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The Black Sea region is coming into its own - but it is a contested and sometimes dangerous
neighbourhood. It has undergone countless political transformations over time. And now,
once again, it is becoming the subject of an intense debate. This reflects the changing
dynamics of the Black Sea countries and the complex realities of their politics and conflicts,
economies and societies. Geography, the interests of others and the region’s relations with
the rest of the world in large part explain its resurgence. Straddling Europe and Asia, the
Black Sea links north to south and east to west. Qil, gas, transport and trade routes are all
crucial in explaining its increasing relevance.

In the last two decades the Black Sea has changed beyond recognition. We have witnessed
the transformation of the former communist societies and the impact of globalisation. We
have seen a heightened US interest since 9/11, the enlargement of NATO and the EU along
its shores and repeated Russian-Ukrainian crises over gas. \We have also witnessed the August
2008 war between Russia and Georgia followed by its fallout, discussions over the fate of
the Russian Black Sea fleet in Sebastopol, the impact of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict on
the Armenian-Turkish rapprochement, developments regarding the conflict in Transnistria,
the changing nature of Russo-Turkish relations and finally, the evolving global economic and
political landscape as a result of the current world financial crisis. All of these are deeply
affecting the region’s stability and in turn, impact global politics.

Its strategic location, between the hydrocarbon reserves of the Caspian basin and energy-
hungry Europe, places the Black Sea in a unique position. But, while the opportunity to
transfer Caspian oil and gas to European markets raises hopes for regional economic
development and prosperity, competition to control pipelines, shipping lanes and transport
routes to secure increased political and economic influence, not only throughout the region,
but on a global scale, raises the risks of confrontation. By the same token, the proliferation
of routes while potentially increasing bilateral cooperation at the expense of the regional
may, at the same time, result in redundancy owing to too much capacity for not enough
gas and oil.

From 2000 until the onset of the world economic crisis, the region had one of the fastest
rates of growth in the world. Trade between countries of the region was also on the rise.
Since the end of the Cold War it has undergone a fundamental change in terms of economic
development and has now secured a place on the global economic agenda.



The region’s real priorities and needs are still being largely ignored by insiders and outsiders
alike. Despite heightened interest in the area by everyone from oilmen to foreign ministries
the Black Sea still does not attract enough attention from those who should be thinking about
how the countries of the region can solve their common problems together rather than vying
amongst themselves for power and influence. Part of the blame for this can be attributed to
the failure of regional actors to produce an agreed vision for the future. The emergence of
the Black Sea as a region-between-regions and the conflicting agendas of powerful local and
external players distort the necessary regional focus and thus blur outcomes.

For these reasons, the Commission on the Black Sea believes that a reassessment of the
region and its problems and priorities, is urgently needed. New thinking will provide us with
a better understanding of what, in the real world, can actually be done. It will allow us to
develop innovative approaches to problems, enabling policy makers to enhance the area’s
security, stability and welfare. The emergence of a peaceful and cooperative Black Sea region
would be of benefit to all. With this in mind, the Commission first presents an up to date
picture which focuses on four areas. These are peace and security, economic development
and welfare, democratic institutions and good governance and, finally, regional cooperation.
It then presents policy recommendations for all stakeholders.

With its overarching approach, the Commission has sought to promote an inclusive strategy
taking into account the needs, priorities and interests of all stakeholders. For this, the
Commission made a conscious effort to listen to all interested parties including civil society.
It held meetings in Istanbul, Moscow and Berlin and Commission members also researched
and wrote four policy reports to gain as wide a perspective as possible regarding the future.
These can be accessed at our website:

As a result, the Commission has come to an understanding that the region’s future lies in
further democratisation and economic integration with the wider world. It also needs an
enhanced sense of security, strengthened political stability, sustained efforts to solve its
protracted conflicts and the renunciation of the use of force for their settlement.

The rationale behind the preparation of this report has been the increased geopolitical
volatility of the region which has proven, time and again, that unresolved issues can ignite
into open warfare. Its festering conflicts retard economic development and have the potential
to flare up into wider conflagrations. They impact regional stability and security and, unless



tackled, threaten far greater international ramifications. But it need not be like this. It is the
Commission’s conviction that it is realistic to envisage a cohesive, developed, integrated and
stable region so long as we take action now. To do so, we believe that:
The regional actors must renounce the use of force in their political relations and respect
each other’s territorial integrity, the inviolability of their borders, international treaties and
the rule of law in their dealings.
Interested outsiders must support efforts to secure good governance, the creation of
interdependencies and the regionalisation of the Black Sea’s politics and economy.
The international community must encourage cooperative efforts and confidence-
building measures as well as action in favour of the peaceful resolution of disputes.

Black Sea politics work best if the approach is regional. The states in question should be
encouraged to seek regional solutions for regional problems and the Black Sea already
possesses the institutional wherewithal to address its challenges directly. However
stakeholders must face up to the need to tackle tasks together and allow for non-state actors
such as the business sector, NGOs and civil society to play a real role in shaping solutions. In
this report the assumption of a “positive sum” approach underlies our vision for the Black
Sea. In other words, we assume that concerned actors are willing to explore “win-win”
options that permit the realisation of mutual gains and are not locked into “zero sum” or
relativist ways of thinking, in which one party’s gain is automatically perceived as another’s
absolute or relative loss.

Mustafa Aydin and Dimitrios Triantaphyllou
The Rapporteurs
Istanbul and Athens, May 2010
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The Black Sea region is a contested neighbourhood and the subject of intense debate. This reflects
the changing dynamics of the region, its complex realities, the interests of outsiders and the
region’s relations with the rest of the world. Its strategic position, linking north to south and east
to west, as well as its oil, gas, transport and trade routes are all important reasons for its increasing
relevance.

Despite heightened interest in the area however, the region’s real priorities and needs are still
being largely ignored. In part this can be attributed to the failure of the regional actors to produce
an agreed vision for the future. The emergence of the Black Sea as a region-between-regions and
the conflicting agendas of powerful local and external players distort the necessary regional focus
and blur outcomes. Thus, a reassessment of the region, with all of its problems and priorities, is
urgently needed. This will provide all actors involved with a better understanding of what can be
done, as well as allowing them to develop innovative approaches to problems, thus enhancing the
region’s security, stability and welfare. The emergence of a peaceful and cooperative Black Sea
region would be of benefit to all.

With this in mind and with its overarching approach, the Commission has sought to promote an
inclusive strategy taking into account the needs, priorities and interests of all stakeholders in four
essential areas; peace and security, economic development and welfare, democratic institutions and
good governance and, finally, regional cooperation. The Commission has come to an understanding
that the region’s future lies in further democratisation and economic integration with the wider
world.

The rationale behind the preparation of this report has been the increased geopolitical volatility of
the region which, in certain places, can ignite at any given moment into open warfare. The area’s
unresolved conflicts retard economic development and have the potential to flare up into wider
conflagrations. They impact regional stability and security and, unless tackled, threaten far greater
international ramifications. But it is the Commission’s conviction that it is realistic to envisage a
cohesive, developed, integrated and stable region. To do so:

The regional actors must renounce the use of force in their political relations and respect each
other’s territorial integrity, the inviolability of their borders, international treaties and the rule
of law in their dealings.

Interested outsiders must support efforts to secure good governance, the creation of
interdependencies and the regionalisation of the Black Sea’s politics and economy.

The international community must encourage cooperative efforts and confidence-building
measures as well as actions in favour of the peaceful resolution of disputes.
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Black Sea politics work best if the approach is regional. The states in question should be encouraged
to seek regional solutions for regional problems. The stakeholders must face up to the need to tackle
tasks together and allow for non-state actors such as the business sector, NGOs and civil society to
play a real role in shaping solutions. Thus the Commission recommends:

Creating a new overarching concept and policy, a Black Sea Dimension, by the actors and countries
in the region, focusing on the year 2020. Its aim would be to promote regional cooperation while
anticipating changes in the neighbourhood. The 2020 Vision needs to be developed into a clear
strategy which should mark the culmination of several linked initiatives.

The Organisation of the Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC) is in need of rejuvenation. Its 20th
anniversary summit in 2012 should be an opportunity to renew the commitment of its members
to regional cooperation and to inaugurate an overhauled BSEC in order to make it a more relevant
organisation with greater clout. BSEC’s rebirth, expanded role and enhanced regional relevance
could be symbolised by giving it a new name. A region-wide awareness raising competition could
be opened for everyone in the region to suggest a new name for it and to design a new flag and
logo.

Establish a high level consultative group in order to tackle the protracted conflicts and other
outstanding issues of the region. A number of confidence-building measures and a structured
security dialogue on relevant issues should be established. The feasibility of an international
gathering on the Black Sea, preferably at summit level, involving the regional states and
international stakeholders, should be the end point for the work of the high level group.

The principles of sustainable development should be the guiding philosophy of regional
cooperation in the Black Sea area. Rational responses to the consequences of climate change and
the responsible use of natural, human and societal resources are essential components of such
a development model, which should be translated into coherent policies at national and regional
levels. Policies to improve the business environment and facilitate greater economic activity across
borders, as well as establishing regular policy dialogues between relevant officials, need to be
implemented.

13




Executive Summary

Promote and coordinate regional cooperation schemes at all levels

The coordination of numerous existing cooperation schemes, programmes and initiatives for the
Black Sea needs to be taken in hand in order to unleash the full potential of the region. There is
also a need to move beyond the common top-down approach to assure that civil society plays a role
in the development of the region. Identifying issues which could be better addressed regionally,
rather than nationally, is a priority. Lessons should be drawn from the experiences of other areas
which have faced or are dealing with similar issues, such as the Baltic, the Balkans, the Danube
region and so on.

Promote intercultural dialogue

A clear encouragement and sponsorship of intercultural and interfaith dialogue among the peoples
of the Black Sea is needed. Cooperation between universities should be enhanced and more
coverage of the countries by journalists from the region, for the region, should be encouraged.

Promote the targeted training of professional groups

There is a need for the targeted training of public servants, diplomats, young leaders,
parliamentarians and business leaders throughout the region. The creation of a Black Sea Training
Academy would help streamline such a process.

Promote good governance, civil society and social dialogue

The involvement of civil society in policy making and their linkages in relation to good governance
should be encouraged. Efforts should also be made to facilitate cooperation between civil society
organisations in Black Sea countries including the conflict regions. Business organisations such as
chambers of commerce, employers’ organisations and trade unions should also be encouraged to
talk to one another in order to find and propose regional solutions for common problems.

Y
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B pervioHe YepHoro mops nepenneTercs MHOXECTBO MHTEPECOB, NOPOX4as HeMaro Criopos.
OT crnopbl OTPaXalT MEHSIIOLWYIOCS CUTyaumio B permoHe, ee KOMMMEKCHbIN XxapakTep,
WHTEpeCbl BHEpPEervoHasbHbIX YY4aCTHWKOB W OTHOLLEHWUSI PernoHa C OocTallbHbIM MUPOM.
Crpaternyeckoe 3HayeHue YepHoro Mopsi onpeaensieTcs ero pacrnonoxeHWeM Ha nepeceyeHn
nyten, coeguHsaowmx Cesep un KOr, Boctok n 3anag. B pervoHe npoxogat MapLupyThbl
TPaHCNOPTUPOBKM HEDTM U rasa, Apyrne TPaHCMOPTHbLIE U TOProBble KOMMYHMKaummn. Bece aTto
MOBBILLAET ero 3Ha4YeHue.

HecmoTps Ha Bo3pacTaHue UHTepeca K pervioHy, ero Co6CTBEHHbIE MPUOPUTETHI 1 NOTPEBHOCTU
BO MHOTOM OCTalOTCS BHE MOMsS 3peHusi. ATO — OfHa M3 MPUYMH, MO KOTOPOWM YYaCTHUKU
pervoHanbHOro COTpPYyAHWYEeCTBa Tak M He BblpaboTanu oblliee BUAeHWE MepcrnekTuB
pasBuTUA pervoHa. Ero pacrnonoxeHne Ha CTblke APYrVX PervoHasibHbiX OGbeaVHEHWUHN,
pa3HOHanpPaBeHHOCTb MOMUTUKU BRUSITENbHBLIX PErMOHanbHbIX U BHEPETMOHASbHbIX CUM —
BCE 3TO CMOCOGCTBYET CMELLEHUIO aKUEHTOB B COTPYOHUYECTBE M HEOMPEAENEHHOCTU ero
pesynbTaToB. [laHHOe 06CTOSTENbLCTBO 3aCTaBMAET BHOBb BEPHYTLCS K OLIEHKE CYLLIECTBYHOLLMX
30ecb Npobrem u onpeerneHnio NPUOPUTETOB PETMOHANBLHOMO COTpyAHMYecTBa. x aHanua
MOMOXET BCEM y4aCTHUKaM fyYLue yBUAETE BO3MOXHOCTU A B3aUMOAENCTBUS M HECTaHAAPTHO
MOJOWMTUN K PELUEHUIO CYLLEeCTBYOLWMX NpobnemM B MHTEpecax YKpenneHus 6e3onacHocTu u
CTabunbHOCTK, a Takke pocTa GrnarococTosiHnA B pervioHe. OT pasBUTUS YEPHOMOPCKOO
pervoHa kak permoHa Mvpa 1 cCoTpyaHUYeCTBa BbIUrpatloT BCE y4aCTHUKM JaHHOrO npouecca.

UNcxopa m3 atux obwmx coobpaxeHun, Komuccns obcyxpana cTpateruo pernoHanbHoro
COTPyAHMYECTBa, KOTOpas no3sonuna Obl BKMIOYUTL B HEro BCEX 3avHTEpPEeCOBaHHbIX
YYaCTHUKOB M yyuTbIBana 6bl X NPUOPUTETLI N MHTEPECHI B YETbIPeX KMNoYeBbliX obrnacTsax
COTpyOHMYeCTBa: yKpenmneHne mupa n 6e30nacHOCTM, 9KOHOMUYECKOe pasBuTUE M pocT
6narococTosiHns, pas3BuTME AEMOKpPaTUYECKNX MHCTUTYTOB WM Hagmnexallero ynpaeneHwus,
pa3sBMTWE PErMOHanbLHOro COTPyAHNYecTBa. Kommcensa npuiuna K BbIBoAy O TOM, 4TO Oyayluee
pervoHa TecHenwmnm obpas3oM CBA3aHO C AanbHelnLen JeMOKpaTU3aunen u nHTerpaumen B
MUPOBOE XO3ANCTBO.

[NoaroToBka HacTosLWero Aoknaga BO MHOrOM MOTMBUPOBanach NOHMMaHWEM HapacTaloLLlemn
reononMTMYecKon BoNaTunbHOCTU B PEMMOHE, KOTopas B no6or MOMEHT MOXeT 06epHyTbCF|
BCMbILKON OTKPbITOrO MNPOTUBOCTOSIHUS. HeyperyﬂMpOBaHHOCTb KOHQSIMKTOB TOPMO3UT
30eCb 3KOHOMUYECKOe pasBuTue. otmn KOH(MMKTbI YpeBaTbl HOBbIMU, Gonee LLUMPOKNMMU
cTonkHoBeHusiIMU. OHM HaHocAT yu.l,ep6 pernoHansHomn CcTabunbHOCTM U BGe3onacHOCTW.
Nx HeyperynmpoBaHHOCTb MMeeT Gonee LIMPOKNe mMexayHapoaHble nocnencreud. Tem He
meHee Komunccusa y6e>|<,ueHa B peanncTUYHOCTN NepcnekTuBbl POPMMPOBAHUSA LIENOCTHOIO,
pPa3BUTOro, MUHTErpPUPOBaAHHOIO U cTabunbHoro pernoHa Yepro mops. [inga atoro:
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YYacTHUKN COTPYAHMYECTBA B PervoHe [OMKHbI OTKa3aTbCA OT MPUMEHEHUsl CUmbl B
CBOWX MOMUTUYECKUX OTHOLUEHMSIX, B3aMMHO YyBaxaTb TEPPUTOpPUasibHYIO LeNOCTHOCTb
rocyaapcTB U HEPYLIMMOCTb MX rpaHuL, cobnioaaTb MexayHapoaHble 40roBopbl U MPUHLMI
BEPXOBEHCTBA 3aKOHa B OTHOLLEHUAX APYr C APYroMm.

3anHTepecoBaHHble BHEpPEerMoHanbHble CuIbl OOSMKHbI MOAAEPXWUBaTb YTBEpPXOeHue
HOPM Haanexallero ynpaeneHusl, ykpenneHue B3anMo3aBUCcUMOCTU 1 perMoHanmsaumio
4epPHOMOPCKOTO NMOMMTUYECKOTO U 3KOHOMUYECKOTO COTPYAHMYECTBa.

MexayHapoaHoe COoBLLECTBO AOMKHO NOOLLPATH YKPEnneHe COTPpYAHUYECTBa U 0BEPUS
B PETVIOHE, a Takxe Laru, CnocoGCTByIOLLME MUPHOMY YPETYNMPOBaHMIO CMIOPOB.

OnTumanbsHbIM MOAXOAOM K pELUeHV0 BOMPOCOB YEPHOMOPCKOW MONUTUKM SABMSETCS
pervoHanbHbIV noaxod. Heobxoammo nooLwpaTb NOMCK PEMMOHANbHbIX PELLUEHWI PErMOHAarbHBbIX
npobnem. KnioyeBble y4yaCTHUKM 3TOro npouecca AOSMKHbl AoKasaTb CBOK CMOCOOHOCTb
COBMECTHbIMU yCUnNuaAMu [o6uBaTtbCAa HEOOXOAMMbIX pe3ynbTaToB W NpefocTaBuTb
HerocyapCTBEHHbIM y4acTHUKam COTPYAHUYECTBa — GU3HECY, OpraHM3aumusam rpaxaaHCcKoro
obLecTBa — BO3MOXHOCTb NPMHMMATL Y4acTue B MOUCKE PELLEHWNIA CyLLECTBYHOLLMX Mpobrnem.
B aToi cBasn Komucens pekoMmeHayer:

YyacTHMKaM permoHanbHOro coTpydHuyectsa Heobxoaumo paspaboraTb Gonee LUMPOKYIO
KoHuenuuio ero passutus Ao 2020 roga — KOHUENUWIO W MOMUTMKY «4E€PHOMOPCKOro
nsmepeHns». B ee 0CHOBY JOMKHO BbITb NONOXEHO PasBUTME PErMOHaNbHOMO COTPYAHNYECTBa
C y4eToOM OXupaeMblx 34ecb ganbHenwmx nepemeH. ObLlee NoHMMaHWe TOro, Kak peryoH
pomkeH Bbirmsgets k 2020 r., crnesyeT npeoGpasoBaTb B SICHYKW CTpaTernto OenCTBUWA,
corrnacoBaHue KOTOpoW cTano Obl KynbMuHauuewn obcyxaeHus psida B3aMMOCBA3AHHbIX
WHULMATVMB.

