union Russia attempted to integrate former Soviet countries within one area what led to creation of the Commonwealth of Independent States. The Security arm of CIS was Collective Security Treaty Organization.
 Although the defined purposes of the Organization were ‘to strengthen peace and stability and to ensure the collective defense of the independence, territorial integrity and sovereignty of the member States’, but soon after its establishment, Organization has failed to justify its inception. Member states revised their membership because of Russian involvement in ‘frozen conflicts’ and ineffectiveness of implementation of the formation of the military forces in Central Asia and other military policies. 
The CSTO is an organization that has triggered some discussion among analysts and observers in the region about its value and effectiveness. Most observers are inclined to believe that in the time that the CSTO has been functioning it has not managed to accomplish anything significant (e.g. it was not able to prevent the armed conflicts in Abkhazia and Karabakh etc.). In fact some analysts have said that the CSTO, the same as its predecessor CST, is a complete non-entity: a desperate attempt to try to retain some elements of the Soviet era security infrastructure with fake collective security definition as the basic element.

The perceived low effectiveness combined with its limited resources are apparently the reasons that some of the founding state withdrew from the Organization and no other state in the region is lining up to join. It seems however more likely that states simply see the CSTO as something that hasn’t yet proved its use, whereas NATO has a long and mostly successful history. Despite the initiatives to address the matter, the CSTO remains primarily a Russian-oriented regional organization that helps its members to defend its southern borders, rather than collective security body in the full meaning of that term.

Regardless recent invitation from Medvedev’s side for Ukraine to join CSTO, the perspectives for enlargement of this initiative are rather delusive and mostly unlikely to happen.

Turkey’s initiatives
Turkey, a country with the longest shoreline amongst all littoral states and exercise jurisdiction over the Turkish Straits via a sui generis legal regime in accordance with the Montreux Convention of 1936, took the lead in strengthening cooperation after the end of the Cold War. Turkey has long sought to assume leadership in the Black Sea region and remains one of the most influential actor of the region.

Turkey still remained the perception of the Black Sea as an ‘Ottoman lake’ because the Sea had gained rather exclusive status of an inner sea for almost four centuries (1453-1809)
. Among Turkey’s important initiatives were Black Sea Economic Organization and BLACKSEAFOR. So let’s take precise look at these organizations and their evaluations in security sphere.
BSEC

Founded as a product of the post-Cold era in 1992 with 11 members that time, it appeared at the beginning to focus rather on economic relations. The BSEC Decennial Summit Declaration (Istanbul, 25 June 2002) in its paragraph 4 stressed on the new dimension of the security and stability concerns, which should conclude the Organization’s agenda and should be charged by the Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs (CMFA).

The BSEC Summit Declarations of Istanbul (1992), Bucharest (1995), Moscow (1996), Yalta (1998), the BSEC Charter (1998) and the Economic Agenda for the Future (2001) clearly spell out not only the principles that govern BSEC activity, but also its further enhancement to regional security and stability contribution.

BSEC’s agenda evolved to include ‘soft’ security issues such as the prevention of crime and the coordination of relief efforts during natural or man-made disasters.

BSEC has also developed a practice of joint projects with such organizations as the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) on strengthening the criminal justice response to human trafficking in the Black Sea region and with the International Organization on Migration (IOM) on a Black Sea consultation process on migration management.

The uniqueness of the organization was that it brought together the countries, which appeared to be either as rivals or in strained relations (Turkey – Greece, Turkey – Armenia). 

It should be stressed, however that while BSEC is not an organization that will deal with ‘hard security’ issues, it remains the largest regional cooperative effort to date and it can serve rather as a forum for discussion of soft security problems.

BLACKSEAFOR

Initiated by Turkey as multinational naval peace task force ‘The Black Sea Naval Co-Operation Task Group-BLACKSEAFOR’ was established in 1998. Its aim was to strengthen of regional stability, friendship, good relationship and mutual understanding among the Black Sea littoral states. The main tasks were search and rescue operations, humanitarian assistance, mine counter measures, environmental protection, goodwill visits etc. 

