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The consolidation of mutual trust between the parties in a conflict represents a very important 
element for ending the hostilities or for reducing the probability of a new conflict, as well as 
for ending the “cold war” between the rival parts. The use of some tools that favor the 
creation and consolidation of mutual confidence is a natural and traditional thing occurring in 
the settlement process for international conflicts. 
 
To what extent do the actions meant to consolidate the trust and security represent an 
important and useful tool in solving the Transnistrian conflict? To what extent do the 
practices applied in this case take into account the most important experiences accumulated 
up to the present time? These are some of the key questions that must be taken into account 
when further strategies and actions regarding the settlement of the Transnistrian conflict are 
developed.  
 
When having a general overview of the process related to the settlement of the Transnistrian 
conflict, it may be seen that the consolidation of confidence and security appear in this 
process as a sporadic and fragmentary element which lacks substance, being, on one hand, 
eagerly contested and contemned by some, and, on the other hand, supported only half-
heartedly by others. By the end of the day, this concept appears to be discredited, with very 
low probability to be used as a valuable and valid tool with a set of eventual positive effects. 
 
The sporadic efforts to reapply such a tool undertaken in different periods by some of the 
stakeholders involved in the conflict-solving process, were lacking consistency, support and 
political will, being pulled out of the general context of the regulation process and efforts, 
and thus without success. The reasons inducing this failure and such an attitude towards the 
idea itself lay in the fact that the concept of the measures meant to build confidence and 
security are not simple at all. Moreover, the consequences of directly discrediting this 
concept depend on the general situation and the lack of progress in the negotiation process for 
solving the Transnistrian conflict. 
 
 
Confidence and Security-Building Measures (CSBM) in the conflict solving process: 
Traditions and experiences. 
 
The elimination or the cardinal reduction of the fear/concerns provoked by real or imaginary 
risks represents one of the preconditions for setting a sufficient level of trust and security. In 
this regard, the confidence and security-building measures (CSBM) are one of the key and 
traditional elements in the process of conflict settlement. 
 
In line with international practices, the goal of the confidence and security-building measures 
(CSBM) is to determine the pressures, concerns, and suspensions between the parties 
involved in the conflict by obtaining some degree of transparency regarding the military 
capacities and intentions of the parties, and by promoting a predictable conduct with regard to 
the use of political actions and forces. 
 



These measures aim to build the confidence of every participant that the other party will not 
take aggressive military actions, offering means of verification, and tools to eliminate the 
mutual suspicions and misunderstandings related to the events that might be interpreted 
ambiguously, as well as related to the dangers and risks which might degenerate into violent 
confrontations. At the same time, the entire set of measures offers the possibility to create 
some permanent relations and an exchange of opinions – elements that can contribute to and 
support the political dialogue between the parties. 
 
Impact. The creation of contact and interaction points between the parties imposes some 
communication and offering of credible information, a fact that leads to a high level of 
transparency and reduction of risks of some eventual conflicts that may break out due to lack 
of communication or misinterpretation and misunderstanding of the intentions or actions of 
the other party. 
 
From a short-term perspective, the set of confidence- and security-building measures are 
meant to eliminate, or at least to alter, the erroneous perceptions of the parties about the 
motivations, objectives, and preconceptions of the other party. 
 
From a long-term perspective, these measures will break down the barriers for establishing 
some more stable, closer political and diplomatic relations, and, at the same time, will modify 
the perceptions and visions of the parties regarding the general concept of security, the set of 
risks, dangers, vulnerabilities, security interests, and needs perceived by each of the parties in 
conflict, and in some cases even will support joint objectives and efforts for security 
assurance. 
 
So as to reduce and even preclude the probability of a conflict, the trust between the parties is 
very important. Of course, just one singular action from the set of possible confidence- and 
security-building measures has very low chances of preventing a conflict. To obtain such a 
result, it is necessary to have agreements, complex arrangements and actions, in different 
fields, formal and informal, which step-by-step create the necessary level of trust between the 
parties. 
 