Opranusaumss YepHOMOpPCKOro 3KOHOMMYeckoro cotpyaHmyectBa (OYIC) Hyxpaetcsa B
o6HoBneHnn. Ha cammute 2012 1., npuypodeHHoM k 20-netuto OpraHusauum, uenecoobpasHo
He TOnbKO NOATBEPAUTL MPUBEPXKEHHOCTb PErMOHANbHOMY COTPYOHWUYECTBY, HO M MPUHATb
peweHne o pedopme OYIC, kotopas nossonuna Obl NoBbicMTb ee pornb. O6HOBREHVE
O4YBC, noBLILWEHNE €€ PONn B PErMoHe MOXHO Obiflo Obl CMMBOMMYECKN MOAYEPKHYTb
nepenmmeHoBaHvem OpraHusauuu. MNpoBeaeHUe OTKPLITOrO pernoHasnibHOr0 KOHKypca Ha ee
HOBOE Ha3BaHWe 1 noroTun crocobcteoBano 66l nonynapusauum OpraHusauuu.

B vHTepecax copencteus yperynmpoBaHUO 3aTAXHbIX KOH(PSIMKTOB U MHbIX HepeLUeHHbIX
pernoHanbHbIX npo6r|eM uenecooGpasHo co3faTb KOHCYNbTaTUBHYKO rpynny BbICOKOro
YPOBHA. 3710 cnocobcTBoBano Obl YKpenneHno noBepua n HanaxxXnBaHUo CTPYKTYpUpoOBaHHOIO
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ounanora no Bonpocam yKpenneHua 6e3onacHocTn. KoHevHon Lenbto paGOTbI rpynnbl Mmorna
Obl cTaTb npopa60TKa BOMpOCa O COo3biBE MeXayHapoaHOro coeelaHnAa no 4epHOMOpPCKOMY
pernoHy —XxenatenbHO Ha BbICLUEM YPOBHE — C yHaCTUeM KaK CTpaH permoHa, Tak U Krno4veBbIX
BHEpPErnoHanbHbIX AEePXaB U opraHM3aLmi.

B OCHOBY pernoHanbHOro cotpyaHm4yecTsa OO KHbI ObITb NOMOXEHbI NpUHUMNDbI yCTOIZ‘-WIBOFO
pa3BuTuna: pauuoHanbHoOe pearmpoBaHue Ha WU3MEHeHue Knmmata U OTBEeTCTBEHHOe
ncnonb3oBaHMe npupoAdHbIX, YenoBedYeCKnx u 06LIJ,eCTBeHHbIX pecypcos. 3tn npuHUUNbI
AOIMKHbI NocneaoBaTeribHO NPETBOPATLCA B XKM3Hb HA HALMOHallbHOM U perMoHaribHOM ypOBHE.
[nsa atoro Heo6xoauMO cornacoBaTb MepbI MO YIYYLLEHNIO YCIOBUI AesaTenbHOCTM GusHeca,
pacLUpPeHnto TPaHCIPaHUYHON 3KOHOMMWYECKOW OEATEeNbHOCTU W HanaauTb peryrnspHbIn
Jwarnor npeacraButenen COOTBETCTBYIOLLMX FOCY4apCTBEHHbIX OPraHoB.

[Onsi 6onee MOMHOrO packpbITVs MOTEHLMAana pervoHanbHOro COTpyaHMYecTBa HEO6X0AMMO
obecneunTb BGOnNbLUY COMMacoBaHHOCTb MHOTOUYUCIEHHBIX MEXaHW3MOB, MporpaMm U
MHMLMATUB, peanusyeMbix B YepHOMOPCKOM pervoHe. CrefyeT oTkasaTbCs OT MpaKkTUKK
PELLEHVSI BCEX BONPOCOB PEMMOHANBHOIO COTPYAHUYECTBA «CBepXy». [paxaaHckoe o6LLecTBO
JOMKHO UrpaTb B UX peLLeHUr 60nbLyto ponb. MpropuTeT AomkeH ObiTh OTAaH BbISBIEHUIO
npobnem, KoTopble MpoLlle PELUUTb Ha PErroHanbHOM, a He HauMOHanbHOM YPOBHE.
Lienecoo6pasHo y4ecTb OMbIT peLLEHVSI TakMX NPO6NeM perMoHasnbHbIMU OpraHM3auuaMmm, B
YacTHOCTH, rocyaapcTs BanTtuiickoro mops, BankaH, npuayHanckmMx cTpaH u gpyrumMu.

Heobxoanmo BceMepHO NOOLLPATb U NOAAEPXKMBATE MEXKYIBTYPHbIN U MEXPENUTMO3HBIN
Auanor HapodoB YepHOMOPCKOro pervoHa. PacwmpaTb COTPYOHMYECTBO Mexay
YHMBEPCUTETAaMMU U COQENCTBOBaTbL Oonee wmnpokomy ocseleHutio B CMU xusHm u
COObITMI CTpaH pernoHa.

CyuwecTByeT MoTpeGHOCTb B LeneHanpaBfeHHOM MOBbIWEHUN  Kdanudukaumm
rocyAapCTBEHHbIX CMy>KalLMX, AMMIIOMaToB, MOMNOALIX JIMAEPOB, NapnaMeHTapues U NMMAEPOB
Gu3Heca cTpaH pervoHa. CosaaHue YepHomopckoii AkageMium no3sosnuno Gbl oNTUMU3UPOBaTh
3Ty AeATENbHOCTb.
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Ll,enecoo6pa3Ho Lwnpe npuenekatb opraHm3aunmn rpaxagaHckoro obuwecTBa K OGCy)K,D,EHVIPO
M NOArOTOBKE MOMIMTUYECKUX PELLEHUK, TEM CaMbIM CI'IOCOﬁCTByﬂ YTBEPXOAEHUIO MPAaKTUKN
Hagnexatwiero ynpasrneHua. CnenyeT cnocobcTeoBaTh pacwmpeHunto coTpygHmn4ecTBsa Mexay
opraHunsaugamMunrpakgaHckoro obLiecTtBa CTpaH permoHa, BKro4as permoHbl KOHNNKTOB. BaxkHo
NOOLPATbL Ananor Mmexay opraHusaumnamum 6u3Heca, TakMMK Kak TOProBO-NpPOMbILLUSIEHHbIE
nanatbl, COKO3bl npenanHmmaTeneVl n I'IpO(beCCI/IOHaﬂbeIe COH03bl, C TEM YTOObI OHM MOrMNK
npeannaratb pernoHarnbHble peleHna nx obwux npo6neM.
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Karadeniz Boélgesi yodun ¢cekismelerin odaginda olan tartismali bir alandir. Bu, bélgenin hizla
degisen dinamikleri, karmasik gercekleri, bdlge digi glglerin ¢ikarlari ve bdlgenin dinyanin
geri kalaniyla iligkilerinin bir yansimasidir. Bélgenin, kuzeyi glineye ve doguyu batiya baglayan
stratejik konumunun yani sira, 6nemli petrol, gaz, tasimacilik ve ticaret rotalarinin Gizerinde yer
almasi 6nemini giderek artirmaktadir.

Ne var ki, bolgeye yonelik bunca ilgiye ragmen, bdlgenin asil éncelikleri ve ihtiyaclari hala
biyik o6lglide gz ardi edilmektedir. Bu bir dereceye kadar, bdlgesel aktorlerin gelecek igin
ortak bir vizyonda birlesememelerine baglanabilir. Karadeniz'in bélgeler arasi bir bolge olarak
ortaya gikmasi ve gugclu i¢ ve dis aktorlerin birbirleriyle ¢atisan ¢ikarlari, bolge icin gereken
odaklanmayi engelleyerek, isbirliginin olasi olumlu sonuglarini zayiflatmaktadir. Bu nedenle,
tim sorunlari ve 6ncelikleriyle birlikte bdlgenin acilen yeniden degerlendiriimesine ihtiyag
duyulmaktadir. Bu, ilgili tim aktorlerin ne yapilmasi gerektigini daha iyi anlamalarini ve
sorunlara yaratici sekilde yaklagabilmelerini saglayacak, bdylece bélgenin guvenligi, istikrar
ve refahini arttiracaktir. Bariscil ve igbirligi icinde bir Karadeniz Bolgesi ise herkesin yararina
olacaktir.

Karadeniz Komisyonu tim bunlar akilda tutarak ve kapsayici bir yaklagimla, bu raporda ‘barig
ve glivenlik’, ‘ekonomik gelisme ve refah’, ‘demokratik kurumlar ve iyi ydnetisim’ ve son olarak
‘bolgesel isbirligi’ olmak tzere dért nemli alanda tim paydaslarin ihtiyag, éncelik ve ¢ikarlarini
dikkate alan kapsaml bir strateji sunmaya c¢alismistir. Komisyon, bdlgenin geleceginin daha
fazla demokratiklesme ve diinyanin geri kalaniyla daha fazla ekonomik butiinlesmede yattigi
sonucuna varmistir.

Bu raporun hazirlanmasinin ardindaki temel neden, bélgedeki jeopolitik istikrarsizligin artmasi
ve bunun belirli bélgelerde savasa yol agabilme ihtimalidir. Bélgenin ¢dzilmemis catismalari
ekonomik gelismeyi geciktirmelerinin yani sira, biyuk krizlere neden olma potansiyelini de
bunyelerinde barindirmaktadir. S6z konusu gatismalar, bolgesel istikrara ve givenlige etki
etmekte ve ¢ézimlenmedikleri takdirde uluslararasi ortamda dallanip budaklanma tehlikesi
icermektedir. Ote yandan Komisyon kaynastirici, gelismis, entegre ve istikrarli bir bélgenin
ortaya cikartilabilecegine samimi sekilde inanmaktadir. Bunun gergeklestirilebilmesi igin:

Bdlgesel aktorler siyasi iliskilerinde glg¢ kullanimindan vazgecmeli ve birbirlerinin toprak
batanligiane, sinirlarin ihlal edilmezligine, uluslararasi anlagsmalara ve iliskilerinde
hukukun Ustunlugine saygi gostermelidirler.

Bolge disindan olmasina ragmen bdlgede cikarlari olan ulkeler iyi ydnetisimin
saglamlastiriimasi, karsilikli dayanismanin yaratilmasi ve Karadeniz siyaseti ve
ekonomisinin bdlgesellestiriimesi konusundaki ¢cabalari desteklemelidirler.
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Uluslararasi toplum anlagmazliklarin bariscil sekilde ¢céziilmesi yoniindeki faaliyetlerin yani
sira, igbirligi gabalarini ve glven-arttirici énlemleri tesvik etmelidir.

Karadeniz siyasetine yaklasim bélgesel oldugunda en iyi sonucu verecektir. ilgili devletler
bdlgesel sorunlara bdlgesel ¢ézumler aramaya tesvik edilmelidir. Paydaslar gorevlerin
Ustesinden birlikte gelme ihtiyaciyla yluzlesmeli ve is diinyasi ve sivil toplum kuruluslari gibi
hikimetler digi aktorlerin sorunlarin ¢éziminde rol almasina izin vermelidirler. Bu nedenle
Komisyon sunlari dnermektedir:

Bolgedeki aktorler ve Ulkelerin katilimiyla 2020 yilina odaklanan yeni bir kapsayici kavram ve
politika olarak Karadeniz Boyutu olusturulmalidir. Bu, bdlgedeki degisimlere dnceden hazirlikh
bicimde bdlgesel igbirligini tesvik etmeyi hedeflemektedir. 2020 Vizyonu ilgili tesebbdslerin
bitlnlesmesinin altini gizecek bir stratejiye ihtiyag duymaktadir.

Karadeniz Ekonomik isbirligi Orgiitirniin (KEI) yenilenmesi gerekmektedir. 2012’de yapilacak
20. yil zirvesi, Uyelerin bélgesel igbirligine bagliliklarinin yenilenmesi ve KEI'nin daha genis
niifuza sahip, daha islevsel bir érgiite déniistiiriilmesi igin bir firsat olmalidir. KEI'nin yeniden
dogusu, gelisen rolii ve artan bélgesel énemi yeni bir isimle sembolize edilebilir. Orgiite yeni
bir isim, flama ve logo bulunmasi amaciyla bélgede herkese acik, bdlgesel bilinci arttirici bir
yarisma dizenlenebilir.

Bdlgenin uzun siredir devam eden ihtilaflari ve diger dnemli sorunlarinin Ustesinden gelmek
amaciyla bir tist diizey danisma grubu olusturulmalidir. ilgili konularda bir dizi giiven arttirici
dnlem alinmali ve planli bir giivenlik diyalogu kurulmalidir. Ust diizey grubun galismasinin nihai
hedefi, Karadeniz'e iliskin bélge devletlerini ve uluslararasi paydaslari igeren, tercihen zirve
duzeyinde uluslararasi bir toplantinin gergeklestiriimesi olmalidir.

Karadeniz etrafindaki bolgesel igbirliginin oncl felsefesi sirdurilebilir kalkinma prensipleri
olmalidir. iklim degisikliginin sonuglarina karsi Uretilecek akilci gdziimler ve dogal, insani ve
toplumsal kaynaklarin sorumluluk bilinciyle kullaniimasi, ulusal ve bélgesel dliizeyde uyumlu
politikalara déniistiirilmesi gereken kalkinma modeli igin énemli bilesenlerdir. is ortamini
gelistirmek ve sinirlar 6tesi ekonomik faaliyetleri artirmak igin ilgili Ulke yetkilileri arasinda
dizenli siyasi diyalog kuracak politikalar uygulanmalidir.
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Bdlgenin potansiyelini tam olarak gerceklestirebilmesi icin halihazirda mevcut ¢cok sayidaki
isbirligi programi ve tesebbisl arasinda koordinasyonun saglanmasi gereklidir. Bélgenin
gelismesinde sivil toplumun da rol almasinin saglanmasi icin alisiimis yukaridan-asagi
yaklasimin 6tesine gecilmesi sarttir. Ulusal yerine bdlgesel diizeyde ele alinacak konularin
belirlenmesi 6nceliklidir. Daha 6nce benzer konularla ugragsmis ve ugrasmakta olan Baltik,
Balkanlar, ya da Tuna gibi bolgelerin deneyimlerinden dersler ¢ikariimalidir.

Karadeniz halklari arasinda kultirler ve inancglar arasi diyalogun guglendiriimesi ve
desteklenmesi gereklidir. Universiteler arasindaki igbirligi giglendiriimeli ve bdélgedeki
gazetecilerin, bdlge hakkinda ve bolge igin daha fazla haber yapmasi saglanmalidir.

Bdlgedeki kamu galiganlarinin, diplomatlarin, geng liderlerin, parlamenterlerin ve is diinyasi
liderlerinin hedefe yonelik egitimine ihtiyag vardir. Karadeniz Egitim Akademisi kurulmasi boyle
bir strece yén vermeye yardimci olacaktir.

Politika olusturma surecine ve bu politikalarin iyi yénetisimle iligkilendiriimesine sivil toplumun
dahil edilmesi desteklenmelidir. Sorunlu bélgeler de dahil olmak Gizere, Karadeniz bolgesindeki
ulkelerde yer alan sivil toplum &rgutleri arasinda isbirligi saglanmasi igin caba gosterilmelidir.
Ticaret odalari, isveren birlikleri, sendikalar gibi is organizasyonlari da ortak sorunlara bélgesel
¢6zumler bulunmasi hedefiyle birbirleriyle iletisim kurmaya 6zendirilmelidir.
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Situated at the crossroads of Europe and Asia, the Black Sea has been a zone of contention and
confrontation for centuries. From antiquity, the region was traditionally the backyard of one or two
powers, which dominated and closed it to the outside world. Then, during the Cold War, it found
itself on the frontline of the global struggle for dominance. For 40 years NATO members, Turkey
and Greece, guarded the south and south-east while Warsaw Pact members, the Soviet Union,
Bulgaria and Romania, dominated the rest. However, despite the fact that the region was divided by
East—West strategic rivalry, this strained political and military balance did provide stability, albeit
accompanied by marginalisation, political fragmentation and economic paralysis. The existence
of blocs precluded the possibility of much meaningful communication and cooperation across the
sea. At the same time the situation left isolated some of the region’s lands and peoples from the
outside world.

With the end of the Cold War, the geopolitical position of the Black Sea changed beyond recognition.
The demise of communism unleashed armed conflicts and pent up historical tensions. It led to
the dissolution of a superpower, the birth of six new sovereign states and several secessionist
movements. It also opened the region to outside influences and competition while at the same time
witnessing the birth of a slow process of region-building. While the Black Sea states understood
the need to replace the post-communist space with region-wide entities and initiatives that would
provide it with an identity, as well as generate opportunities for cooperation and deeper integration,
their efforts have been seriously hampered by a number of factors. These include uneven economic
and political development, a resurgence of competing nationalisms accompanied by longstanding
animosities between the region’s players and the competing interests of key actors.

The driving force for cooperation in the post-Cold War era has been the need to move away from the
disruptive influences of global ideological and military confrontation to the attractions of economic
cooperation which would benefit all of the region’s people. But for the newly independent states,
the new regional organisations have often been seen as forums not just for cooperation with their
neighbours but also as yet another venue at which to raise their national flags and underscore
their newfound state identities.

The advent of regionalism in the Black Sea in the aftermath of the Cold War was seen by many as
the most sensible way to overcome the economic and security vacuum left in its wake. For them,
participation in regional cooperation schemes was regarded as a step towards integration into
broader global economic, social and political systems. There was a widespread belief that these
groupings and initiatives, through the adoption of confidence-building measures, could contribute
to geopolitical stability by facilitating collaborative action against the rise of new threats.
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As a consequence, a number of regional initiatives were launched around the Black Sea and
interstate interactions have increased, especially as a result of the work of the Organisation of
the Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC) which was established in 1992. It has, above all,
two virtues. It is the most inclusive of regional organisations in terms of membership and, in
terms of its remit, the most comprehensive. Since then, the Black Sea Naval Cooperation Task
Group (BlackSeaFor), Black Sea Harmony, the Black Sea Forum, ODED-GUAM, the Community of
Democratic Choice (CDC), the Commission on the Protection of the Black Sea Against Pollution,
amongst others, have been established. Although all have different priorities, all profess a belief in
the utility of regional cooperation as a basis of enhanced stability and security. The level of regional
networking and interaction has increased as a result.