The BLACKSEAFOR as it was agreed may also be available for possible employment in the United Nations (UN) or the Organization For Security And Cooperation in Europe (OSCE)-mandated operations. It could also participate in other types of international activities with the aims and tasks of the BLACKSEAFOR. The parties approved their participation within the BLACKSEAFOR in such activities in accordance with their national legislation. 

Developing in this way maritime security cooperation in the Black Sea Region, Turkey stresses that there is no need to separate NATO presence in this region.

Nevertheless in 2004 Turkish Navy initiated Operation Black Sea Harmony (OBSH). While it was launched in accordance with UN Security Council Resolutions 1373, 1540 and 1566 and aimed at deterring terrorism and asymmetric threats worldwide, it was similar to the NATO-led Operation Active Endeavour in the Mediterranean. At the beginning it was expected to become a multinational one with the participation of other Black Sea littoral States. 

As functioning instruments in the Black Sea maritime domain, OBSH and BLACKSEAFOR should become interfaces where the interests of NATO overlap with those of the littoral states.

It is too early to judge the impact of this initiative on the perception of regional security.

USA and NATO initiatives
In Buzan’s language USA is mentioned here not as an actor of the Region, but as an external power, which effects the regional balance through mechanism of ‘overlay’
.

After the end of the Cold War, USA was more preoccupied how to deal with Russia and paid diminutive attention to the Region. Situation changed with the emergence of Caspian energy flux and final decision to counterbalance Russia in the region. Consequently, the doors to discover the region were open and USA focused on three pillars. First pillar was promotion of democracy, rule of law, market economies etc. Second pillar was tied to energy issues and economic development. And the last pillar was polished out especially after 9/11. With the words ‘There is the only course of action against them (terrorists): to defeat them abroad before they attack us home’ president George W. Bush initiated all around fight against evil.
 That’s why Black Sea area appeared to be of high value for the USA, especially in relation to countering the terrorist-related activities in illegal trafficking of weapons and organized criminality. US support of the Black Sea Border Security Initiative should be mentioned as well as Black Sea Civil Emergency Response Planning.

The six littoral states around the Black Sea have a variety of relationships with NATO: three are members (Bulgaria, Romania, Turkey), two are PfP partners (Ukraine, Georgia) and Russia still remains strategic partner for NATO
. The enlargement of NATO with Romania and Bulgaria places the Black Sea riparian countries in a position of numeric parity (three to three) in relation to Euro-Atlantic membership. Ukraine and Georgia have great intentions to join NATO, which stresses a growing strategic importance of the Black Sea security. As the Bucharest Summit (April 2008) emerged to be an important milestone, though it showed that Alliance leaders postponed granting Georgia and Ukraine MAP for unspecified time in future, trying to escape an open confrontation with Moscow.

In overall, North Atlantic Treaty Organisation yet has no cooperation program focusing specifically on this region, though new memebers (Romania and Bulgaria) conduct fruitful cooperation while hosting new military bases.

In June 2006, Jack D. Crouch, Deputy National Security Advisor to President Bush, detailed that tactical implementation of U.S. policy before more than 500 government leaders and military officials assembled at the Black Sea Forum for Dialogue and Partnership in Bucharest, Romania. Crouch stated that Washington would work with regional allies and partners to create sustainable development, enhance security cooperation, improve emergency responsiveness, secure the emerging energy sector, bolster anti-corruption practices, protect the maritime environment, and ultimately strengthen transparent and accountable political systems throughout the Black Sea region.

NATO has defined new measures to prevent terrorist attacks by focusing on maritime security in the Mediterranean area through Operation Active Endeavor
. It was successfully launched in the Mediterranean Sea in October 2001 as a counter-terrorist effort NATO’s. When in 2006, the United States came forward with the idea of spreading NATO's for the Black Sea. Ankara and Moscow rejected to join this initiative. They stated that it would be breaking the Montreux Convention, a treaty signed in 1936, which stated that foreign warships would not stay more than 21 days in the Black Sea during peacetime. And, meanwhile, the Black Sea Harmony appeared to be parallel competing operation to NATO effort but under Turkish leadership.