In a traditional way, the confidence- and security-building measures include activities from 
different fields, the majority being from the political, diplomatic, military, social, and 
economic fields, which are undertaken in parallel by the parties in conflict or in a 
differentiated way, when some of these measures are implemented only by one of the rival 
parties. The international experience accumulated by the UN, in particular, offers a number of 
examples of such measures which may be implemented selectively or in a complex and in 
close association. 
 
The international experience offers the following examples of political and diplomatic 
measures for confidence and security building: 
 Establishment of direct communication channels between the political leaders and 

promotion of bilateral contact an of a permanent high level dialogue with the aim to 
consolidate a mutual trust; 

 Development and implementation of some political initiatives in the security and 
defense field which aim to prove the assumption of some joint commitments for 
peaceful settlement of conflicts and observance of assumed commitments; 



 Identification of the measures necessary for ensuring the observance of the UN 
Charter regarding the prohibition of threats and use of force in international relations, 
and observance of international law and peaceful settlement of conflicts; 

 Jointly undertaking, at different levels, actions to examine areas of common interest, 
and of planning and implementing political objectives; 

 Meetings with the participation of high-ranking responsible people from the field of 
foreign policies and defense polices so as to ensure an honest dialogue regarding the 
different aspects of security, perceptions, deadlines, and intentions regarding security 
and defense policies; 

 Actions of political support for promotion of economic and social measures for 
improving the living conditions and economic development, and promotion of joint 
projects for development and cooperation in social, cultural, and environment 
protection field; 

 Actions that refer to ensuring the political support for promoting close cooperation in 
combating crime; 

 Cooperation between the legislators and harmonization of legislation; 
 Creation of political consultancy mechanisms for revising the trans-border problems, 

like smuggling, corruption, customs problems, freedom of circulation and transports; 
 And others. 

 
The following can be mentioned out of the list of the most important military measures for 
confidence and security building: 
 Conclusion of an agreement between the parties regarding acceptable and non-

acceptable military activities , especially in the contact zones, border zones, security 
zones, and sensitive zones; 

 Establishment of direct and permanent communication channels between the military 
commanders; 

 Establishment of contacts and communication mechanisms between the military 
forces and units mobilized in close proximity; 

 Creation of consultancy mechanisms (mixed, permanent, and ad-hoc commissions 
and groups) for security issues; 

 Creation of some centers (mixed working groups) for risk reduction, which will 
analyze and assess the risks, to inform each other, and to inform the public; 

 Systematic exchange of military observers for observing the military activities; 
 Periodical inspection of the military units of the parties, by some teams of military 

observers from the parties and neutral states; 
 Delegation of some permanent observers or liaison officers to the main headquarters 

(initially, these observers may be from the neighboring countries, the neutral 
countries, or international organizations); 

 Conclusion of some agreements regarding the limits of military expenses and 
armament procurement; 

 Exchange of information, communication and notification regarding military 
activities (like the military exercises and applications, movement of troops near the 
border, etc.); 

 Exchange of information regarding military budgets, equipment and armament, 
mobilization of units, and the main elements of the military doctrines and strategies; 

 Assumption of commitments to respect some similar conduct codes or in the spirit of 
the OSCE conduct code, which determines the principles of force use during peace 
time, and internal conflicts; 



 Assumption of commitments to observe international agreements in the field of 
security, humanitarian, and armament control; 

 Creation of independent tools (under the supervision of international organizations) of 
analysis, monitoring, and verification of military information; 

 Undertaking mutual visits and exchange of sportsmen, military students, and trainers 
from the military units and military educational institutions; 

 Undertaking some demobilization, disarmament, and force-reduction measures; 
 Promotion of awareness about the measure for confidence and security consolidation 

within the military units and military educational institutions, as well as among the 
populations of both parties; 

 Exclusion from the military curriculum and from the informational policies of 
aggressive, false, or hostile information regarding the rival party; 

 Conclusion of some agreements on joint participation in humanitarian, civil 
protection, and rescue actions; 

 And others. 
 