In this report the terms “Black Sea region”, “Black Sea area” and “Black Sea” are used
interchangeably. The Commission considers the following countries as part of its definition
of the area; Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Georgia, Greece, Moldova, Romania, Russia,
Turkey and Ukraine. They are the regional stakeholders. The other key players are the EU
and NATO, both of whom are now present on the Black Sea, along with the United States.
All three have openly expressed their interests in the region and have formulated policies
accordingly.

Antagonisms have persisted however due to the emergence of an increasingly competitive
environment, sometimes bordering on, or even exploding into, open confrontation. In geopolitical
terms, being situated at the crossroads of the latest phase of EU and NATO enlargement, as well
as the US-led “global war on terror”, the region has acquired a new significance, especially in the
years since 9/11. With its roles in the transportation of energy resources and as an increasingly
attractive economic space, the Black Sea region has gradually evolved into one of geopolitical
significance. It has emerged as one of the key areas in an intensified competition between the major
global powers; Russia, the United States and to a certain extent, the EU. All three have developed
their own regional policies; the “near abroad”, the Wider Black Sea Region and the European
Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) respectively. All of them are characterised by exclusiveness and
divisiveness. They have employed different means, from accession negotiations to the construction
of pipelines and supporting friendly governments or undermining unfriendly ones, to strategically
position themselves in the area, to expand their influence and secure economic and political
dominance. The smaller Black Sea countries, caught in this spiral of competition have become,
willingly or otherwise, players in this divisive game.

While this attention has contributed to the creation of new regional and sub-regional geopolitical

groupings, the fact that long standing conflicts remain unresolved, the acute problems raised by
difficult energy-cum-security issues and the presence of strong actors has resulted in a fragile
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balance of power. In this context, the heightened involvement of the EU and the US alongside Russia
and Turkey, the two most powerful countries of the region, has affected the process of regionalism,
creating a complicated geopolitical jigsaw. Although various upheavals including secessionism,
ethnic conflicts, political and economic crises and “coloured” revolutions were initiated at domestic

level, the key actors have maintained a significant role throughout the region.

In the current state of play, increased US attention to the region since 9/11, the war of August
2008 and the ongoing financial-cum-economic crisis, together with the emerging structures of new
global political and financial governance are forcing a change of paradigm both in world politics
and consequently in the Black Sea region too. It is to be expected that the involvement of global
actors in Black Sea affairs will become ever more intense in the years to come. With the entry into
force of the Lisbon Treaty and the birth of its new foreign and security policy instruments plus
negotiations over a new generation of agreements with Russia and other regional players, the EU
can be expected to play a more assertive role. It is also likely that NATO, which is working on a new
strategic concept and the United States, after the “reset” of its relations with Russia, will redefine
their global and hence Black Sea priorities.

As unipolarity has been steadily giving way since 2001 to an emerging new world order in which
power is far more diffuse, the Black Sea has emerged as a geopolitical hub. The issues at hand are
many, complex and challenging. By and large, global security paradoxes have been hard wired into

the Black Sea system. In terms of paradoxes:

While the Black Sea has become a new strategic arena for Europe, Russia and the US in terms
of energy security, conflicts, trade and migration - the incentives for regional cooperation are
clear, even in the face of numerous disagreements and divisions. There is thus an ongoing
battle between obstacles and incentives for regional cooperation.

The economic data and improving socio-economic indicators, at least until the onset of the
global financial crisis, demonstrated that this was, and hence could be again, one of the fastest
growing regions of the world. However, wide ranging disparities among and within the states
of the region remain.

Despite the economic disparities of the region, the increased prosperity of some countries has
led, in some cases, to higher military expenditure. Thus, contrary to conventional wisdom,
increasing economic prosperity may not be a sufficient guarantee against the resumption of
armed hostilities.

The power and ability of certain issues to both divide and unite is paramount, especially in the
energy sector. The correlation between energy supplies, competition for transit routes, pipeline
security and political-cum-economic spheres of influence, contributes to enhancing fault lines

as energy issues increasingly become hostage to power politics.
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While in general terms the EU supports regional initiatives which favour integration and the
creation of prosperity and stability, its economic and political attractions operate in relation
to individual countries rather than to the region as a whole. As a result, regional stakeholders
prefer privileged bilateral ties with the EU to the detriment of cooperation between one
another. Specific EU policies with regard to regional cooperation have not yet developed into
a comprehensive strategic design. The current debate regarding the confusing objectives,
instruments and resources for the ENP, the Black Sea Synergy and the Eastern Partnership, is
a case in point. It is also a paradox that while the EU desires a stable and democratic region,
policy making and EU clout are weakened by the fact that member states often have diverging
interests and policies here, especially in relation to Russia.

The notion of “neighbourhood”, which should be understood within a positive context in terms
of developing regionally based economic and political support systems, has turned into a
major conundrum. This is because all of the key stakeholders have started to develop their own
overlapping “neighbourhoods” which, in the longer run, seem set to create further divisions
rather than encourage cooperation.

While regional cooperation is sought by most of the stakeholders, its institutionalisation
has proved difficult since some of the local players have consistently preferred bilateral
arrangements to multilateral environments for policy discussions.

The most challenging paradox has to do with the conflict between globalisation and entrenched
nationalism in the Black Sea area, which in and of itself, is one of the world’s most multipolar
regions.

Taking the above into account, the current state of play is, and will be, defined by the following
key challenges:

The energy dispute between Russia and Ukraine in the winter of 2008-
09 was a clear indication of the importance of energy security for the region and for its customers.
In the context of the Black Sea, the principal transport and pipeline routes for oil and gas from
the Caspian basin and Russia to the West have become a key test of several types of relationship.
Firstly, those between the producers; Russia, Azerbaijan, Turkmenistan and Kazakhstan, secondly,
between the transit countries; Russia, Georgia, Turkey and Ukraine and finally between the
consumers; EU countries, Turkey and others. The ability to strike a rational balance between the
respective interests of all players, meaning security of supply for consumers, security of demand
for producers and security of steady revenue for transit countries, will be a make-or-break issue for
the development of successful models of cooperation between the Black Sea states.
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The prevailing vestiges of ideological or bloc divisions, whether
coming from Moscow or western capitals, remain a challenge. The current attempt at redefining
EU, American and NATO relations with Russia will determine whether a cooperative or competitive
mood will prevail in the region. The same can be said for relations between Turkey and Russia.
Finally, as the August 2008 war demonstrated yet again, Russia is still wary about the gradual
gravitation of post-Soviet countries towards the West. In the European security space, the Black
Sea area presents us with a unique combination of challenges, old and new, conventional and non-
conventional. The progress of the OSCE “Corfu Process” on security could therefore, be highly
relevant for stability in the Black Sea region.

This represents the greatest
aspiration of all countries in the region. It will prove highly challenging due to the global financial
and economic crisis, persisting regional rivalries and domestic structural weaknesses which
require greater transparency, improved governance and the necessity of implementing politically
painful and difficult reforms.

Considering that about half of the countries in the
region have had little experience of sovereign statehood, the political transformations of the past two
decades have been impressive. However, progress towards the establishment and proper functioning
of democratic institutions and the rule of law has proved uneven and been marked by occasional
setbacks and reversals. The tendency among some of the region’s post-Soviet states to drift towards
authoritarianism and restrictive economic policies, coupled with the challenges raised by separatist
movements and inter-state disputes have inhibited the promotion of cooperative attitudes.

With the concerns outlined in this report in mind, a number of individuals, both from
within the region and from outside, decided that it was high time to take a fresh look
at the Black Sea with a view to finding solutions to ongoing and upcoming problems.
Thus the Commission was born. Our sense of urgency was spurred on by the regional
consequences of the world financial crisis and the legacy of the Russian-Georgian war,
which demonstrated the explosive potential of the unresolved conflicts. The advent of a
new American administration with a reformist agenda and of a new team of leaders at the
helm of the EU provided us with an additional spur.

As such, and with regard to the prevailing geopolitical and economic realities, Commission
members believe that it is imperative to foster innovative policies through meaningful
political dialogue in the Black Sea region in order to contain and ultimately resolve existing
differences by peaceful means and to turn the tide in favour of cooperation and stability.
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The alternative, harking back to Cold War-style competition and confrontation, is too bleak
to contemplate. Moreover, just as regional stakeholders and outside powers are reassessing
and redefining their Black Sea policies, Commission members believe that an even-handed,
multi-level and multi-disciplinary approach accompanied by policy-oriented, practical and
adaptable recommendations can influence the deliberations of interested parties and thus
the future of the area. Indeed, the Commission believes that the timing of this report and
its recommendations are opportune.

The region’s increasing importance implies an urgent need to meet existing and emerging
challenges. What is also needed is a commitment by all parties to realise the region’s
potential. To that end the Commission hopes to contribute to the mobilisation of the relevant
resources and policies.

Conscious that any attempt to deal with all the events that deserve mention would be
beyond the scope of this report, the Commission, in order to properly formulate conclusions
regarding what needs to be done, decided to focus on four specific topics; peace and
security, economic development and welfare, democratic institutions and good governance
and finally, regional cooperation. Each of these encapsulates the key issues and the need
to address the challenges they pose. The four are interconnected and trying to address
one without dealing with the others is not an option. This report therefore recommends a
comprehensive approach with movement on all fronts simultaneously.

By addressing these four topics, the Commission aims to contribute to a joint vision and
a common strategy for the Black Sea region by developing new knowledge in areas of
key concern. As existing research tends to focus on specific topics, for example energy,
transport or the environment and is mostly viewed from one-sided national or Western and
Euro-Atlantic perspectives, the Commission aimed to redress this imbalance by developing
a comprehensive, policy-oriented study jointly with scholars and stakeholders from the
region as well as from countries outside the Black Sea area, with a view to being as objective
and balanced as possible. The goal is to present not just short-term, sectoral or stakeholder-
specific interests, but to provide input for a new vision and long-term strategy for the Black
Sea as a region.
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The debate about the security dynamics of the Black Sea region is wide in scope. It is particularly
relevant as it impacts on the progress of regional cooperation, economic development and good
governance. It has a geographic dimension given its Eurasian location and its major strategic
transport and trade arteries. It also has a natural resources perspective with regard to energy and
involves the changing nature of threats and actors, whether of conventional or non-conventional

types.

A basic dimension of the security paradigm is both its linkage to the bipolar model of the Cold War
era and the unleashing and evolution of several ethnic, national and territorial conflicts suppressed
during that period. The security context has also been shaped by other post-Cold War trends. These
include globalisation and greater international cooperation coupled with the blurring of boundaries
between soft and hard security threats. We also need to take account of the growing relevance of
human security concerns such as environmental degradation, arms, people and drugs trafficking,
as well as the threat perceptions of the stakeholders vis-a-vis one another. The threat of social
unrest as a consequence of global financial and economic turbulence is also a possibility. The main
challenges and concerns include:

The large number of regional
and extra-regional actors implies clashing interests that pull Black Sea security policy options in
different directions. This is particularly evident in the power play between Russia and the Euro-
Atlantic community. For Russia, the main concern is the restoration and consolidation of its power
in its “near abroad” while restricting the presence of other actors in the region. While states like
Ukraine, Georgia and Moldova might at times feel stifled by Russia, its leaders consider their country
to be the object of containment. The increased activity of NATO, either through its enlargement
policy, the Partnership for Peace programme (PfP) or Membership Action Plans (MAPs) plus the
signing of bilateral defence agreements with the US and support given to pro-Western elites have all
served to increase Russia’s perception of insecurity. Its fear of encirclement was clearly discernible
in its government’s statements made prior to and during the August 2008 war.

In this context, the Russian position has gravitated towards bolstering its influence around its
borders. This has meant demanding a say in all energy related projects, preventing the emergence
of anti-Russian coalitions, curbing NATO expansion and countering and suppressing separatism
within its borders while encouraging the same beyond them.

Euro-Atlantic policy on the other hand has evolved from the careful handling of Russia in the early post-
Cold War period (“Russia-first”) to trying to prevent the then newly independent states from falling
under the Russian sphere of influence and assuring a steady and secure supply of Caspian oil and
gas. The attempt to expand NATO to the wider region was a consequence of the shift of transatlantic
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security concerns within the context of new geopolitical concepts such as the “Broader Middle East
and North Africa” and the “Wider Black Sea Region” in the wake of the 9/11 terrorist attacks.

As for the EU, its policy has evolved from an emphasis on contractual, bilateral relations to a more
holistic approach. This means viewing the Black Sea as a single cohesive policy area, a concept first
defined in its Black Sea Synergy policy of 2008. This succeeded the European Security Strategy of
2003 which emphasised the need for stability, security and prosperity in its wider neighbourhood.
In consequence the Union has elaborated a number of policies towards the region. The first was the
European Neighbourhood Policy of 2004 which offered a privileged relationship but without the
promise of accession. Then came the Black Sea Synergy with its promotion of regional cooperation
and a region-wide, projects-based approach aimed at encouraging the resolution of conflicts.
Finally, hot on the heels of the August 2008 war, came the Eastern Partnership with its emphasis on
deeper integration with the EU through bilateral action. These policies have been complemented by
the appointment of Special Representatives and the despatching of Common Security and Defence
Policy (CSDP) missions.

Many of the area’s states, caught between the positions of the more powerful actors, practice and
apply differing policies respective to their degree of allegiance to Russia, the EU or the transatlantic
community. Turkey however seems to offer a comprehensive vision for the area, including its recently
evolved “zero-problems with neighbours” and region-based foreign policy. It has also supported
or initiated a number of regional cooperation schemes including BSEC, BlackSeaFor, Black Sea
Harmony and the Caucasian Stability and Cooperation Platform. Turkey’s overriding aim with these
is the creation of a region where, as they and the Russians say, “extra-regional powers” would not
be needed in the security sphere. Assisting regional transition, creating opportunities for political
and economic cooperation and supporting the Black Sea area’s integration into the global economy
are also Turkish goals. Finally, ensuring that maritime security remains the exclusive concern of
the riparian states and preserving the current legal regime of the Straits, based on the Montreux
Convention, are Turkey’s sine qua non. By contrast, the smaller littoral countries, especially Romania,
oppose what they portray as a “Turkish-Russian condominium” and try to attract “extra-regional
powers”, especially the US, to balance the influence of the two main regional actors.

Meanwhile, EU members Greece, Bulgaria and Romania seek to enhance the influence and role of the
Union in terms of its common foreign, security and defence policies due to the lack of a clearly defined
NATO policy for the Black Sea. Consequently the EU is also becoming a relevant security actor here.

The sheer number and complexity of security
threats, both potential and actual, contribute to a general perception of the region as insecure
and unstable. Some of these include the contested notions of “neighbourhood”, persisting ethnic,
religious and other differences and the ramifications of Russia’s recognition of the independence
of the Georgian breakaways, Abkhazia and South Ossetia.
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In this context, the future of the breakaways and the other protracted conflicts remains unclear. They
continue to hinder the progress of the states concerned, regional cooperation and the security and
stability of the Black Sea as a whole. The weak, unaccountable and disorganised nature of some of the
countries and entities in question contains the risk that they acquire the features of failed states. This
entails the danger of terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. It also implies vastly
increased opportunities for the trafficking of drugs, arms and people, and organised crime in general.

The military dimension of regional security remains a matter of concern and so is the growing
tendency of some states towards authoritarianism and growing militarisation, (see Annex II).
The Black Sea region stands out as the most exposed area of Europe as a result of the unilateral
suspension of the Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) treaty and its accompanying confidence
and stability-building measures. Pending a negotiated agreement on some new arrangement
concerning hard security issues in a broader European context, it is therefore imperative to secure
the implementation of the provisions now in place together with proper verification procedures.

The issue of energy security is also a major concern. The importance of the diversification of
energy supplies and the risks related to dependency on Russia and the value of gas and oil from
other sources to European markets are all issues with obvious ramifications as the 2008-09
dispute between Russia and Ukraine demonstrated. Energy has not only become of major national,
international and regional concern but, in the case of the Black Sea, a test case for the development
of a reliable and sustainable pattern of relationships amongst producer, consumer and transit
countries. The capacity of Russia to meet Europe’s natural gas demand is intimately connected with
its ability to deliver without making major investments in technology and infrastructure. All this
makes the Black Sea a potential energy transit hub while, at the same time, a zone of rivalry.

For these reasons, the differing expectations, perspectives and interests of the stakeholders prevent
the development of a regional security regime. While the EU and the United States promote norms
and values based on representative democracy, the rule of law and human rights, in the hope of
contributing to peace building in the region, authoritarianism, militarisation and power politics are
on the rise. Common strategies aimed at addressing and overcoming deadlocks, differences and
regional security threats, have proven difficult to arrive at. This is also of concern with regard to
the diminishing role of inclusive international organisations such as the OSCE and the increasing
relevance of the EU with its selective membership. Finally, hitherto tried and tested conflict
prevention and resolution mechanisms have been unsuccessful in the Black Sea region and there
is a clear need for new and creative ideas with regard to conflict resolution.

The question is thus whether a single security structure for the Black Sea region which takes into

account all the key concerns, challenges and interests of its stakeholders is realistic or whether it
is doomed to further instability despite its growing significance for “extra-regional” powers.
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While market economies encountered centrally planned ones in the Black Sea during the Cold War,
since then the region has seen a universal shift towards the market. This was neither easy nor
linear. The first phase, which lasted until 1995, was a period of sharp economic decline. This saw the
collapse of the old systems of production and distribution, weak or non-existent legal frameworks,
dysfunctional financial sectors, inconsistent structural reforms and macroeconomic instability. In
the case of some transition countries the problems were compounded by the urgent requirements
of nation and state-building. Even for non-transition states like Greece and Turkey, this period was
marked by relatively high inflation, fiscal imbalances and weak or uneven growth.

The second phase, between 1995 and 1999, saw the stabilisation and consolidation of regional
economies with improved security and political stability, the strengthening of the first generation
of market-oriented structural reforms and signs of macroeconomic stability. However, at the same
time, the economies of the Black Sea countries had to contend with the increasing volatility of
energy prices, the 1998 Russian financial crisis and the 1999 earthquake in Turkey.

The third phase, from 2000 to the third quarter of 2008, was a period of high and sustained
growth with real Gross Domestic Product (GDP) increases for the region as a whole averaging
6% per annum, equal to a cumulative real expansion of 68% for the period. It saw rising living
standards, increased trade and investment and the integration of Black Sea societies into the
broader European and global economic context. The fourth phase, since the third quarter of 2008,
has been marked by a sharp halt in growth coupled with a low inflow of foreign capital due to the

global financial crisis.