 NATO allies fully realize that Russia and Turkey still remain the key powers in the region, which have a decisive influence on the countries. Russia’s reaction for more active NATO participation in the Black Sea region can provoke new tensions with the existing problems among Black Sea states, which can be a sparkle for remaining frozen conflicts as well as for creating new obstacles in cooperation. But nowadays having its own bases in Bulgaria and Romania, NATO will try to create a policy towards this region in partial way collaborative with EU. Meeting a strong rejection from Moscow’s side concerning NATO’s willingness for military engagement in the region stability, it will look challenging to develop the policy of security alone. Nevertheless, with future Ukraine’s and Georgia’s membership in both NATO and EU, the necessity to deal with security and stability cooperation will only increase.

Other regional initiatives

ODED-GUAM 

Another multilateral initiative, comprising Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, and Moldova
, established in 1997, was designed to assist in coordinating the political positions of partners on matters raised within the NATO Euro-Atlantic Council for Partnership. Though being a sub-regional consultative structure it does not include regional powers. From the beginning GUAM / GUUAM has identified regional conflict resolution as one of its priorities. The presidents of the member countries pledged to work together to resist separatism and seek international support to settle regional conflicts. However, this organization has not in itself played a major role in addressing such conflicts. Among other matters raised within this initiative an ambitious transportation infrastructure project was forwarded as well as an idea to create a regional peace-keeping battalion. GUAM/GUUAM peacekeeping battalion could be hardly treated as neutral troops and it is doubted that it can develop effective regional strategies to address the secessionist conflicts on their territories. 

On 23 May 2006 GUAM was restructured into the Organisation for Democracy and Economic Development (ODED-GUAM) at a Kyiv summit
. The ODED-GUAM espouses multiple objectives, with priority for energy security across the Caspian-Caucasus-Black Sea axis, and a free trade area among the member states, as well as democracy promotion.
This organization had to abandon its early security ambitions because of the strong Russian pressure. Though from the beginning too many expectations were put upon GUAM/GUUAM, it failed to fulfill it and appeared to be litmus paper for checking Russian influence in the region.

Community of Democratic Choice

CDC is a comparatively new regional project, which embodies in itself a longstanding idea of the necessity of intensified collaboration among countries of the Baltic-Black Sea-Caspian region. Community of Democratic Choice was created on December, 2, 2005 at the forum of the countries of Baltic-Black Sea-Caspian region in Kiev, but the roots go to Borjomi declaration (August, 12, 2005), signed by the presidents of Ukraine and Georgia Yuschenko and Saakashvili. The participants of initiative are nine post-communist countries (Georgia, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Macedonia, Moldova, Romania, Slovenia, and Ukraine). 

According to the declaration of the CDC countries, the priorities for cooperation for the member-states are collaboration in the spread of peace, democracy and prosperity in Europe, co-ordination of support to new democratic societies, assistance in economic and social development of the countries, assurance of human rights protection, fight against ethnic and religious enmity, violence, separatism and other forms of extremism, support of development of civil society, nongovernmental organizations, independent mass-media. 

Kiev as one of the initiators of the CDC counted on bringing into this project such an important regional player as Turkey, but, unfortunately, Ankara’s position in respect to the Community is far from being fully supportive.

As the CDC is largely treated as anti-Russian and rather pro-Western, the subsequent development of Community of Democratic Choice will result in a further fatal decline of the Community of Independent States (CIS).

To the point of view of the director of the Turkish analytical center TÜRKSAM Sinan Oğan, the necessity to create CDC appeared because the previous GUAM / GUUAM organization exhausted its potential.

Still the Organization is far too young to judge but without Turkey (at least) as a regional power there is too little hope that it won’t join the list of endless bold declarations.

Among other initiatives I should mention a Black Sea Forum for Dialogue and Partnership (promoted by Romania, Summit in Bucharest, June 2006), which is a solid platform for debate. Romania in this respect as NATO member and active contributor to the Black Sea development is evolving into a key player with Black Sea as top foreign policy priority.