It is important for the consolidation and security-building measures to be supported by 
cultural and educational actions which would emphasize the mutual respect of the parties 
for the populations in the region. These measures will ensure the exclusion of hostile 
information and propaganda about the parties in conflict.  It will also ensure the exclusion of 
the repressive actions and pressures on religious practices, local traditions, and other 
measures meant for cultural assimilation, or discrimination based on ethnic principles, in 
addition to exclusion of linguistic pressures and operational assurance of a number of official 
languages, as needed. 
 
The following may be mentioned as examples of such measures: 
 Introduction in the school curriculum and manuals of concepts that promote 

democratic values, peaceful cohabitation, and violence exclusion. 
 Promotion of knowledge in disarmament, security, development, prevention, and 

peaceful settlement of conflicts; 
 Promotion of joint research and dialogue between the representatives of civil society 

regarding issues related to security and defense; 
 Promotion of the mass-media role in impartial information of the public about 

security problems; 
 Promotion of knowledge about human rights and international humanitarian law 

referring to military actions, and activities by armed forces and security services; 
 Exchange and dialogue in the economic, educational, cultural, and sports fields. 

 
The duration of the confidence- and security-building measures differ from case to case. 
Some are short-term actions. For instance, the military observers may be delegated to regions 
(localities) of an on-going conflict or some assumed conflict so as to collect relevant military 
information, to identify the eventual actions of military preparedness and to offer the military 
and political authorities some real-time information about the eventual intentions of one of 
the parties to eliminate the suspicions and the fears of the other party. In some other cases, 
the CSBM are long-term tools, as with permanent observers, communication channels, mixed 
commissions, etc. 
 
Implementation context. The confidence- and security-building measures are much more 
effective at the initial stages of conflicts, when hostilities have not yet provoked any losses or 
major prejudice, or to prevent repeated outburst of the conflicts.  On the other hand, during 



the active stage of a violent military conflict, the implementation of the CSBM is less 
probable. Both for inter-state conflicts, as well as for internal conflicts, CSBM may support 
and fortify the existing relations of mutual trust and may support the progress from other 
fields. 
 
The international experiences for applying the confidence- and security-building measures 
say that such measures are useful during the process of mitigating or preventing the conflicts 
of ethnic origin, with refugees, conflicts related to the status and delimitation of borders, 
including the frontiers of economic zones, conflicts that relate to the observance of 
minorities’ rights. 
 
These tools may be more efficient within the states so as to encourage the observance of the 
agreements for putting out the fire, or so as to offer mechanisms of link between the state and 
the non-state actors, as well as mechanisms for overcoming a mutual lack of confidence. 
 
At the same, in many cases, the effect of the CSBM is not limited to the settlement of some 
concrete problems from the conflict, but contributes, to a large extent, to setting the 
fundament for the future relations, and ensuring the support for peace and non-violent 
relations. In case of conflicts between states, it is less probable for CSBM to affect cardinally 
the balance of military forces between the states or to solve the problems that serve as basis 
for the conflict. These measures, to a large extent, are meant to support the creation of a 
favorable environment for the political dialogue and to identify the solutions to the conflict. 
 
Conditions for success. The first and the most important condition for building the trust 
between the parties in a conflict, as well as for offering the possibility to implement the 
confidence- and security-building measures in the process of conflict settlement, is the 
recognition by the parties of the need and the importance of the dialogue, the assumption of a 
continuous commitment for maintain the dialogue, supported by the existence of political will 
from the rival parties and the will to invest in such a dialogue. 
 
The efficiency of CSBM is determined, to a large extent, by the efficiency of the leadership at 
all levels, but especially by the efficiency of the high-level leaders and their skills to ensure 
the observance of the commitments assumed by the subordinated levels, to convince their  
supporters to act in line with the spirit of these agreements. 
 
Another condition for ensuring the consolidation of security and confidence relates to the 
recognition by the parties involved in the conflict of the mutual need for security and 
acceptance of preserving a territorial status quo, independently from the subject of any 
dispute between the parties. The historical events and consequences should be accepted by 
the parties as desideratum, and the influence of some eventual military advantages held by 
some parties at the moment should be excluded or diminished, if possible, from the process 
of conflict settlement. 
 