Notwithstanding the adverse impact of the crisis, the Black Sea is a very different place today
than it was in 1999 and even more dramatically so than in 1989. The transition from a state-led
to a market-oriented economic system has, to a great extent, been completed. There has been a
greater degree of prosperity across the region, even if it is unevenly distributed between and
within countries. Per capita incomes increased nearly five times in dollar terms between 1999
and 2008 - from roughly US $2,100 in 1999 to US $10,300 in 2008. Intra-regional dynamics also
improved thanks to the development of a number of organisations, processes, and policies aimed
at promoting cooperation and economic integration with increased flows of people, capital, goods
and services across the region, as well as greater convergence with the EU. Both sovereign credit
ratings and foreign direct investment figures have markedly improved since 1999, although they
have slipped during the current economic downturn.

The crisis has subjected the region’s financial systems to extreme stress. Lending growth has

slowed sharply, resulting in a downturn in economic activity and, for some countries, a painful
process of deleveraging. Although government interventions succeeded in stabilising banks and
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averting a financial system collapse, the crisis has highlighted economic vulnerabilities requiring
urgent attention. With the notable exception of Azerbaijan, all Black Sea countries experienced an
economic contraction in 2009, to the order of -6.4%. While the worst in terms of economic decline
appears to be over, the nature of the crisis and the impact of the recession on key western European
markets, suggest that recovery will likely be slow and uncertain in coming years. For 2010 growth
to the order of 1-2% appears most likely, and while annual growth across the region may reach
3-4% thereafter, a return to the high rates prior to the crisis is unlikely.

Despite the diversity of the countries in question in terms of size, economic structure and levels of
development, a number of challenges and issues concern the region as a whole. Their measurability
is made more difficult by the different levels of integration of the countries into the global economy
and the EU. Contrast for example Greece, Romania, Bulgaria and Turkey with the relatively small
and sometimes isolated economies of Moldova and the states of the Caucasus. Then we need to
consider the challenges of social heterogeneity, the political system and economic structure of
Ukraine and the challenges of economic diversification faced by energy exporters, Russia and
Azerbaijan.

Challenges include long term demographic trends and the threat they pose for the quantity and
quality of the workforce, pension systems, the business environment and the sustainability of
social security programmes. While the implications of shrinking populations in most of the region’s
countries are wide ranging, reforms in the areas of competitiveness and productivity are key to
minimising their impact. Dealing with the current global financial crisis is a priority as it has
affected the region collectively and countries individually. While each state’s prescriptions vary, the
need for cooperation and coordination through regional institutions such as BSEC is paramount.

Good relations with key actors, including the US, the EU, China and the Middle Eastern and Central
Asian countries, are important from an economic perspective. In this context, the most significant
parameter is the future evolution of relations with the EU, whose decisions have direct impacts on
the regional economy. The EU is a critical market for Black Sea countries and its principal source
of financing, lending, investment and official assistance. It is hence the most powerful influence
on Black Sea regional cooperation, with EU measures sometimes dividing countries according to
whether or not they are members, while at other times they facilitate increased cooperation under
EU sponsored frameworks. A prolonged economic downturn in the EU will negatively affect growth
prospects for the entire region, while a rapid recovery will be an undoubted boon. On balance
though, the EU’s impact on regional cooperation in the Black Sea has been more detrimental than
beneficial. This is mainly because, unlike in other regions, it has developed relations with countries
bilaterally, without much regard for the implications for regional cooperation.

Promoting regional cooperation is a basic challenge, as in times of economic crisis the tendency
of states is to exert more national control and not to commit their resources for initiatives which
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involve taking risks, trusting others, or pooling sovereignty. The downturn is thus an obstacle
for new common regional initiatives, although there are certain instances where incentives to
cooperate may increase, such as with initiatives that enhance economic security. These may involve
reducing a country’s isolation or vulnerability, or sharing information and pooling resources in a
way that provides insurance against shocks, speculative attacks and other destabilising economic
events.

The need to achieve sustainable economic development, meet a range of common challenges and
the effort to mitigate the consequences of climate change can provide powerful incentives for joint
action in a regional format. These should be exploited in order to generate complementarities
within which economic cooperation at a regional level may develop despite the many divergences
and different priorities of the states in question.

The importance of a regional dialogue on key sectors has been heightened by the financial crisis.
These include banking and finance, transport, energy, telecommunications, trade facilitation and
environmental protection. The use of the institutions and mechanisms of regional organisations
like BSEC could provide much added value. Despite the crisis and its adverse implications, the
Black Sea region enjoys a number of competitive advantages including its proximity to the wealthy
markets of the EU, favourable business environments and a high quality of human capital, in terms
of education and skills, at relatively low cost. The memories most countries of the region have of
dealing with the crises of the 1990s indicate resilience, a wealth of experience upon which to draw
and a greater degree of flexibility now in implementing policy responses.

The widely divergent economies of the region make the prospects for economic integration difficult,
but deeper and more diversified cooperation is both possible and necessary. The importance of
extending free trade agreements between the EU and those states of the region which want one,
but do not yet have one, cannot be underestimated.
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The systemic divide of the Cold War era still weighs heavily across the lands of the Black Sea in the
area of democracy and good governance. As a result, it is politically heterogeneous and home to many
different legacies. The state of democracy varies between the fully fledged and various forms of semi-
authoritarian rule. The relative weakness of democratic institutions across the region can be explained
by the limited history of democracy in the post-communist states, the absence in communist times
of meaningful dissident movements, in contrast to the countries of central Europe, and the fact that
citizens have little experience in exercising their political rights. Even the more mature, consolidated
democracies of the region occasionally go through difficult periods of political readjustment.

The revolutionary zeal of the “Orange” and “Rose” revolutions in Ukraine and Georgia have petered
out with unfulfilled dreams of democratisation across the region and sharp criticism from Russia
regarding western-led notions of “democracy promotion” as opposed to its own brand of “managed”
or top-down democracy. The 2010 presidential elections in Ukraine are indicative of the need to
promote a new discourse on democratisation.

The legacies of the past in the vast majority of the countries of the region imply a particular set of
problems to overcome with regard to democracy. This is particularly the case for the four “small”
states of the region — Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia and Moldova. They have had to grapple not
only with the question of how to develop into democracies and market economies but also with
how to manage their difficult state and nation-building processes. The various unsettled disputes
and protracted conflicts, (Transnistria, Nagorno-Karabakh, Abkhazia and South Ossetia,) attest to
the difficulties they face. On the other hand, the evolution of the political system in Russia over
the last decade has been characterised by an increasing recentralisation of political and economic
power which paradoxically, albeit controversially and not without costs, may have prevented the
country from experiencing further disintegration and brought about greater political and social
stability. In the case of Ukraine, its transformation has been largely determined by the struggle
between members of the old nomenklatura who kept their positions in the state administration and
the economy and the rise of new elite groups seeking to challenge their power.

The Black Sea region can be characterised by a series of challenges which compound the process
of political transformation. With the exception of Greece and Turkey, democracy in the region is
affected by the communist heritage where members of the old nomenklatura still exert significant
political and economic power. The experience of organising effective party structures, formulating
adequate electoral platforms and the art of political compromise is lacking. Most of the states of the
region have weak and volatile party systems with highly fragmented oppositions. The intervention
of oligarchs in politics is commonplace, as is clientelism.
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The quality of democratic institutions is often questionable and horizontal and vertical
accountability remains the principal challenge in the context of weak institutions, the widespread
abuse of power, corruption and governmental control of the media. Developing democracies with
these features are in constant danger of being captured by formal or informal interest groups
without being adequately able to react to external shocks. They are thus in danger of falling into
a perpetual state of instability. The challenges faced in these circumstances are pervasive. They
concern elections, the quality of political parties and the proper functioning of national parliaments
with requisite roles for both governments and oppositions. Accountable and transparent decision-
making processes where good governance is the rule of thumb are also brought into question as are
independent, impartial, efficient and effective judiciaries. Likewise an independent media free of
intimidation, the need for vigorous civil society organisations and the influence of interest groups
are issues of concern. All of these, to varying degrees, are problematic in all Black Sea states.

The other particular feature of the region which can affect democratisation is the persistence
of minority problems in most countries. By contrast, the emergence of a new generation of
western educated technocrats in the political arena in some countries is a positive development.
Nevertheless, the evidence suggests that the overwhelming number of issues linked to political
transformation processes is resulting in growing voter discontent and distrust in the performance
of their democracies. Also of concern is the growing inequality between rich and poor. Mounting
welfare and income disparities discredit the transformation to democracy and market economies in
the sense that they seem to favour the lot of political and economic elites instead of the nation as a
whole. The current global economic crisis has only served to exacerbate this feeling of inequality
thus undermining yet further the credibility of democratic values and stable good governance.
The rise of nationalism and populism in Europe and the Black Sea region are also damaging the
standing of democracy.

Other related dimensions are the role and impact of stakeholders such as the EU, the United
States and international organisations such as the OSCE and the Council of Europe, all of which
are champions of democratisation. Their influence to date has been weak and patchy as, in certain
places, it clashes directly with Russia’s perception that it holds a droit de regard over its wider
neighbourhood.

In the longer run, to minimise divisions both within states and between them, it is necessary for

all of the countries of the region to embrace all aspects of good governance, such as participatory
democracy, the rule of law, transparency, accountability and efficiency.
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The underlying idea of regional cooperation is that it assumes that each country can obtain
additional benefits above and beyond what it might gain through independent action. It takes into
account both the commonalities and differences between states in a particular geographic location
in order to be coherent, useful and effective. In the Black Sea, regionalism has taken off since the
end of the Cold War, thanks to numerous local and external factors. These include globalisation,
the systemic changes of the post-Cold War era, NATO’s open-door policy and EU enlargement, the
political and economic transitions of the countries of the region and the international security
context. As a result, Black Sea regional cooperation reflects the complex security and socio-
economic circumstances of the area and the competing policies and priorities of its stakeholders.
The process of European integration also casts a long shadow and fundamentally impacts the
progress of cooperation in the Black Sea.

The Black Sea region is crammed with numerous regional structures and programmes that have
appeared since the end of the Cold War, (see Annex I). These include political and economic
organisations such as BSEC, GUAM, the CDC and the Black Sea Forum. There are also EU-led or
initiated programmes such as the Transport Corridor Europe-Caucasus-Asia (TRACECA), the Danube
Black Sea Task Force (DABLAS) and the Interstate Oil and Gas Transportation to Europe (INOGATE)
which cover transport, water and energy respectively. Then there are the wider EU policies such
as the European Neighbourhood Policy, the Black Sea Synergy and the Eastern Partnership. Thus
one might be forgiven for thinking that the region is a hive of international activity reflecting its
strategic, economic and political relevance. In fact this proliferation of organisations must be seen
against a backdrop of overlapping agendas, regional rivalry and tense bilateral relations coupled with
insufficient institutional capacity for undertaking major projects of regional importance.

BSEC is a prime example. In spite of permanent structures such as a secretariat, a development
bank, a parliamentary assembly, a business council, a think tank and thematic working groups, it
suffers from a number of deficiencies such as slow decision-making, a shortage of funds, a lack of
qualified expert staff and the limited participation of private sector and civil society actors.

Moreover, the initiatives that do originate within the region are usually ignored by other
stakeholders and donors, most notably, the EU. Finally the extent to which any regionally originated
initiatives actually fit together well and how they synchronise with global trends and developments
is difficult to ascertain.

Most of the states of the region also participate in many of these processes and initiatives
simultaneously. This causes policy confusion, a waste of resources and a reduced potential to build
capacity in strategic policy areas such as trade, environment, energy, transport and science and
technology amongst others.
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The fact that many of the states prioritise their own institution building processes, to the exclusion
of constructive and parallel region building, ultimately undermines the development of the latter
and detracts from the long term benefits of the former. There is no clear understanding that national
priorities are reinforced by regional interests. Thus a commitment to serving the collective good of
the region is missing and needs to be addressed. This is made worse by the growing influence of
the EU. As the centre of gravity increasingly shifts in the direction of Brussels, this simultaneously
weakens the potential for more cooperation between the countries of the Black Sea but can also
provide new opportunities for joint efforts for those countries that are able and willing to do so.

These concerns underline the need to increase awareness within the region about the importance and
relevance of multilateral cooperation including a renewed effort to identify and implement projects of
long-term and significant mutual benefit. Thus the fostering of sustained development through regional
cooperation can only be addressed through the setting of agreed goals and objectives. The generation of
resources so that projects are funded from within, as opposed to their exclusive financing from external
sources, including the EU, as is often the case, is important. A dependence on this funding blurs the
core purpose of regional cooperation and discourages the involvement of local actors.

The prioritisation of regional policies is thus vital. This means focusing on sectors that have a truly
regional character which necessitate a high level of interaction between state, regional, local and
non-state actors and that are of a cross-border nature. Given the growing impact and involvement
of the EU, an important precondition is a proper policy mix between the approach of the local
stakeholders and the EU. Above all an understanding between the EU and Russia to ensure the
success of regional cooperation is a prerequisite for effective partnerships. So is an emphasis
on local ownership, results-oriented priorities, the coordination of existing initiatives and the
establishment of trust and confidence-building measures.

Finally, other relevant concerns include overall policy coordination and coherence, the strengthening
of existing institutions through necessary technical and financial capacity-building assistance and
the carrying out of feasibility studies and cost benefit analyses with regard to specific projects in
order to generate interest and sound policies.

BSEC, for all its weaknesses though, has not been given its due credit despite the fact that it possesses all
the right tools and elements to be the overarching regional framework for cooperation. This is in contrast
to other regional forums which also possess institutions but whose membership is limited and which
also suffer from a lack of political support. The inclusive nature of BSEC is linked to its comprehensive
institutional structures which assure a focus on relevant thematic issues. Although it avoids addressing
security issues as such, it should be noted that these are dealt with in the context of its parliamentary
assembly and its related research centre. However a serious issue that needs consideration is the top-down,
strictly intergovernmental nature of the organisation and the inability or unwillingness of its stakeholders
to give it any autonomy or open it up to the initiatives of civil society or the business community.
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The Black Sea region’s state of play and its increased relevance to various stakeholders suggests
that much needs to be done to ensure that it evolves peacefully and constructively and that it
becomes a reliable community that poses no threat to itself or to its neighbours. This in turn
implies an emphasis on security concerns, sustainable development, regional cooperation and good
governance. What comes as a surprise perhaps is that the tools needed to address these challenges
already exist. These include regional organisations, financial institutions geared towards the region
and many already existing policies and initiatives.

A major drawback is an across-the-board lack of political support and understanding, within the
region and internationally, of the already existing processes of regional cooperation. The analysis
provided by this report finds that regional cooperation is fundamental if we are to achieve security,
stability and economic and social development. Regional cooperation is not an end in and of itself
but rather a gradual and multifaceted process which is long-term in scope. By its very nature, it
brings state and non-state actors together in a way which takes us towards this goal. In the short
term though, the focus should be on well defined problems, yielding visible results, which can be
seen and felt by ordinary people.

Current attempts at policy coordination in the Black Sea region, embodied in several regional
institutions and multilateral forums, fail to deliver substantive results. A persuasive indicator of
political commitment to constructive regionalism is the willingness of participating countries to
allocate resources, commensurate with their possibilities, to regional projects and to build the
required capacity for the joint administration of those resources. However, failure or the endless
delaying of cooperation bears with it costs for the people of the region. These include adverse
economic effects and obstacles to free trade which in turn slow growth and welfare.

The composition of the Black Sea region is highly diversified in terms of the size and power of its
countries, their systems of governance, the sophistication of their economic and financial structures
and human development indicators. Considering such diversity, it is difficult to create comprehensive
regional integration schemes in the conventional sense, at least in the short term. This should not
however, be an obstacle to broad ranging cooperation but rather an incentive to creative thinking and
pragmatic action. It is realistic for the Black Sea to become a model for new and imaginative types
of positive relationships which bind rather than divide in a region that has been fragmented for far
too long. The best way to achieve this is in a multilateral and regional format. Setting up or bolstering
existing regional frameworks for policy coordination among stakeholders that would ultimately reduce
instability does not have to entail immense political or financial costs. It would though, require a change
in the mind-set of policy makers to comprehend the value of regional approaches to policy making.
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Around the Black Sea, there are two opposing conditions that affect the potential of regionalism.
On the one hand, economic difficulties and the need for managing regional public goods such as
the environment, trade and financial stability have generated demands for regional cooperation,
integration and policy coordination. These need to be strengthened and efficiently channelled
into regional policy making. On the other hand, important security issues such as the unresolved
secessionist conflicts undermine the drive for regionalism and obstruct collective action and
institutions. These adverse security conditions need to be eliminated or their impacts reduced.

The role of the EU is key. Three of the states of the Black Sea, Greece, Bulgaria and Romania, are EU
member states while Turkey is negotiating its accession. The impact of the EU is extremely high
as its power of attraction and policies such as the European Neighbourhood Policy, the Black Sea
Synergy and the Eastern Partnership, target Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine,
while it has a strategic partnership with Russia. The EU has also become, for those states of the
region which are not members, their most important economic partner. For most of them it is
becoming a catalyst of social and political change too. There is thus a need to clarify the Union’s
status with regard to the formulation of regional policies and outputs.

It is the view of the Commission that the primary responsibility for articulating a clear and
coherent vision of what the Black Sea region should look like in ten years time rests with the
regional actors themselves. If they prove to be unable or unwilling to do so, it is to be expected
that the geopolitical forces now at play will continue to pursue their respective, and not necessarily
convergent, agendas. This is not an attractive proposition for the stability, security and prosperity
of the region. Where a regional initiative does not attract the interest of all participants, the wish
of certain members or sub-groupings to coordinate and cooperate should be respected by others,
insofar as such cooperation is not directed against the non-participants. Those who do not take part
should not prevent others from going ahead, and in turn the participants should leave the door
open for them to join at a later stage.

All the Commission’s recommendations are meant to mobilise international and local interest
in the Black Sea region. The current conjunction of developments including the global financial
crisis, the post-August 2008 setting and the discussion of a new European security architecture,
should be seen as a wakeup call that the region is in need of serious attention and concerted action.
The focus here is on a select number of recommendations which the Commission feels should
generate support in order to enhance the profile of the wider Black Sea region and to contribute to
its regional appeal. This set of recommendations makes no claim to be exhaustive, but we hope it
will serve as a point of departure for further discussion.
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The setting of consensus targets for the region is important. We should work towards proposing
mid-term recommendations with 2020 in sight. We assume that by then, the countries of the
Western Balkans will have become EU members, that there should be a clearer picture regarding
Turkey’s membership and debate on which, if any, of the other countries of the region will join,
will have crystallised. This would entail the creation, by the countries and actors of the region, of a
new overarching concept and policy; a Black Sea Dimension. The aim of this would be to promote
regional cooperation while anticipating changes in the neighbourhood. The necessity of thinking
about a new concept for the region is only underscored by the fact that most existing ideas and
policies for and about the Black Sea were conceived before the August 2008 war. The Dimension
should also take into consideration ongoing discussions regarding a new European security
framework. The 2020 Vision needs to be developed into a clear strategy which should mark the
culmination of several linked initiatives.