However, all the above-mentioned initiatives offer only a partial picture. And, actually, all the threats of transnational nature (e.g., migration, crime prevention, pollution) can be solved only to a limited extent by bilateral mechanisms. There is a vital need to think about ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ security threats in more strategic approach. Who will play the first fiddle (EU, NATO, Russia) in the region, that one will form the security agenda, which will shape the balance of the region.

Prospects for the future: impact of international organizations and regional initiatives
I seek to examine the distinctive fusion between conceptual logic and political praxis in a contemporary context where regionness and security actively intersect. Black Sea Region is a pure product of post-Cold War era. Though some scholars argued that Black Sea Region could be transformed into a cooperative security structure
, recent events between Russia and Georgia in 2008 proved the lack of efficiency of the existing initiatives to act respectively to prevent this kind of conflicts.

Let me apply definition of the RSC for the Black Sea Region. Taking the first criterion of geographical proximity, Black Sea distinctly appears to have it core at Black Sea littoral states with quite possible extension not only to adjacent states, but also to adjacent regions. Second criterion re-affirms the first and stresses its anarchical structure. Polarity as a third criterion is vividly expressed with EU and NATO members jointly representing Western bloc and pro-Russian states (Armenia, Ukraine under Yanukovych presidency, supporting pro-Russian voices in Crimea, South Ossetia etc.). And the last one of social construction estimates the dividing lines in the regions in constrained Armenian-Turkish relations, strategic partnership relations of Russia-Turkey etc. Though Black Sea Region to some extent complies with key variables of RSC, it needs further clarification.
So far there is not yet a fully-fledged Black Sea security complex, but the debates on it have already started, at least in academic circles
. Having examples of other regions, which managed to form their security component, it should be noted that there is a profound need for an organization that will cover the whole region and will have the capacity to deal with its emerging security threats. So far in the Black Sea Region there is only one organization BSEC that could cover all of the states, but which has more economical focus, rather than security priorities along its agenda. Consequently, with the presence of the organization, countries should jointly initiate the adoption of Security Pact
. And further a core organization should manage to unite efforts of the existing organizations within the region to promote stability and solve emergent security problems. In this respect Turkish Initiative on stability and cooperation in the South Caucasus as an aftermath of Georgian-Russian conflict is relevant step in fostering security framework in the region.  

This is a common scenario, which can become a reality if countries will transfer their will into concrete actions. Security complex implies a mechanism that includes high level of countries interaction to prevent the emergence of conflicts or disputes or decreases their probability to a minimum level. Moreover, this complex transcends into a framework, where concrete procedures, instruments and mechanisms are ready to be applied in case some conflict situations arise. To control the evolution of probable disputes, a monitoring should be well developed over all countries. 

Taking the contributions of international organizations and regional initiatives, it should be said that all of them are pieces of security puzzle of the region. Their contribution shouldn’t be neglected, as they raise the importance of soft security issues (Black Sea Synergy, Eastern Partnership, BSEC), marine exercises (NATO, BLACKSEAFOR, Black Sea Harmony), spread of democratic values and shift to open market economy (EU, GUAM-ODED, CDC) etc. 

In this regard it is essential to highlight the role of EU that implemented Black Sea Synergy Initiative, where actually among five pillars of cooperation one pillar on international security was foreseen to be guided mainly by BSEC with the assistance from EU, members of OSCE, Council of Europe, NATO, UN agencies, the USA, Europol and Interpol. This approach enables us to use the already existing organizations but with more precise scope on security issues. Other international organizations such as GUAM-ODED and CDC tried to promote security, but finally abandoned their security ambitions as to Russia’s pressure. The experience of GUAM-ODED and CDC underpins the weakness of one-sided (in this case rather pro-Western, but anti-Russian) organizations and the vital importance of the existence of one security framework without any further division among Black Sea states (it also reflects the shortcomings of the European initiatives of BSS and IaP). These organizations also show that Ukraine and Georgia are still too weak to counterbalance Russia’s power in the region, consequently their initiatives to pose themselves as regional powers met unsuccessful end.