The success of the process for CSBM implementation is determined by a number of elements 
which characterize the eventual common interests of the parties. Thus, the joint historical 
past, the religious and cultural inheritance, the social and political organization alikeness, the 
capacities of state and administrative structures, governance stability, civil control over 
armed forces, efficiency of institutional cooperation in different fields, and comparable 
potential of the armed forces – all of these are factors that to a large extent determine the will 
of the parties to normalize relations and to find solutions for ending the conflict. 



 
Vulnerabilities and challenges. In its traditional formula, the concept of confidence- and 
security-building measures (CSBM) comes from the period of the “cold war” as an element of 
the process for de-pressuring the relations between the West and the East. During that period 
of time, the concept referred to the relations between the states, the military forces and aimed 
to preserve some stability, a status-quo, whose affection is very dangerous in both parties’ 
view, including through the risk of a conflict outburst, of a direct violent confrontation which 
would transform into a war. 
 
During that period of time, the confidence- and security-building measures were formalized 
through agreements between two or more state and included exchange of information, joint 
activities and achievement of some objectives agreed by the parties in regards to the size, 
structure, dislocation, displacement and use of their military forces and armament. As a 
political-diplomatic tool of international relations, in many cases this concept proved to be 
useful for the prevention or mitigation of internal conflicts. Nevertheless, the analysis of 
practices and experiences accumulated from the enforcement of these tools in the past, 
suggest to pay some attention and caution when applying the models that were valid for the 
East-West relation at a concrete historical moment. The application by analogy or copying 
these methods for another region or conflict without an analysis and without taking into 
consideration the concrete circumstances, of all the aspects that characterize a specific 
conflict may be a failure. 
 
In many internal conflicts, the confidence- and security-building measures would have the 
mission to solve totally other problems and to find solutions for mitigating inter-ethnic 
violence or conflicts between political forces. These missions are much more important than 
the issues dealing with control over the military forces within internal conflicts. 
 
Most frequently, the major problem with internal conflicts is the fact of mutual recognition of 
the parties, which in very many cases remains to be an open problem or a source of tension 
and substantial impediment in the conflict negotiation and settlement process. Under these 
conditions, the main problem remains to be a problem of a totally different nature: what is 
actually the eventual role of the confidence- and security-building measures? Can these 
measures have a determining role? Can they serve as a framework for consolidating security 
in a concrete region, or do they have only secondary importance, being useful only within a 
limited measure, in specific situations and circumstances, and only as a support for political 
actions and high-level processes? 
 
Thus, there are low chances for the confidence- and security-building measures to be 
implemented in such conditions when one of the parties through its status is imposed to 
recognize the agreements, standards, international codes, and rules of conduct, while the 
other party does not have any motivation to recognize them. 
 
The concept of CSBM is very vulnerable in internal conflicts, because it depends on parties’ 
voluntary observance in good faith of the determined commitments. In such conditions, the 
confidence- and security-building measures from the military field cannot be efficient or have 
the main role in the regulation process without being supported or complemented by political, 
diplomatic, cultural, economic, social, informational, and other measures. 
 
The vulnerability of the confidence- and security-building measures increases considerably in 
case there is a fight for influence over a region between two powers that exercise pressure 



over the regional security and have no impartial attitude towards the parties in conflict. On 
the other hand, the support of the confidence- and security-building measures from other 
states outside the region may offer a substantial assistance in setting the political will of the 
parties to achieve some success in the conflict regulation process. 
 
The confidence- and security-building measures within the process of the Transnistrian 
conflict settlement. OSCE initiative 
 
The most important attempt to apply the confidence- and security-building measures during 
the history of the Transnistrian conflict settlement process was rather mysterious. This would 
the project developed by the OSCE mission in the Republic of Moldova in the fall of 2005. 
During a press conference from November 2005, the Mission presented some ideas that were 
covered in this document entitled “Confidence- and Security-Building Measures in 
Moldova”. The Mission did not make the entire document public, thus from the very start 
there were some doubts regarding the objectives and the eventual role of this document. 
 
This document was a response to the declarations of the Republic of Moldova’s authorities 
from that period of time regarding the need to “internationalize” the process of Transnistrian 
conflict regulation and demilitarization of the Republic of Moldova. 
 