The first chapter in the history of BSEC has ended but a new one has not yet been properly opened.
[t is in need of rejuvenation. Preparations should begin without delay for a summit in 2012 to mark
the 20th anniversary of the organisation. This must not be a mere festive occasion. It should be an
opportunity to renew the commitment of its members to regional cooperation and to inaugurate
an overhauled BSEC in order to make it a more relevant regional organisation with greater clout.
Such steps, which should be in line with other international commitments undertaken by BSEC
member states, could include:

Setting specific targets and deadlines for the development of a system of legally binding
commitments and implementation mechanisms. These should cover the main areas of BSEC
concern where a regional approach provides value added compared to the individual efforts of
member states.

Agreeing on a substantial augmentation of the BSEC budget, based on proportional
contributions, in order to enable BSEC to co-finance major projects of regional interest. This
could also be done through the creation of specific funds, similar to the Hellenic Development
Fund. The resources of the Black Sea Trade and Development Bank should be harnessed for
this.

Adding a specific security dimension to BSEC activities, relying mainly on confidence-building
measures and increased transparency.

Developing an inclusive mechanism for regular consultation and coordination between BSEC
and all the other regional organisations and initiatives, (governmental and non-governmental,)
as well as with “extra-regional” partners.
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All members should undertake to actually devote, as opposed to just declaring that they will, at
least one cabinet meeting a year to an examination of Black Sea regional cooperation matters
and to report accordingly to their parliaments as well as to the BSEC parliamentary assembly.
BSEC’s rebirth, expanded role and enhanced regional relevance should be symbolised by giving
it a new name. A region-wide awareness raising competition could be opened for everyone in
the region to suggest what it might be and also to design a new logo and flag for it.

As part of our 2020 Vision we see an urgent need to tackle the protracted conflicts and other
outstanding issues of the region. The Commission proposes to establish a high level consultative
group in order to assess the issues and search for solutions. The group should eventually suggest
ways to provide international guarantees for the implementation of any peace agreements. In the
interim it should propose confidence-building measures in order to mitigate the corrosive impact
of the conflicts on the goal and vision of putting the whole Black Sea region at a qualitatively
new level. The feasibility of an international gathering, preferably at a summit level, involving
the Black Sea states and international stakeholders should be the end point for any or all of these
processes.

There is a need for the region’s stakeholders to contribute to the ongoing debate about a new
security architecture for Europe, as this discussion has immediate ramifications for the Black
Sea which could be described as the shared neighbourhood of both the EU and Russia. As part
of this discussion, a renewed assessment of already existing mechanisms, such as the OSCE or
the Treaty on Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE treaty), and agreed upon measures under such
mechanisms, is needed. Within this context, the Commission proposes a number of confidence-
building measures from hotlines between foreign ministers to regular meetings of senior officials
of the foreign and defence ministries of the region in order to stress the need for regional solutions
to regional problems. Establishing a structured security dialogue on relevant issues ranging from
civil protection to coordination regarding man-made or natural disasters, migration and organised
crime would be a valuable addition.

Promote the principles of sustainable development as the guiding philosophy of regional
cooperation in the Black Sea area. In this way we should seek to restore and preserve a rational and
enduring equilibrium between economic development and the integrity of the natural environment
in ways that society can understand and accept. Rational responses to the consequences of climate
change and the responsible use of natural, human and societal resources are essential components
of such a development model, which should be translated into coherent policies at national and
regional level. Human and knowledge capital should be considered an integral part of a sustainable
development model.
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Since the on-going global financial and economic crisis has severely affected most countries in
the Black Sea region, it is essential to supplement the mitigation measures taken in each country
with a concerted regional approach to post-crisis recovery programmes relying on the concept of
sustainable development.

Since economies are increasingly interlinked, decisions or actions in one country often
impact neighbouring states, thus creating common challenges which require cooperation and
communication. The basis for such cooperation may entail undertaking new initiatives to create
physical linkages, for example cross-country infrastructure and institutional linkages. These could
include policy coordination and harmonisation, cross-country regulation, enhanced information
sharing in order to stimulate growth and overlapping activities. Alternatively, the basis of
cooperation may be economic security oriented, in the sense of avoiding misunderstandings or
undertaking policies which may have adverse “beggar thy neighbour” impacts. Cooperation could
also aim to mitigate the negative effects of economic downturns, to pool information or resources
to create early warning systems or reciprocal assistance mechanisms or to reduce the vulnerability
of countries to crises in the future and to devising forms of insurance. The key is for cooperation
to meet real and identified needs which have tangible, achievable solutions and appropriate cost
benefit ratios.

Take policy measures to improve the business environment and to facilitate greater economic
activity across borders. These should include concrete steps to facilitate business activity by
removing various non-tariff barriers that hinder trade, investment or financing. This may be done
by agreements relating to specific activities, for example customs procedures and visas or in the
form of a comprehensive trade facilitation deal.

Conduct regular policy dialogues between relevant officials concerned with important sectors of
the economy that would benefit from cooperation such as finance, transport, energy, environment,
fisheries and so on.

Any examination of work done on the region shows that numerous schemes, programmes and
initiatives, whether governmental or non-governmental, not-for profit, EU-led or with a thematic
focus have been actively promoting regional cooperation for years. Annex I is indicative of this.
However, the need to make this work more visible and coordinated is necessary if the potential of
the Black Sea, as a region, is to be fully unleashed.
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There is also a need to move beyond the top-down approach promoted by organisations such as
BSEC and others, to assure that civil society plays a role in the development of the region. If we are
to assume that civil society refers to uncoerced collective action around shared interests, purposes
and values, there is much to be gained from the greater involvement of the business sector at
national and regional levels, NGOs, women’s groups and youth in Black Sea regional activities.

Identifying issues which could be better addressed regionally rather than nationally is a priority.
Doing this would serve as a good tool for coordination between institutions and programmes with
a regional cooperation dimension. Working on this could also help draw in all relevant actors in
the fields of their concern. The selection of key subjects which need addressing would also assist
donors, governments and investors in deciding on their funding priorities. Lessons should be drawn
from the experiences of other areas which have faced or are dealing with similar issues, such as
the Baltic, the Balkans, the Danube region and so on.

A clear encouragement and sponsorship of intercultural dialogue among the peoples of the Black
Sea would support regional cooperation. A useful example that could serve as an inspiration and
model is the Anna Lindh Euro-Mediterranean Foundation for the Dialogue between Cultures which
is based in Alexandria in Egypt and operates within the framework of the Euro-Mediterranean
Partnership. Another reference is the Alliance of Civilizations which was established in 2005, at
the initiative of the governments of Spain and Turkey, under the auspices of the United Nations.
Similar models should be encouraged at the sub-regional level. Intercultural dialogue should be
promoted hand in hand with interfaith dialogue, aimed at bringing together the religious leaders of
the region’s confessions. Cooperation between universities should be enhanced as should student
exchange programmes in order to create linkages and networks between young people of the Black
Sea. A joint Black Sea Studies graduate programme needs to be established between the region’s
universities in order to create academic linkages for the future. In terms of the media there are few
foreign correspondents from Black Sea countries reporting on events in one another’s countries.
This means that what news there is often comes from external sources not well attuned to the
interests of their readers or viewers. Funds should be found to address this problem.

There is a need for the targeted training of public servants, diplomats, young leaders,
parliamentarians and business leaders throughout the region. This should aim to improve the
number of well trained individuals at the service of their countries. However, above and beyond
that, training people together is a way to promote the cooperation of local public officials and
others on issues of common concerns, such as the environment, which contribute to regional
development. The creation of a Black Sea Training Academy for example, would help streamline
such a process.
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The involvement of civil society in policy making is linked to good governance and solid institution
building, which all countries in the region have signed up to through their membership of the
Council of Europe. Programmes should be implemented such that a focus on civil society is
enhanced. Efforts should be made to encourage cooperation between civil society organisations in
Black Sea countries including the conflict regions. More funds should be devoted to programmes
and projects encouraging active and professional involvement of civil society in policy making
throughout the region. Countries should take practical steps in developing e-government services
both on national and regional levels. Business organisations such as chambers of commerce and
employers’ organisations and trade unions should also be encouraged to talk to one another in order
to find and propose regional solutions for regional problems. One idea could be the creation of a
cooperation council for business organisations and chambers of commerce under the aegis of the
renewed BSEC enhancing the scope of the already existing BSEC Business Council.

The Commission believes in the potential of the Black Sea, its people and governments. We
believe that our recommendations can serve as a means to begin to release it.
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The Black Sea in Figures

ANNEX I: Regional Organisations and Initiatives

_ m Member States / Parties Goals / Activities

The Organisation of the 1992 Regional Initiating party: Turkey Foster regional cooperation through its sectoral working groups:

Black Sea Economic economic Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Agriculture; Banking & Finance; Combating Crime; Culture; Customs

Cooperation (BSEC) organisation Bulgaria, Georgia, Greece, Matters; Emergency Assistance; Education; Energy; Environmental
Moldova, Romania, Russia, Protection; Exchange of Statistical Data & Information; Healthcare
Serbia, Turkey and Ukraine. & Pharmaceutics; Information & Communication Technologies;

Institutional Renewal & Good Governance; Science & Technology;
SMEs; Tourism; Trade & Economic Development; Transport.

Related Bodies / Affiliated Centres of the BSEC:

1. BSEC Business Council 1992 International National organisations Lobby and act for the continuous improvement of the business and
non-governmen- representing the business investment environment; provide a forum for a dialogue between
tal, non-profit ~ communities of Albania, Armenia,  the private and public sectors; help attract Foreign Direct Investment
organisation Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Georgia, to the region; help enhance the competitiveness of SMEs through

Greece, Moldova, Romania, management training; develop joint cooperation projects; collect
Russia, Turkey and Ukraine. and disseminate statistical data and information on business

conditions and business opportunities in the region.

2. Black Sea Trade and 1997 International Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Accelerate development and promote cooperation between its share-

Development Bank financial Bulgaria, Georgia, Greece, holder countries; support regional trade and investment, providing

(BSTDB) institution Moldova, Romania, Russia, financing for commercial transactions and projects in order to help

Turkey and Ukraine. member states to establish stronger economic linkages.

3. International Centre for 1998  Independent Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Foster multilateral cooperation among the BSEC member states as

Black Sea Studies (ICBSS) research and Bulgaria, Georgia, Greece, well as with their international partners; strives to pursue applied,
training Moldova, Romania, Russia, policy-oriented research, build capacity and promote knowledge on
institution Serbia, Turkey and Ukraine. the Black Sea region; tries to fulfil in the best possible way its

institutional role and the assignments received by carrying out
studies, offering policy advice and coordinating activities.

4. Parliamentary Assembly 1993  Parliamentary 76 parliamentarians from Albania,  Provide a legal basis for economic, commercial, social, cultural

of the Organization of the assembly Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, and political cooperation among the member countries; to enact

BSEC (PABSEC) Georgia, Greece, Moldova, legislation needed for the implementation of decisions taken by the
Romania, Russia, Serbia, Turkey heads of state or government or by the ministers of foreign affairs;
and Ukraine. to provide assistance to national parliaments so as to strengthen

parliamentary democracy; to promote cooperation with other
international and regional organisations.

Other Regional Organisations and Initiatives:

Black Sea Association of 2006 International AzerTAj (Azerbaijan), ANA (Greece), Promote friendship and good neighbourly relations; strengthen
National News Agencies association Armenpress (Armenia), Anadolu mutual respect and trust among the agencies; freely and equally
(BSANNA) Agency (Turkey), ATA (Albania), exchange information to facilitate its dissemination.

BTA (Bulgaria), ITAR-TASS (Russia),
Caucasus-Press (Georgia),
Moldrpres (Moldova), AGERPRES
(Romania), Tanjug (Serbia), MIA
(FYROM), HINA (Croatia), GHN
(Georgia) and Ukrinform (Ukraine).

Black Sea Euroregion 2008  Regional Initiating parties: Romania, Develop cooperation among its members, to represent and support
initiative Bulgaria their common interests and to cooperate with the existing Black Sea
City of Idjevan; Municipalities of international organisations.
Bourgas, Nessebar, Shabla, Varna,
Braila, Constanta, and Mangalia;
Autonomous Republic of Adjara;
Region of Cahul; Counties of Braila,
Constanta, Galati and Tulcea.
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Black Sea Littoral States
Border/ Coast Guard
Cooperation Forum

Black Sea Forum for
Dialogue and Partnership

Black Sea Naval
Cooperation Task Group
(BLACKSEAFOR)

Black Sea NGO Forum

Black Sea Synergy

Commonwealth of Inde-
pendent States (CIS)

Community of Democratic
Choice (CDC)

Collective Security Treaty
Organisation (CSTO)

2000

2006

2001

2008

2007

1991

2005

1992
(as the
Colle-
ctive
Security
Treaty)/
2002

International
forum

Regional
platform

Regional
multinational
maritime force

Non-
governmental
Organisation
forum

EU regional
cooperation

policy

Regional
organisation

Intergovern-
mental
organisation

International
organisation
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Bulgaria, Georgia, Romania, Russia,
Turkey and Ukraine.

Initiating party: Romania
Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria,
Georgia, Greece, Moldova,
Romania, Turkey and Ukraine.

Initiating party: Turkey
Bulgaria, Georgia, Romania, Russia,
Turkey and Ukraine.

100 NGOs from Armenia,
Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bulgaria,
Georgia, Greece, Moldova,
Romania, Russia, Turkey, Ukraine
and other EU member states.

Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia,
Moldova, Russia, Turkey and
Ukraine.

Initiating party: Russia
Azerbaijan, Armenia, Belarus,
Georgia (until 17.08.09),
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova,
Russia, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan,
Uzbekistan and Ukraine.

Initiating parties: Georgia, Ukraine
Estonia, Georgia, Lithuania, Latvia,
FYROM, Moldova, Romania,
Slovenia and Ukraine.

Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Russia, Tajikistan and
Uzbekistan.

Enhance peace, stability and maritime security in the Black Sea
area by increasing regional cooperation and improve working
relationships.

Foster greater synergy among international and regional organisations
to create political preconditions for the success of regional cooperation
projects; shaping a common vision and setting a common agenda.
Promote good governance, strengthening of tolerance and non-
discrimination, civil society capacity-building, empowerment of youth
through provision of better education and research opportunities, with
a view to creating a regional environment conducive to the promotion
of democracy and fundamental rights and freedoms.

Identify regional means and capabilities that can be mobilised to
ensure sustainable development through more effective regional
cooperation and highlighting the role and active involvement of the
business community to this end.

Encourage regional cooperation by pooling relevant national
experiences and best practices in crisis management, civil emergency
planning, post-conflict reconstruction and environmental protection,
putting regional priorities in harmony with European and Euro-
Atlantic developments in these areas.

Search and Rescue (SAR) operations; humanitarian assistance (HA);
mine counter measures (MCM); environmental protection; goodwill
visits; any other tasks agreed by all the parties.

Increase the level of dialogue and cooperation among NGOs in the
wider Black Sea region, as a means of strengthening NGOs and
their capacity to influence regional and national policies.

Stimulate democratic and economic reforms; support stability

and promote development; focus on practical projects in areas of
common concern; respond to opportunities and challenges through
coordinated action in a regional framework; develop a climate more
conducive to the solution of conflicts in the region.

Create an economic union and form a common economic space
grounded on free movement of goods, services, labour and capital;
to elaborate a coordinated monetary, tax, price, customs and
external economic policy; to bring together methods of regulating
economic activity and to create favourable conditions for the
development of direct production relations.

Promote democracy, human rights and the rule of law.

Strengthen peace and international and regional security and
stability and to ensure the collective defence of the independence,
territorial integrity and sovereignty of the member states, in the
attainment of which the member states shall give priority to
political measures.



Harvard Black Sea
Security Studies
Programme

International Federation
for Sustainable
Development and Fight
Against Poverty in the
Mediterranean-Black Sea

Interstate Oil and Gas
Transportation to Europe
(INOGATE)

Kyiv Initiative

Operation Black Sea
Harmony

Organization for
Democracy and Economic
Development — GUAM
(ODED-GUAM)

South Caucasus Anti-
Drugs Programme (SCAD)

South East European
Co-operation Process
(SEECP)

2001

2004

1995

2005

2004

2001

2001

1996

Academic
programme

International
association

Programme

Council of
Europe initiative

Naval operation

Regional
organisation

Programme

Non-institutio-
nalised regional
cooperation
structure

Senior military representatives and
civilian security specialists from
Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria,
Georgia, Greece, Moldova,
Romania, Russia, Turkey, Ukraine
and the United States.

Various institutions from: Albania,
Algeria, Armenia, Belgium, Bosnia
& Herzegovina, Brazil, Bulgaria,
Cyprus, Egypt, France, Georgia,
Germany, Greece, Ireland, Israel,
Italy, Jordan, Latvia, Lebanon,
Luxembourg, FYROM, Malta,
Mauritania, Moldova, Morocco,
Portugal, Romania, Russia,
Slovenia, Spain, Sweden,
Switzerland, Syria, Tunisia, Turkey,
Ukraine, United Kingdom and the
United States.

Initiating party: EU

Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus,
Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan,
Moldova, Tajikistan, Turkey,
Turkmenistan, Ukraine, and
Uzbekistan.

Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia,
Moldova and Ukraine.

Initiating party: Turkey
Turkey, Russia, Ukraine and
Romania.

Initiating parties: Azerbaijan,
Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine.
Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan
and Moldova (initially including
Uzbekistan).

Initiating party: EU
Azerbaijan, Armenia and Georgia.

Initiating party: Bulgaria
Albania, Bosnia & Herzegovina,
Bulgaria, Greece, Croatia, FYROM,
Moldova, Montenegro, Romania,
Serbia and Turkey.

Deepen participants’ understanding of global and regional strategy,
defence organisation, military reform and restructuring; identify the
very broad common areas of agreement that exist among the Black
Sea nations and expose their officials and US participants to the
strong common history and shared values of the region; highlight
the specific areas of current cooperation on issues of vital interest
to these countries and, at the same time, identify those issues which
divide them and present challenges to regional cooperation; expose
Black Sea officials to the free flow of ideas inherent in the pluralistic
American system and within the US national security community
itself by engaging them with policy makers who represent a wide
range of viewpoints.

Better management of water and its demand; an increased rational
use of energy drawing on renewable sources; supporting
sustainable mobility through appropriate transport management;
assuring sustainable tourism that may also become a leading
economic sector; guaranteeing sustainable agricultural and

rural development; furnishing incentives for sustainable urban
development; favouring sustainable development of the sea and
its coastal zones.