Main clashes remain between Russia and the West as Ian Lesser argues that ‘...the Black Sea is watched as the bell-weather of future relations between Russia and the West’
. So their support and (non)participation in the regional initiatives have a tendency to change the balance of power in the region. Here we come to the problem that region has no obvious leader, capable of balancing other actors and restraining their ambitions to violate security balance. The reason can be traced from what Huntington calls cultural differences: ‘Military alliances and economic associations require cooperation among their members, cooperation depends on trust, and trust most easily springs from common values and culture’
. And this gap can serve a chance for other states to raise their ambitions for transforming the region into a more secure place.
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Above-mentioned scenario reflects the experience of other regions, but according to Buzan there are other variants of evolution worth noting here.

The region with its complexity especially with the presence of the frozen conflicts still grasps a tendency to shift consistently from ‘the unstructured security region’ (or even sometimes defined as conflict formation) to the one that has a predisposition to enter the phase of ‘pre-subcomplex’, ‘when a set of bilateral security relations seems to have the potential to bind together into a RSC, but has not yet achieved sufficient cross-linkage among the units to do so’
. But for this scenario to come true security component should be more intensified
. One solution is when Ukraine and Georgia join NATO, and thus re-balance the geopolitical heavyweights, which for now seems to be long-way prospect. Other when existing organization (i.e., BSEC) adds security component as priority cooperation for creating more intense interdependence. But all this requires a will from the member-states and their active support in creating such a sub-complex.

There is also a threat that Black Sea Region can fall apart the definition of RSC if Turkey determined by Buzan as an ‘insulator’
 will play rather passive role transcending the region into zone of indifference. This can also occur if Turkey fails to find a compromise how to bring together two different Regional Security Complexes, namely post-Soviet great power RSC and Western European great power RSC. Though to my mind there are bright indications of Turkey evolving into influential great power, which already has been proved by zealous initiatives of BLACKSEAFOR and Pact for Stability in the South Caucasus. In this case Buzan agrees that ‘if a much-strengthened Turkey actually becomes the regional great power, it could trigger such a coalescence of its neighbours’
. Meanwhile, regional power ambitions were realized when Turkey, being a NATO member, rejected the extension of the Operation Active Endeavour to the Black Sea, formally referring to Montreux Convention. In this way Turkey reifies Black Sea as a its vital priority but in its narrow meaning of the littoral states, which can be re-assessed in the emergence of the mini-complex.

Ukraine as a part of post-Soviet area potentially is also a ‘boundary case where the division between EU-Europe and the post-Soviet RSC is not final and uncontested’
 and can also be lifted to the status of regional power. Buzan can see Ukraine as a regional power only under condition that it will counterbalance Russia, i.e., the case of GUUAM establishment. The same time Russia can be dragged down from the level of great power to that of regional power. The point is made to clarify that if Ukraine remains in the shadow of Russia, it will cease regional power ambitions and the balance will opt for Russia’s dominancy. So for Ukraine the eternal question remains the same either to join EU camp or to maintain post-Soviet colony of Russia.

So the region picture seems to be rather fragile for changes and balance is being shifted consistently with every new occurrence in the region.

Black Sea Region possesses likelihood to remain a place of competing forms of regionalism. EU and USA will proceed to invest in the Black Sea integration and regionalization projects. EU by means of expanding democratic values, rule of law and sub-regional cooperation, while USA mostly from the global perspective to tackle problems of terrorism, energy security, nuclear proliferation, drugs trafficking etc. Russia in a rush for proving its great power status on regional level will be more focused on the near abroad and important Black Sea countries such as Turkey, rather than directly cooperating with the EU or USA. And Turkey’s success in the region depends largely on the capacity of successful outcomes of the already initiated initiatives (i.e., Armenian-Turkish rapprochement).

The impact of international organizations and regional initiatives is great due to soft security issues. The faulty lines are those dividing states along their polarity interests. These lines prevent the Region from fully-fledged development into security formation. But the experience of other Regions proves that Black Sea Region is on the right way to sketching a joint security strategy. And the interests won’t decrease due to high value of energy security issue.
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