Support the development of energy cooperation between the
European Union, the littoral states of the Black and Caspian Seas
and their neighbouring countries.

Show the added value of coordinated and inter-disciplinary planning
across a range of key functions, including heritage and environmental
protection, tourism, cultural development, education and economic
development.

Increase shipping security along the Black Sea coast and track
suspicious ships.

Strengthen trade and economic ties; develop transport and
communication arteries; strengthen regional security; interact in
the framework of international organisations; fight international
terrorism, organised crime and drug trafficking.

Exchange drug epidemiology/information; legal assistance; prevention
of drug use; treatment for drug addicts; regional law enforcement
trainings.

Promote good-neighbourly relations; stability; security; cooperation in
South East Europe.
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Southeast European 1995
Cooperative Initiative

(SECI)

The Baku Initiative 2004
The Black Sea NGO 1998
Network (BSNN)

The Commission on the 1992

Protection of the Black Sea
Against Pollution (the Black
Sea Commission or BSC)

The Danube Black Sea Task 2001
Force (DABLAS)

The Black Sea Trust for
Regional Cooperation
(BST) — a project of the
German Marshall Fund of
the United States

2007

Transport Corridor Europe- 1993

Caucasus-Asia (TRACECA)

United Nations Develop- 2007
ment Programme (UNDP):

Black Sea Trade and

Investment Promotion

Programme (BSTIP)

Union of Black Sea and 2007
Caspian Confederation of

Enterprises (UBCCE)

Regional
organisation

Policy dialogue
on Energy and
Transport

Regional
association

Intergovernmen-
tal organisation

Cooperation
programme

Public-private
partnership

Intergovernmen-
tal programme

Intergovernmen-

tal initiative

International
union

Initiating party: OSCE

Albania, Bosnia & Herzegovina,
Bulgaria, Croatia, Greece, Hungary,
FYROM, Moldova, Montenegro, Ro-
mania, Serbia, Slovenia and Turkey.

Azerbaijan, Armenia, Bulgaria, Ge-
orgia, Iran, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan,
Moldova, Romania, Tajikistan, Turkey,
Ukraine and Uzbekistan.

Bulgaria, Georgia, Romania, Russia,
Turkey and Ukraine.

Bulgaria, Georgia, Romania, Russia,
Turkey and Ukraine.

Austria, Bosnia & Herzegovina,
Bulgaria, Croatia, Georgia, Germany,
Hungary, Moldova, Romania, Russia,
Serbia, Montenegro, Slovakia,
Slovenia, Turkey, Ukraine, the Interna-
tional Commission for the Protection
ofthe River Danube (ICPDR), the
Black Sea Commission, International
Financial Institutions (IFls), the EC,
other bilateral donors, other regio-
nal/international organisations with
relevant functions.

Main recipients can be located in
Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria,
Georgia, Moldova, Romania, Turkey,
Ukraine and Russia (the oblasts of
Krasnodar and Rostov).

Initiating party: EU

Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria,
Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan,
Moldova, Romania, Tajikistan,
Turkmenistan, Turkey, Ukraine and
Uzbekistan.

Greece, Turkey, BSEC and UNDP.

National organisations from:
Albania, Armenia, Austria, Azerbai-
jan, Bosnia & Herzegovina, Bulgaria,
FYROM, Georgia, Germany, Greece,
Iran, Iraq, Kazakhstan, Romania,
Serbia, Turkey and Ukraine.

Combat and improve coordination against trans-border crime in
South East Europe.

Integrate energy markets of the participating countries, in order to
guarantee transparency and to also give an impulse to Trans-European
transport cooperation on the basis of the mutual interest for the
progressive integration of their respective transport networks and
markets in accordance with EU and international legal and regulatory
frameworks.

Protect the environment, democratic values and good practices.

Combat pollution from land-based sources and maritime transport;
achieve sustainable management of marine living resources; pursue
sustainable human development.

Provide a platform for cooperation for the protection of water and
water related ecosystems of the wider Black Sea region, (the entire
Black Sea basin including all tributaries).

Rebuild trust in public institutions; to affirm the value of citizen
participation in the democratic process; to strengthen a critical set of
institutions that lie at the nexus of state and society; to foster regional,
cross-border ties in the public, private and non-profit sectors.

Stimulate cooperation among the participating states in all matters
related to the development and improvement of trade in the region;
promoting optimal integration of the international transport corridor
Europe-Caucasus-Asia ‘TRACECA' into Trans-European Networks
(TENSs); identifying problems and deficiencies in the region'’s trade
and transport systems; promoting TRACECA projects as a means to
attract funding from IFls, development partners and private investors;
defining, in terms of contents and timing, a Technical Assistance
Programme to be financed by the European Commission.

Develop networking arrangements; supporting the introduction of
the Global Compact in the sub-region; building capacity in EU and
WTO legislation.

Enhance economic cooperation.

BertelsmannStiftung
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The Black Sea in Figures

ANNEX II: Military Balance in the Black Sea Region

P

Table I: Military Capacities and Reserves of the Black Sea Region States

g T

Conscription
(months)

Capabilities

Active

Army
Army Professionals
Conscripts
Airborne

Navy
Professionals
Conscripts
Coast Guard
Marines
Naval Aviation
Naval Infantry

Air Force
Professionals
Conscripts

Strategic Deterrent
Forces

Command and
Support

Joint

Space Forces
National Guard
Central Staff
Paramilitary®
Reserve

Army

Navy

Air
Paramilitary?
National Guard

Joint

42,080
38,945
13,840
25,105

2,220

4,748

210,000

No

66,940
56,840

2,200

7,900

15,000
300,000

No

40,747
18,773

4,100

9,344

8,530
34,000

302,500
250,500

7,500
45,000

18

21,150
17,767
14,000

3,767

495

1,310

11,700

156,600
93,500
57,970
35,530

20,000
16,000
4,000

31,500
20,500
11,000

4,000
237,500
163,500
8,000
31,500

34,500

6,000
5,150
1,671
3,479

850

2,379
66,000

66,000

No

73,200
43,000

6,500

10,200

13,500

79,900
45,000

1,027,000
360,000
170,000
190,000

35,000
142,000

160,000

80,000

250,000

40,000

449,000
20,000,000

15

510,600
402,000
77,000
325,000
48,600
14,100
34,500
(2,200
(3,100

60,000

102,200
378,700
258,700
55,000
65,000
50,000

12 (Army/AF)
18 (Navy)

129,925
70,753

13,932
11,932
2,000

(2,500)?
(3,000
45,240

84,900
1,000,000

1,000,000

Source: Hackett, J., ed. The Military Balance 2009 (London: 1SS, 2009). (2) Included in “Navy” (3) Depending on the country, it might refer to Coast Guard Riot Police, Border Police, etc.
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The Black Sea in Figures

Table II: Comparison of the Black Sea Region's Armies

e r— e s e e el o i e

Main Battle Tanks
Light Tanks -
Reconnaissance (Recce) -

Armoured Infantry Fighting Vehicles 104
Armoured Personnel Carrier 136
Artillery 229
Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAV)

Aircraft -
Helicopters -

127
468
282

1,474
18 -
214 77
2,409 32
1,666 236

1,620

242
377
2,105
3,163
12-18
43
161

- 316
44 49
315 1073
148 838

23,000
150
2,000+
15,140+
9,900+
26,121+
N/A

1278

4,205
250+
650
3,643
7,450+
215+
168
280

2,984
600+
3,028
1,432
3,351

177

Source: Hackett, J., ed. The Military Balance 2009 (London: IISS, 2009).

Table Ill: Comparison of the Black Sea Region's Navies

| Bertelsmannstiftung

Azerbaijan | Bulgaria | Georgia Moldova Romama
BS Fleet

Submarines
Principal Surface Combatants - -
Frigates - -
Corvettes - -
Aircraft carriers - -
Destroyers - -
Cruisers - -
Patrol and Coastal Combatants
Mine Warfare
Logistic and Support
Amphibious
Naval Aviation
Aircraft - -
Helicopters - -
Naval Infantry
Armoured Personnel Carrier - -
Armoured Combat Vehicle - -
Artillery - -
Strategic Deterrent Forces
Submarines

U = N U,

19
17
14

= 17
14

7 "
3 8
4 -
= 1
= 2
17 10
" 7
" 90+
= 7
36
= 42
16 -
- 59
= 14

43
21

422 +

26

314 (245) 3
342

488

58

15

Turkey
67

23
23

43
22
49
46

21

w = B~ =

36

26 (10) 3

77

Source: Hackett, J., ed. The Military Balance 2009 (London: 1SS, 2009). (1) Incl. the Northern Fleet, the Russian Pacific Fleet, the Russian Black Sea Fleet, the Russian Baltic Fleet, and the Russian Caspian
Flotilla (2) support aircraft (3) combat capable (4) operative (5) attacking

| Bertelsmannstiftung
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The Black Sea in Figures

Table IV: Comparison of the Black Sea Region’s Air Forces

B 7T e T

Aircraft (combat capable) 22 (16) 102 (47) 116 (80) 27 (8) 275(271) 125(72) 2222 (1859) 753 (435) 299 (211)
Helicopters 33 35 47 33 - 6 67 60 40 38
Unmanned Aerial Vehicle - 4 1 - - - 65 - 18

Air Support Command

Aircraft 39

Helicopters 34

Air Training Command
Aircraft 104
Strategic Deterrent Forces
Aircraft %

Source: Hackett, J., ed. The Military Balance 2009 (London: IISS, 2009).

| BertelsmannStiftung

Table V: Military Expenditure

L el ian | el Genga|  Grece] Mool Romamal s frey| Ukrane

Military expenditure 2 5 23 4
million US$ (2007)’ 195 680 806 720 8,780 17.3 1,974 33,821 11,155 3,278

Military expenditure
% of GDP (2007)"

3% = 2.6% 9.2% 33% 0.5% 1.6% 3.5%* 2.1% 2.9%

Notes: (1) SIPRI, "Military Expenditure Database,” http://milexdata.sipri.org/ (2) Figures do not include military pensions (3) Figures do not include spending on paramilitary forces (4) Estimates

| BertelsmannStiftung
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The Black Sea in Figures

ANNEX III: General and Economic Data on the Black Sea Region States

Table I: General Data

T e il gl Georgal  Groce] Molaoa]  Romaal Rusia] Ty | Urae

Area' (in km?) 29,743 86,600 110879 69,700 131,957 33,851 238,391
Population 2,967,004' 8,238,672 7,6065512 4,615807' 11,260,4022 4,320,748' 21,498,616
Majority 97.9% 906%  839%  83.8% 93.0% 78.2% 89.5%
population

17,098,242

140,041,247

79.8%

783,562
71,517,100?

75.0%

603,550
46,016,186°

77.8%

Notes: (1) CIA, “The World Factbook,” https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook (accessed April 7, 2010) (2) Eurostat, “Total Population,” http:/epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/table.
do?tab=table&language=en&pcode=tps00001 &tableSelection=18&footnotes=yes&labeling=labels&plugin (3) State Statistics Committee of Ukraine, “Total Population,” http://www.ukrstat.gov.ua/

operativ/operativ2009/ds/kn/kn_e/kn0809_e.html

Table II: General Economic Data

| BertelsmannStiftung

I 7 e I I ey I e s A Ty

GDP billion 2008
us$® 2009
2008
GDP (PPP) 2008
billion US$3 2009*
2008
Avg. Inflation®
Unemployment rate

FDI (2008) million US$©

11.917
8.683
3,684.555
2,658.053
18.733
16.057
5,792.248
4,915.734
6.8%
7.1%!'
1,132

46.378 49.904 12.864
42.505 44.777 10.981
5,349.391  6,560.723 2,923.545
4,863.808 5,916.220 2,495.627
74.856 93.728 21.424
81.730 89.002 20.887
8,634.185 12,321.990 4,869.064
9,352.212 11,759.518 4,747.123
10.8% 6.0% 2.1%
6.0%!' 9.1%? 13.6%'

" 9,205 1,564

357.548
338.250
32,105.106
30,304.748
341.688
344.404
30,681.024
30,856.107
2.9%
8.9%2
5,093

6.047
5.328
1,692.547
1,495.984
10.660
9.852
2,983.661
2,766.370
7.2%
2.6%'
713

200.074
160.674
9,310.386
7,502.905
270.772
251.741
12,600.295
11,755.413
7.1%
7.6%?
13,305

1,676.586
1,254.651
11,806.947
8,873.614
2,264.608
2,126.390
15,947.941
15,039.048
5.6%
8.9%'
70,320

729.983
593.533
10,479.452
8,427.105
915.212
869.068
13,138.559
12,339.193
1.1%
14.5%'
18,198

179.604
115.706
3,909.873
2,537.803
337.268
294.564
1,342.126
6,460.737
2.1%
4.8%'
10,693

Notes: (1) CIA, “The World Factbook,” https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook (accessed April 7, 2010) (2) EuroStat, “Total Population,” http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/table.do?tab
=table&language=en&pcode=tps00001&tableSelection=1&footnotes=yes&labeling=labels&plugin=1 (3) IMF, “World Economic Outlook Database 2009," http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2009/02/
weodata/index.aspx (4) Estimates (5) BSTDB, Annual Report 2008 (Thessaloniki: BSTDB, 2009), 14. (6) UNCTAD, “FDI Statistics,” http://www.unctad.org/Templates/Page.asp?intltemID=3198&Ilang=1
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Table 11l: Growth Rates of the Black Sea Region States

T e | Aot | g Georga | Grece | Moldo | Romaa] B | ey | e

2000 6.0% 6.2% 5.4% 1.9% 4.5% 2.1% 24% 10.0% 6.8% 5.9%
2001 9.6% 6.5% 4.1% 4.7% 4.2% 6.1% 5.7% 5.1% —5.7% 9.2%
2002 13.2% 8.1% 4.5% 5.5% 3.4% 7.8% 5.1% 4.7% 6.2% 52%
2003 14.0% 10.5% 5.0% 1.1% 5.9% 6.6% 5.2% 73% 5.3% 9.6 %
2004 10.5% 10.4% 6.6 % 5.9% 4.6% 7.4% 8.5% 7.2% 9.4% 12.1%
2005 13.9% 243% 6.2% 9.6 % 22% 7.5% 4.2% 6.4% 8.4% 2.7%
2006 13.2% 31.0% 6.3% 9.4% 45% 4.0% 7.9% 7.7% 6.9% 71%
20073 13.7% 25.0% 6.2% 12.4% 4.0% 3.0% 6.0% 8.1% 4.5% 1.6%
20084 6.8% 10.8% 6.0% 2.1% 2.9% 72% 71% 5.6% 1.1% 2.1%
2009° —15.6% 1.5% -5.0% -4.0% -2.0% -9.0% -7.1% -7.5% -5.8% -14.0%

Notes: (1) IMF, “World Economic Outlook Database 2009," http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2009/02/weodata/index.aspx (2) Eurostat, “Real GDP Growth Rate,” http:/epp.eurostat.ec.europa.
eu/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tsieb020 (3) BSTDB, Annual Report 2007 (Thessaloniki: BSTDB, 2008), 14. (4) BSTDB, Annual Report 2008 (Thessaloniki: BSTDB,
2009), 14. (5) Estimates (except for Bulgaria, Greece, and Romania)
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Table IV: Exports of BSEC (in million US$)

T aia] e stnn | g Georgal Gese| Molioa | Romanial s Seia| k] Urane

1999 275.0 247.3 1,025.2 4,006.4 329.5 8,544.7 474.3 8503.0 75551.0 11,5480 29,031.0 13,189.0
2000 255.7 309.9 1,858.3 4,824.6 459.0 10,2015 476.8 10,366.0 105033.0 1,645.0 30,8250 15,722.0
2001 304.5 353.1 2,078.9 5112.9 49%.1  10,615.0 564.6  11,385.0 101,884.0 1,821.0 34,729.0 17,091.0
2002 330.2 513.8 2,304.9 5,354.1 603.3 9,865.4 659.7 13,876.0 107,301.0 2,212.0 40,719.0 18,669.0
2003 447.2 696.1 2,624.6 7,081.4 8306  12,577.8 805.1 17,6180 1359293 3319.0 52,3940 23,739.0
2004 603.3 738.3 3,743.0 9,931.2 1,092.1  15,739.0 994.1  23,485.0 183,207.0  4,082.0 68,5350 33,432.0
2005 656.3 1,004.9 7,649.0  11,754.1 14724  17,631.2 1,046 27,729.7 243,798.0  4,970.2  78365.0 35,024.0
2006 792.9 1,0255 13,0146 151014 1,666.5  20,300.4 1,058.7 32,336.0 303,550.0 64419 93,611.0 38,949.0
2007 1,078.7 1,196.7 21,2693 18,5753 2,088.3  23,991.4 1,368.4  40,555.0 354,401.0 87556 115356.0 49,840.0
2008 1,355.7 1,112.0 30,5863 22,5855 2,428.0  29,162.7 1,640.8  49,626.0 471,603.0 10,956.5 140,999.0 67,717.0

Source: Compiled by Panagiotis Gavras, Head of Policy & Strategy, Black Sea Trade & Development Bank (BSTDB), Thessaloniki, 2008.
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Table V: Total Exports of BSEC (in million US$)

| 1ol 200 0ot 002]  z003]  zooal 2005|2006 2007] 2008

142,724.4 181,976.8 186,435.2 202,408.4 258,062.1 345,582.0 431,159.4 527,847.9 638,475.7 829,772.5

Source: Compiled by Panagiotis Gavras, Head of Policy & Strategy, Black Sea Trade & Development Bank (BSTDB), Thessaloniki, 2008.
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Table VI: Imports of BSEC (in million US$)

T aia] e stnn | g Georgal_ Gose| Molioa | Romanial sl Seia | ey]Urane

1999 938.0 721.4 1,433.4 5,087.4 863.4  26,495.6 611.5 9,595.0 39,537.0 2,792.0 38,.802.0 12,945.0
2000 1,070.0 773.4 1,539.0 6,000.2 970.5 30,4404 7703 12,0500 44862.0 3,227.0 52,882.0 14.943.0
2001 1,331.6 7733 1,465.1 6,693.4 1,045.6  29,702.0 879.7 14,3540 53,763.7 4,129.0 38,0920 16,893.0
2002 1,485.4 882.6 1,823.3 7,012.6 1,092.3  31,320.6 1,0375 16,487.0 60,965.8 5440.0 47,109.0 17,959.0
2003 1,783.5 1,130.2 2,723.1 9,657.3 1,468.6  38,183.6 1,428.1  22,155.0 76,070.0  7,340.0 65883.0 23,221.0
2004 2,194.9 1,196.3 3,581.7  13,619.1 2,007.7  47,360.0 1,748.2  30,150.0  97,382.0 10,551.0 91,271.0  29,691.0
2005 2,477.6 1,592.8 43499 17,2044 2,686.3  51,899.5 2,296.1  37,348.1 125,434.0 10,260.0 111,353.0  36,159.0
2006 2,915.6 1,921.3 5269.3 22,1295 3,685.8  64,585.3 2,644.4 47,1719 164,281.0 12,712.6 134,552.0 44,143.0
2007 3,978.3 2,796.9 6,045.0  28,566.7 4,984.0  81,041.2 3,676.4  65,121.0 223,486.0 17,886.0 162,025.0 60,412.0
2008 4,907.5 3,775.6 7,574.7  35,450.3 6,261.2  94,209.0 4,869.9 76,721.0 291,861.0 22,213.0 193,843.0 84,651.0

Source: Compiled by Panagiotis Gavras, Head of Policy & Strategy, Black Sea Trade & Development Bank (BSTDB), Thessaloniki, 2008.
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Table VII: Total Imports of BSEC (in million US$)

| 1ol 200 oot a002]  z003)  zooal 2005|2006 2007] 2008

139,821.6 169,527.8 169,122.4 192,615.1 251,043.3 330,752.8 403,060.6 506,011.8 660,018.6 826,337.1

Source: Compiled by Panagiotis Gavras, Head of Policy & Strategy, Black Sea Trade & Development Bank (BSTDB), Thessaloniki, 2008.
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Table VIII: Intra-BSEC Exports (in million US$)

=T Abania | menis sotan|uigaria]Gooria]_ Gese] Motdora) Romanial  huss_Serb  Trkey| e

1999 443 49.4 267.5 1,205.1 131.9 1,607.2 280.5 1,181.6 8,601.6 2445 2,272.4 3,721.8
2000 40.2 69.5 3441 1,637.7 193.7 2,107.0 292.3 1,765.1  11,621.8 298.6 2,507.3 5,335.1
2001 52.5 87.6 318.0 1,498.0 181.9 2,116.5 352.7 1,420.2  12,048.7 209.6 2,966.2 5,539.0
2002 51.1 93.7 360.7 1,696.0 180.2 2,043.0 370.9 1,504.8  13,229.9 267.1 3,637.2 5,653.4
2003 73.1 128.3 473.9 2,275.1 250.3 2,643.6 4717.0 2,1045 17,2810 368.2 5,085.3 7,161.0
2004 87.9 125.5 750.1 3,113.9 343.2 3,208.5 545.3 3,461.0  25,106.9 568.4 6,823.8  10,492.0
2005 91.2 184.9 1,121.5 3,564.7 498.8 3,527.5 608.5 4,7548  33,632.9 704.8 8,686.4 12,2753

2006 100.8 204.2 1,325.5 4,936.2 499.0 4,393.5 529.2 6,015.9 43,4121 962.3 11,6793  14,265.6
2007 142.6 391.8 2,173.9 6,675.2 634.7 4,930.3 702.3 74026 50,735.0 1,313.7 16,9147  20,460.1
2008 157.9 375.9 2,527.0 8,134.5 884.7 5,518.5 886.1 10,0939 72,3935 1,663.1 21,1355  26,123.1

Source: Compiled by Panagiotis Gavras, Head of Policy & Strategy, Black Sea Trade & Development Bank (BSTDB), Thessaloniki, 2008.
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Table IX: Total Intra-BSEC Exports (in million US$)

| 19l 200l 2001l 2002]  z003]  zo0al  2005] _ 2006] _2007] 2008

19,607.8 26,212.4 26,790.9 29,088.1 38,321.2 54,626.5 69,651.4 88,323.6 112,477.0 149,893.6

Source: Compiled by Panagiotis Gavras, Head of Policy & Strategy, Black Sea Trade & Development Bank (BSTDB), Thessaloniki, 2008.
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Table X: Intra-BSEC Imports (in million US$)

T il i stnn| g Georgal Gece] Moldos | Romaral s seia | k] Uane

1999 361.1 250.4 429.0 1,818.4 336.1 1,686.7 329.7 1,407.8 3,636.8 611.1 4,308.7 3,721.8
2000 427.4 272.2 443.6 2,578.0 348.1 2,467.7 391.9 2,173.4 4,987.0 944.9 6,748.0 5,335.1
2001 544.5 268.6 370.1 2,583.7 367.5 3,148.1 436.7 2,432.1 53833  1,169.4 5,554.3 5,782.7
2002 596.5 379.2 547.8 2,469.0 389.3 3,978.4 516.2 2,670.9 49122 1,2734 6,589.2 6,724.6
2003 694.0 373.9 728.2 3,523.8 499.4 4,837.9 682.3 4,114.2 6,527.6  1,794.0 9,298.8 9,258.1
2004 784.8 416.9 1,000.5 4,688.9 853.2 5,736.8 925.1 5,557.9 87989  249.0 153702 12,5421
2005 923.9 585.7 1,319.8 6,530.7 1,295.3 7,092.1 1,145.4 7,011.2 11,4742  2,813.1 20,4822  14,059.6
2006 1,127.2 778.2 1,998.9 8,459.4 1,953.0 8,362.2 1,451.7 87113 141712  3,857.9 27,023.8  15,540.5
2007 1,343.0 1,348.4 2,211.1 10,956.0 2,656.0 9,288.6 1,879.1 11,6052 20,463.8 46719 34811.8 19,277.2
2008 1,531.5 1,743.7 2,850.9  13,806.9 2,9845 12,6194 2,413.7 13,1993 26,3333  6,255.3 45,6326 23,4973

Source: Compiled by Panagiotis Gavras, Head of Policy & Strategy, Black Sea Trade & Development Bank (BSTDB), Thessaloniki, 2008.
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Table XI: Total Intra-BSEC Imports (in million US$)

) T 7 Y ) I I ™)

18,897.6 27,1173 28,041.0 31,046.7 42,332.3 59,171.2 74,7333 93,495.2 120,511.9 152,868.3

Source: : Compiled by Panagiotis Gavras, Head of Policy & Strategy, Black Sea Trade & Development Bank (BSTDB), Thessaloniki, 2008.
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Table XII: Total Intra-BSEC Trade (in million US$)

|19l 200 oot 2002]  z003]  zooal  2005]  2006] _2007] 2008

38,505.4 53,329.7 54,831.9 60,134.8 80,653.5 113,797.7 144,384.7 181,818.8 232,988.9 302,761.9

Source: Compiled by Panagiotis Gavras, Head of Policy & Strategy, Black Sea Trade & Development Bank (BSTDB), Thessaloniki, 2008.
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Table XIII: Intra-BSEC Exports/Exports of BSEC Ratio

T aia] i) stnn | g Georgal_ Gesce] Mokioa | Romania] s Seia | ey]Urane

1999 16.1% 20.0% 26.1% 30.1% 40.0% 18.8% 59.1% 13.9% 11.4% 15.8% 7.8% 28.2%
2000 15.7% 22.4% 18.5% 33.9% 42.2% 20.7% 61.3% 17.0% 11.1% 18.2% 8.1% 33.9%
2001 17.3% 24.8% 15.3% 29.3% 36.7% 19.9% 62.5% 12.5% 11.8% 11.5% 8.5% 32.4%
2002 15.5% 18.2% 15.6% 31.7% 29.9% 20.7% 56.2% 10.8% 12.3% 12.1% 8.9% 30.3%
2003 16.3% 18.4% 18.1% 32.1% 30.1% 21.0% 59.3% 11.9% 12.7% 1.1% 9.7% 30.2%

2004 14.6% 17.0% 20.0% 31.4% 31.4% 20.4% 54.9% 14.7% 13.7% 13.9% 10.0% 31.4%
2005 13.9% 18.4% 14.7% 30.3% 33.9% 20.0% 55.1% 17.1% 13.8% 14.2% 11.1% 35.0%
2006 12.7% 19.9% 10.2% 32.7% 29.9% 21.6% 50.0% 18.6% 14.3% 14.9% 12.5% 36.6%
2007 13.2% 32.7% 10.2% 35.9% 30.4% 20.6% 51.3% 18.3% 14.3% 15.0% 14.7% 41.1%
2008 11.6% 33.8% 8.3% 36.0% 36.4% 18.9% 54.0% 20.3% 15.4% 15.2% 15.0% 38.6%

Source: Compiled by Panagiotis Gavras, Head of Policy & Strategy, Black Sea Trade & Development Bank (BSTDB), Thessaloniki, 2008.
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Table XIV: Total Intra-BSEC Exports/Total Exports of BSEC Ratio

| 19] 2000l 001l 2002] z003] zooal 2005|2006 __2007] 2008

13.7% 14.4% 14.4% 14.4% 14.8% 15.8% 16.2% 16.7% 17.6% 18.1%

Source: Compiled by Panagiotis Gavras, Head of Policy & Strategy, Black Sea Trade & Development Bank (BSTDB), Thessaloniki, 2008.
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Table XV: Intra-BSEC Imports/Imports of BSEC Ratio

=T Abania | menis sotan|uigaria]Gooria]_ Gese] Motdora) Romanial  huss_Serb  Trkey| e

1999 38.5% 34.7% 29.9% 35.7% 38.9% 6.4% 53.9% 14.7% 9.2% 21.9% 1.1% 28.8%
2000 39.9% 35.2% 28.8% 43.0% 35.9% 8.1% 50.9% 18.0% 11.1% 29.3% 12.8% 35.7%
2001 40.9% 34.7% 25.3% 38.6% 35.1% 10.6% 49.6% 16.9% 10.0% 28.3% 14.6% 34.2%
2002 40.2% 43.0% 30.0% 352% 35.6% 12.7% 49.8% 16.2% 8.1% 23.4% 14.0% 37.4%

2003 38.9% 33.1% 26.7% 36.5% 34.0% 12.7% 47.8% 18.6% 8.6% 24.4% 14.1% 39.9%
2004 35.8% 34.8% 27.9% 34.4% 42.5% 12.1% 52.9% 18.4% 9.0% 23.7% 16.8% 42.2%
2005 37.3% 36.8% 30.3% 38.0% 48.2% 13.7% 49.9% 18.8% 9.1% 27.4% 18.4% 38.9%
2006 38.7% 40.5% 37.9% 38.2% 53.0% 12.9% 54.9% 18.6% 8.6% 30.3% 20.1% 35.2%
2007 33.8% 48.2% 36.6% 38.4% 53.3% 11.5% 51.1% 17.8% 9.2% 26.1% 21.5% 31.9%
2008 31.2% 46.2% 37.6% 38.9% 47.7% 13.4% 49.6% 17.2% 9.0% 28.2% 23.5% 27.8%

Source: : Compiled by Panagiotis Gavras, Head of Policy & Strategy, Black Sea Trade & Development Bank (BSTDB), Thessaloniki, 2008.
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Table XVI: Total Intra-BSEC Imports/Total Imports of BSEC Ratio

|19 a0l 001l 2002] z003] zo0al 2005|2006 __2007] 2008

13.5% 16.0% 16.6% 16.1% 16.9% 17.9% 18.5% 18.5% 18.3% 18.5%

Source: Compiled by Panagiotis Gavras, Head of Policy & Strategy, Black Sea Trade & Development Bank (BSTDB), Thessaloniki, 2008.
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Table XVII: Intra-BSEC Trade /Trade of BSEC Ratio

T il i stnn| g Georgal Gece] Mol Romaral s seia | k] Uane

1999 33.4% 31.0% 28.3% 33.2% 39.2% 9.4% 56.2% 14.3% 10.6% 19.7% 9.7% 28.5%
2000 35.3% 31.5% 23.2% 38.9% 37.9% 11.3% 54.9% 17.6% 11.1% 25.5% 11.1% 34.8%
2001 36.5% 31.6% 19.4% 34.6% 35.6% 13.1% 54.7% 15.0% 1.2% 23.2% 11.7% 33.3%
2002 35.7% 33.9% 22.0% 33.7% 33.6% 14.6% 52.3% 13.8% 10.8% 20.1% 11.6% 33.8%
2003 34.4% 27.5% 22.5% 34.6% 32.6% 14.7% 51.9% 15.6% 11.2% 20.3% 12.2% 35.0%
2004 31.2% 28.0% 23.9% 33.1% 38.6% 14.2% 53.6% 16.8% 12.1% 20.9% 13.9% 36.5%
2005 32.4% 29.7% 20.3% 34.9% 43.1% 15.3% 51.6% 18.1% 12.2% 23.1% 15.4% 37.0%
2006 33.1% 33.3% 18.2% 36.0% 45.8% 15.0% 53.5% 18.6% 12.3% 25.2% 17.0% 35.9%
2007 29.4% 43.6% 16.1% 37.4% 46.5% 13.5% 51.2% 18.0% 12.3% 22.5% 18.6% 36.0%
2008 27.0% 43.4% 14.1% 37.8% 44.5% 14.7% 50.7% 18.4% 12.9% 23.9% 19.9% 32.6%

Source: Compiled by Panagiotis Gavras, Head of Policy & Strategy, Black Sea Trade & Development Bank (BSTDB), Thessaloniki, 2008.
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Table XVIII: Total Intra-BSEC Trade /Total Trade of BSEC Ratio

) T 7 Y ) I I ™)

13.6% 15.2% 15.4% 15.2% 15.8% 16.8% 17.3% 17.6% 17.9% 18.3%

Source: Compiled by Panagiotis Gavras, Head of Policy & Strategy, Black Sea Trade & Development Bank (BSTDB), Thessaloniki, 2008.

BertelsmannStiftung

57



The Black Sea in Figures

ANNEX IV: Human Development Index

Table I: Human Development Index 2007 — World Ranking

BN T T e

Rank 17
Rating 0.798 0.787 0.840 0.778 0.942 0.720 0.837 0.817 0.806 0.796

Source: UNDP, “Human Development Report 2009." http://hdrstats.undp.org/en/indicators/81.html
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Table 1l: Human Development Index 1990-2006 — World Ranking

I e T ) ey

1990 0.731 0.872 0.735 0.786 0.821 0.705
1995 0.693 = = = 0.874 0.682 0.780 0.777 0.730
2000 0.738 > 0.803 0.739 0.895 0.683 0.788 = 0.758 0.754
2005 0.777 0.755 0.829 0.765 0.935 0.712 0.824 0.804 0.796 0.783
2006 0.787 0.773 0.835 0.768 0.938 0.718 0.832 0.811 0.802 0.789

Source: UNDP, “Human Development Report 2009." http://hdrstats.undp.org/en/indicators/81.html

| BertelsmannStiftung

The Human Development Reports of the UNDP have introduced a new way of measuring development by combining indicators of life
expectancy, educational attainment and income into a composite human development index (HDI). The HDI sets a minimum and a
maximum for each dimension, called goalposts and then shows where each country stands in relation to these goalposts, expressed
as a value between 0 and 1.

The educational component of the HDI is comprised of adult literacy rates and the combined gross enrolment ratio for primary,
secondary and tertiary schooling. Since the minimum adult literacy rate is 0% and the maximum is 100%, the literacy component of
knowledge for a country where the literacy rate is 75% would be 0.75, the statistic for combined gross enrolment is calculated in a
analogous manner. The life expectancy component of the HDI is calculated using a minimum value for life expectancy of 25 years
and maximum value of 85 years, so the longevity component for a country where life expectancy is 55 years would be 0.5. For the
wealth component, the goalpost for minimum income is $100 (PPP) and the maximum is $40,000 (PPP). The HDI uses the logarithm
of income, to reflect the diminishing importance of income with increasing GDP. The scores for the three HDI components are then
averaged in an overall index (http://hdr.undp.org/en/statistics/indices/hdi/).
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ANNEX V: Natural Resources

Table I: Qil in 2009

I 2

Reserves

(thousand min barrels — 2009) 7.00 0.015 0.035 0.010 0 0.60 60.00 0.30 0.395
Production

{tholsand barrels daily— 2008) 0 875.15 3.35 0.97 4.89 0 115.24  9,789.78 46.11 101.27
Consumption

(thousand barrels daily — 2008) 47 121 120 17 433.98 15.80 255 2,916 675.54 370
Imports (thou-  Crude oil’ 0 0 144 0300  386.67 0 48 174 437.28 230
sand barrels Refined

daily — 2008) products N/A N/A N/A N/A 13424 N/A N/A N/A 297.27 N/A
Exports (thou-  Crude oil' 0 730 0 0 21.40 0 5,120 0 0 0
sand barrels Refined

daily — 2008) products N/A N/A N/A N/A  131.58 N/A N/A N/A 133.05 N/A

Source: EIA, "International Energy Statistics,” http://tonto.eia.doe.gov/cfapps/ipdbproject/IEDIndex3.cfm
Notes: (1) incl. lease condensate

| BertelsmannStiftung

Table II: Gas in 2009

— e s

Reserves

irllion cubic meters — 2009) 0.84 0.005  0.008 0.001 0 0.063 4757 0.008 1.10
Production

(billion eubic meters — 2008) 0 16.19 031  <0.02 <0.02 0 1141 66221 1.01 19.79
Consumption

lloh b et 2 2008) 1.92 10.64 3.39 1.72 421 252 1693  475.69 37.18 80.78
Iofeals 1.92 0 3.08 1.72 419 252 5.49 56.88 36.72 64.19
(billion cubic meters)

EAEole 0 5.55 0 0 0 0 0 24341 0.42 3.19

(billion cubic meters)

Source: EIA, "International Energy Statistics,” http://tonto.eia.doe.gov/cfapps/ipdbproject/IEDIndex3.cfm
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The Black Sea in Figures

ANNEX VI: Freedom of the Press

Table I: Freedom of the Press 2009 — World Ranking

I T T T

Rank
Rating
Status

151

68

Not Free

168
78

Not Free

ia

76 128

36 60
Partly Free  Partly Free

29

Free

Not Free

67

63 148 92

44
Partly Free

T T T

174
80

Not Free

101
50
Partly Free

115
55

Partly Free

Source: Freedom House, “Freedom of the Press 2009," http://www.freedomhouse.org/uploads/fop/2009/FreedomofthePress2009_tables.pdf

| BertelsmannStiftung

Table 1I: Freedom of the Press — World Ranking (1995 to 2008)

T e sl Bowial Gl Grece] Mol fomania] sl furey]  Uane

Rank Rating Rank Rating Rank Rating Rank Rating Rank Rating Rank Rating Rank Rating Rank Rating Rank Rating  Rank Rating
1995 57 69 39 70 26 47 50 55 73 42
1996 56 69 46 68 29 62 49 58 74 39
1997 56 74 44 55 27 57 47 53 65 49
1998 56 74 36 56 30 58 39 53 69 49
1999 56 73 39 57 30 56 44 59 69 50
2000 57 70 30 47 30 58 44 60 58 60
2001 59 76 26 53 30 59 44 60 58 60
2002 60 77 29 53 30 59 35 60 58 60
2003 65 73 30 54 28 59 38 66 55 67
2004 135 64 156 l 78 35 114 54 64 28 127 63 103 47 147 67 107 52 150 68
2005 134 64 158 72 77 35 116 56 61 28 136 65 104 47 145 68 105 48 123 59
2006 137 64 161 73 77 34 118 57 59 28 141 65 96 44 158 72103 48 113 53
2007 142 64 164 75 76 34 120 57 54 25 144 65 90 42 164 75 105 49 112 53
2008 144 66 168 77 76 33 128 60 56 27 144 66 94 44 170 78 106 51 110 53
Source: Freedom House, “Freedom of the Press Historical Data,” http://www.freedomhouse.org/template.cfm?page=274

| BertelsmannStiftung

(Ratng | 0-30 31-60 61-100

m Free Partly Free Not Free

The Freedom of the Press index, elaborated by Freedom House, is an annual survey of media independence in 195 countries and
territories. The index assesses the degree of print, broadcast, and internet freedom in every country in the world, analyzing the
events of each calendar year. It provides numerical rankings and rates each country’s media as “Free,” “Partly Free,” or “Not Free.”

Country narratives examine the legal environment for the media, political pressures that influence reporting, and economic factors

that affect access to information (http:;//www.freedomhouse.org/template.cfm?page=16).
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The Black Sea in Figures

ANNEX VII: Corruption

Table I: Corruption Perceptions Index 2009 — World Ranking

B 7 T e T e

Rank 120 143 146 146
Score 2.7 23 3.8 4.1 3.8 33 3.8 22 4.4 22
Surveys Used 7 7 8 7 6 6 8 8 7 8
Confidence Range 26-2.8 2.0-2.6 3.2-45 3.4-47 3.2-43 2.7-4.0 3.2-43 19-24 3.9-49 2.0-2.6

Source: Transparency International, “ Corruption Perceptions Index 2009". http://www.transparency.org/policy_research/surveys_indices/cpi/2009/cpi_2009_table
Notes: The Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI) measures the perceived level of public-sector corruption in 180 countries and territories around the world.

| BertelsmannStiftung

Table II: Corruption Perception Indexes 1995 to 2008 — Ranks

B T 7 e e T e

1995 (41 countries)

1996 (54) = = = = 28 = = 47 33 =
1997 (52) - - - - 25 - 37 49 38 -
1998 (85) - - 66 - 36 - 61 76 54 69
1999 (99) 80 96 63 84 36 75 63 82 54 75
2000 (90) 76 87 52 - 35 74 68 82 50 87
2001 (91) - 84 47 - 42 63 69 79 54 83
2002 (102) = 95 45 85 44 93 77 7 64 85
2003 (133) 78 124 54 124 50 100 83 86 77 106
2004 (145) 82 140 54 133 49 114 87 90 77 122
2005 (158) = 137 55 130 47 88 85 126 65 107
2006 (163) 93 130 57 99 54 79 84 121 60 99
2007 (179) 99 150 64 79 56 m 69 143 64 118
2008 (180) 109 158 72 67 57 109 70 147 58 134

Source: Transparency International, http://www.transparency.org/policy_research/surveys_indices/cpi/previous_cpi

| BertelsmannStiftung

The Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI) of Transparency International measures the perceived level of public-sector corruption in
180 countries and territories around the world. It is a “survey of surveys,” based on 13 different expert and business surveys. The CPI
tables show a country’s ranking and score, the number of surveys used to determine the score and the confidence range of the scoring.
The rank shows how one country compares to others included in the index. The CPI score indicates the perceived level of public-
sector corruption in a country/territory. The CPI is based on 13 independent surveys. However, not all surveys include all countries.
The surveys used column indicates how many surveys were relied upon to determine the score for that country. The confidence range
indicates the reliability of the CPI scores and tells us that, allowing for a margin of error, we can be 90% confident that the true score
for this country lies within this range (http:;//www.transparency.org/policy_research/surveys_indices/cpi/2009/cpi_2009 _table).
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The Black Sea in Figures

ANNEX VIII: Index of Democracy

Table I: Democracy Index 2008 — World Ranking

IS T T T

Rank 113 135 104 107

Overall Score 4.09 3.19 7.02 4.62 8.13 6.50 7.06 4.48 5.69 6.94

Hleidiorel st 433 3.08 9.17 7.00 9.58 9.17 9.58 5.25 7.92 9.58
and Pluralism

FICEHETIY O 3.21 0.79 5.36 0.79 7.50 429 6.07 2.86 6.07 5.36
Government

el 3.89 333 6.11 4.44 6.67 6.11 6.11 5.56 4.44 5.56
Participation

Political Culture 3.13 3.75 5.63 438 7.50 5.00 5.00 3.75 5.00 6.25

Civil Liberties 5.88 5.00 8.82 6.47 9.41 7.94 8.53 5.00 5.00 7.94

Source: “The Economist Intelligence Unit's Index of Democracy 2008," http://graphics.eiu.com/PDF/Democracy%20Index%?202008.pdf

| BertelsmannStiftung

Table II: Democracy Index 2006 — World Ranking

IS P T T

Rank 110 129 104 102
Overall Score 415 3.31 7.10 4.90 8.13 6.50 7.06 5.02 5.70 6.94
fledel s 433 3.08 9.58 7.92 9.58 9.17 9.58 7.00 7.92 9.58
and Pluralism
Functioning of 321 0.79 5.71 1.79 7.50 429 6.07 321 6.79 5.71
Government
ezl 3.89 333 6.67 333 6.67 6.11 6.11 5.56 4.44 5.56
Participation
Political Culture 3.13 3.75 5.00 5.00 7.50 5.00 5.00 3.75 3.75 5.63
Civil Liberties 6.18 5.59 8.53 6.47 9.41 7.94 8.53 5.59 5.59 8.24

Source: “The Economist Intelligence Unit's Index of Democracy,” http://www.economist.com/media/pdf/Democracy_Index_2007_v3.pdf

| BertelsmannStiftung
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Table Ill: Democracy Index — Comparison between 2008 and 2006

T o] asbsion | ovlgaria] — Georgi) Gresce | oldoval Romania | ussia ] urkey]  line|
-6 3 = - - = -5 +1 ={

Rank -3
Overall Score —-0.06 -0.12 -0.8 -0.28 - - - -0.54 -0.01 -
Electoral Proc_ess _ _ _o.a1 ~0.92 _ _ _ 175 _ _
and Pluralism
G E| - ~0.35 100 - - - ~0.35 —0.72 035
Government
Political
Participation - - s gl - - - - - -
Political Culture - - +0.63 -0.62 - - - - +1.25 +0.62
Civil Liberties -0.30 -0.59 +0.29 - - - - -0.59 -0.59 -0.30

| Bertelsmannstiftung

Overall Score 8-10 6-7.9 4-59 0-3.9
Full Democracy Flawed Democracy Hybrid Regime Authoritarian Regime

The Economist Intelligence Unit’s democracy index is based on five categories: electoral process and pluralism; civil liberties; the
functioning of government; political participation; and political culture. The five categories are inter-related and form a coherent
conceptual whole (http://graphics.eiu.com/PDF/Democracy%20Index%202008.pdf).
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The Black Sea in Figures

ANNEX IX: Democracy and Management of Transformation

Table I: Status of Democracy and Market Economy Index, BTI 2001

T o] e | Bguial  Georga] Mol Romania]  ussa] ey | Uk
86 14 52 61 16 65 20 37

Rank 62

Overall Score Status 5,75 4,85 8,36 6,03 5,79 823 5,70 7,54 6,551.

I. Democracy
Stateness 88 7,0 9.8 6.3 8,0 93 8,0 8,0 88
Political Participation 4,0 33 9,3 7.3 6,5 9.3 53 7.8 7.8
Rule of Law 4,5 4,0 83 55 58 83 43 73 6.3
Sl Dem"c’atit‘u't?g:; 2,0 2,0 9,0 65 70 85 50 8,0 65
Political and Social Integration 5.8 33 7.5 48 6,0 7.3 3,8 7.3 5.8

1l. Market Economy
Socioeconomic Level 4,0 5,0 7,0 4,0 3,0 7,0 6,0 5,0 5,0
Market Organization 6,5 5,5 8,8 7,5 5.5 8,38 6,0 8,5 6,8
Currency and Price Stability 8,0 6.5 9,0 7.5 7,0 9,0 85 85 6.5
Private Property 8,0 6,0 9,0 7,0 55 9,0 4,0 8,5 6,0
Welfare Regime 5.5 5,5 7,0 4,0 4,0 7.0 6,0 7,0 6,0
Economic Performance 8.0 7,0 8,0 6,0 50 8,0 8,0 8,0 7,0
Sustainability 55 5,0 7,0 6,0 45 7,0 45 6,5 5,5

Source: “The Transformation Index of the Bertelsmann Stiftung (BTI) 2010", http://www.bertelsmann-transformation-index.de/en/

| BertelsmannStiftung

Table II: Managmenet of Transformation, BTI 2010

I I ) B e ey e e B
14 42 79 2 23 66

Rank 85 95 5 107
Management Index Score 4,36 4,05 6,67 5,68 4,49 6,27 3.41 6,34 4,92
Level of Difficulty 4,2 51 2,8 6,0 5,7 3,0 4,0 3,6 39
Steering Capability 4,7 4,0 7.3 6,0 43 7,0 4,0 8,0 5.7
Resource Efficiency 4,7 4,0 7,0 6,7 4,0 6,3 43 6,7 4,0
Consensus-Building 4,0 4,2 84 5,6 5,2 8,0 44 6,6 6.4
International Cooperation 6,7 6,0 9,0 6,7 6,3 83 3,0 83 6,7

Source: "The Transformation Index of the Bertelsmann Stiftung (BTI) 2010”, http://www.bertelsmann-transformation-index.de/en/

\ BertelsmannStiftung

The Transformation Index BTI of the Bertelsmann Stiftung is a ranking of 128 developing and transition countries. It sheds light
upon the political and economic status of each country as well as upon the political management performance by the relevant actors.
Detailed country reports provide information on the underlying factors of assessment for each country examined. The rating scale
for each area ranges from 10 (best) to 1 (worst) (http:;//www.bertelsmann-transformation-index.de/en/).
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BLACKSEAFOR
BSANNA
BSC

BSEC
BSNN
BST-GMFUS

BSTIP
BSTDB
CBMs
CDC

CFE Treaty
CIS
CSDP
CSTO
DABLAS
ENP

EU
FYROM
GDP
GMF
GUAM-ODED
ICBSS
ICPDR
IFI

IMF
INOGATE
MAP
NATO
NGO
OSCE
PABSEC
PfP

PPP
SCAD
SEECP
SME

Black Sea Naval Cooperation Task Group

Black Sea Association of National News Agencies

The Commission on the Protection of the Black Sea Against Pollution
(a.k.a. the Black Sea Commission)

The Organization of the Black Sea Economic Cooperation
Black Sea NGO Network

Black Sea Trust for Regional Cooperation — a project of
the German Marshall Fund of the United States

Black Sea Trade and Investment Promotion Programme
Black Sea Trade and Development Bank
Confidence-Building Measures

Community of Democratic Choice

Treaty on Conventional Forces in Europe
Commonwealth of Independent States

Common Security and Defence Policy

Collective Security Treaty Organisation

The Danube Black Sea Task Force

European Neighbourhood Policy

European Union

Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia

Gross Domestic Product

German Marshall Fund of the United States
Organization for Democracy and Economic Development
International Centre for Black Sea Studies

International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River
International Financial Institution

International Monetary Fund

Interstate Oil and Gas Transportation to Europe
Membership Action Plan (NATO)

North Atlantic Treaty Organization

Non-Governmental Organisation

Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe
Parliamentary Assembly of the BSEC

Partnership for Peace

Purchasing Power Parity

South Caucasus Anti-Drugs Programme

South East European Cooperation Process

Small and Medium Enterprises
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Abbreviations

TEN
TEPAV
TRACECA
UBCCE
UN
UNDP
US/ USA
WTO

Y

Trans-European Networks

Economic Policy Research Foundation of Turkey

Transport Corridor Europe-Caucasus-Asia

Union of Black Sea and Caspian Confederation of Enterprises
United Nations

United Nations Development Programme

United States/ United States of America

World Trade Organization
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Initiators

Initiators
International Centre for Black Sea Studies (ICBSS), Athens

The International Centre for Black Sea Studies (ICBSS) was founded in 1998 as a non-profit
organisation under Greek law. It has since fulfilled a dual function: On the one hand, it is an
independent research and training institution focusing on the wider Black Sea region. On the
other, it is a related body of the Organisation of the Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC) and
in this capacity serves as its think-tank. As such it has direct access to policy makers in the BSEC
member states and a vast network of contacts in research institutes and with other stakeholders.
Since its founding, the ICBSS has a accumulated rich experience in policy-oriented research and
advocacy work. It plays a central role in strengthening Black Sea — EU cooperation and regularly
produces publications, policy recommendations and events with the overarching aim of fostering
cooperation among and with the countries of the Black Sea region.

www.icbss.org

Economic Policy Research Foundation of Turkey (TEPAV), Ankara

The Economic Policy Research Foundation of Turkey (TEPAV) is an independent, non-governmental,
non-partisan think-tank, established in October 2004. TEPAV aims to increase the knowledge
content of policy discussions in Turkey. The goal of TEPAV research is to remove the gap between
academic research and policy implementation. TEPAV is composed of three institutes. They are
the International Policy Research Institute — IPRI, the Economic Policy Research Institute — EPRI
and the Economic Stability Institute — ESI. TEPAV makes its findings and analysis widely available
through its publications and events.

www.tepav.org.tr
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In order to promote regional cooperation and good governance in the wider Black Sea region, GMF
started the Black Sea Trust for Regional Cooperation. A public-private partnership, the Black Sea
Trust (BST) works in collaboration with a range of donors to provide grants to local organisations
working to foster and strengthen regional cooperation, civil society, and democratic foundations.
The broad goals of the Black Sea Trust are four-fold:

To rebuild trust in public institutions

To affirm the value of citizen participation in the democratic process

To strengthen a critical set of institutions that lie at the nexus of state and society

To foster regional, cross-border ties in the public, private, and non-profit sectors

www.gmfus.org/blacksea

Founded in 1977, the Bertelsmann Stiftung is a private, independent and non-partisan foundation
that aims to identify social problems and challenges at an early stage and develop solutions to
address them. The Bertelsmann Stiftung is both a think tank and an agent for social change and
is working to promote steady development that leads to a sustainable society. It focuses on areas
in which it has accumulated a wealth of experience over many years. Its work is geared towards
improving education, a just and efficient economic system, a preventative healthcare system, a

vibrant civil society and greater international understanding.

In the area of international politics, the Bertelsmann Stiftung has gained expertise in fields such
as democracy and integration, modern government, European integration, as well as security
policy. It has developed the Bertelsmann Stiftung Transformation Index (BTI), an international
ranking of 125 developing and transition countries which permits a focused comparison of the
status of a country’s democratic and market-economy structures, as well as the efficacy of its
reform strategies.

www.bertelsmann-stiftung.de
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is Professor of International Relations and Rector of Kadir Has University, Istanbul. He
is also President of the International Relations Council of Turkey (UIK) and Director of the International
Policy Research Institute (IPRI) of the Turkish Economic Policy Research Foundation (TEPAV), Ankara.
Previously he held different teaching and administrative positions in various Turkish universities as
well as research positions at the University of Athens, the EU Institute for Security Studies, Harvard
University, and the Richardson Institute for Peace Studies. In addition to serving on the advisory and
executive boards of several national and international research centres and various scholarly journals,
he has published extensively on Black Sea issues and Turkish foreign and security policies.
maydin@khas.edu.tr

is Director General of the International Centre for Black Sea Studies
(ICBSS). He is also Assistant Professor at the University of the Aegean. Previously he served, inter alia,
as Special Advisor at the Greek Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Senior Research Fellow at the London
School of Economics, the EU Institute for Security Studies and as Deputy Director of the Hellenic
Foundation for European and Foreign Policy (ELIAMEP). He is a member of the Greek-Turkish Forum
and a member of the Governing Board of the European Studies Institute which is based in Moscow.
He is also an Associate Editor of the Journal of Southeast European and Black Sea Studies.
d.triantaphyllou@gmail.com

is a foreign correspondent and author. He writes most of the Balkan coverage for The
Economist but also covers other parts of the world. These have included Afghanistan, Irag, North Korea
and Darfur. He has reported from Georgia for The Economist, including Abkhazia and South Ossetia.
His reports and commentaries have been published by the BBC, the New York Review of Books, The
Observer and the Balkan Investigative Reporting Network (BIRN) amongst others. He is the author of
several books and served as a Senior Visiting Research Fellow at the London School of Economics.

This report has benefited from analysis and insight provided by the experts who participated at two
roundtable discussions and two editorial meetings, (Istanbul, 9 June 2009; Moscow, 25 September
2009; Berlin, 25 November 2009; Berlin, 24 January 2010,) organised by the Commission on the
Black Sea and others who either contributed through written reports, (Franz-Lothar Altmann, Mitat
(elikpala, Johanna Deimel, Panayotis Gavras and Panagiota Manoli) or shared their expertise and
time with us while we were working on this report. Special thanks are due to Nikolaos Olma for
all his hard work on compiling the annexes and to Sergiu Celac, Armando Garcfa Schmidt, Alina
Inayeh and Yannis Tsantoulis for their detailed comments on previous versions of the report.
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The Report

The Black Sea region is coming into its own — but it is a contested and sometimes dangerous neighbourhood.
What is needed are regional solutions for regional problems, but how do we get them? The Commission on the
Black Sea was formed to suggest ways for this increasingly important but volatile region to move in the direction
of cooperation and collaboration and away from conflict and rivalry. It was formed to provide policy-oriented
research on the challenges and opportunities of the Black Sea region and to suggest ways to secure its peace
and prosperity.

“The Commission believes in the potential of the Black Sea, its people and governments. We believe
that our recommendations can serve as a means to begin to release it.”

Address | Contact

Bertelsmann Stiftung
Carl-Bertelsmann-StraBe 256
P.O. Box 103

33311 Gtersloh

GERMANY

Armando Garcia Schmidt
Phone +49 5241 81-81543

armando.garciaschmidt@bertelsmann-stiftung.de
www.bertelsmann-stiftung.de
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