The document entitled “Confidence- and Security-Building Measures in Moldova”, 
developed by OSCE mission experts, included an “Agreement on reducing the armed forces, 
armament and military technics” and “Document regarding the confidence- and security-
building measures”. 
 
The agreement on reducing the armed forces, armament, and military technics aimed for total 
disarmament of the armed forces and transformation of the Republic of Moldova into a 
demilitarized zone. The agreement provided for reduction of the armed forces with 10% 
annually and cessation of all military technics during a period of at most 5 years with an 
annual rate of at least 20%. Some additional documents were established as an integral part of 
the agreement: the Protocol on exchange of information about the main armament held by the 
parties (meaning the armament of the National Army of the Republic of Moldova and the 
military forces of the Tiraspol regime), the Protocol on mutual inspections, the Protocol on 
procedures to reclassify the helicopters with fighting capacities into transport helicopters, the 
Protocol on contacts and meetings at a departmental level, and the Protocol on enterprises 
that produce armaments. 
 
The document regarding the confidence- and security-building measures included the 
following additional documents as its integral part: the Protocol on invitations, the Protocol 
on military collaboration and contacts, the Protocol on joint training regarding the peace 
maintenance actions, the Protocol on joint training in carrying out inspections, the Protocol 
on small arms and light weapons, the Protocol on destruction of munitions and management 
of reserves, and the Protocol on mutual assistance in exceptional situations. 
 
The main argument meant to explain the need of this document was the evaluation of the 
force balance between Moldova and Transnistria, which was undertaken by the experts of the 
mission and whose conclusion revealed that there was a high military risk between the two 
parties. The solution to respond to this evaluation was the demilitarization of the Republic of 
Moldova by reducing the number of armed forces and cassation of all military technics. 
 



The project of the OSCE mission was largely contested on the right side of the Nistru, the 
main arguments being the following: 

1. The basis of the project relied on some evaluations, estimations and findings that were 
wrong or dubious. On one hand, the conclusions regarding the military danger from 
the Armed Forces of the Republic of Moldova were totally opposed to the conclusions 
of multiple inspections carried out over the years by the international verification 
steams in line with the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (TFACE) 
from1992 and the Vienne Document on Confidence and Security Measures (1999). 
These “conclusions” were questioning the observance in good faith by the Republic of 
Moldova of the commitments assumed at the international level. Invoking the fact that 
the Armed Forces of the RM present a military danger, the OSCE mission was 
questioning the observance by the Republic of Moldova of the commitments 
regarding the settlement of the Transnistrian conflict in a peaceful way. On the other 
hand, there were no arguments for the probability of a “good faith” of the authorities 
from Tiraspol, under the conditions when over the years no international inspection 
was carried out in the military units on the left side of the Nistru – neither in those of 
the Russian Federation nor in those subordinated to the authorities from Tiraspol, and 
the evaluations and estimations regarding the “Armed Forces of Transnistria” were 
based on the information collect from mass-media, according to the authors. 
 

2. The project ignored the problem of the withdrawal of the Russian Federation troops 
from the territory of the Republic of Moldova. Moreover, the Russian Federation 
pretended to have a supervisory role, the “guarantor” and a participant in the 
mechanisms of inspection and verification. At the same time, this role cannot be 
considered to be credible as long as the Russian Federation does not observe the 
provisions of international agreements and their own arrangements regarding the 
withdrawal of the military troops from the territory of the Republic of Moldova. 
 

3. The project ignored the lack of “good faith” from the Russian Federation and the 
Tiraspol regime to observe the already existing international mechanisms for 
confidence and security building. Thus, all attempts by the international inspectors to 
verify the military forces mobilized in the Transnistrian region according to the FACE 
Treaty and Vienne Document were blocked with the tacit approval or with the 
encouragement of the military forces of the Russian Federation. 
 

4. The project offered an equal status to the Armed Forces of the Republic of Moldova 
and the “Armed Forces of Transnistria”, and this meant actually the legitimization of 
the Tiraspol regime and was leading not to the settlement of the conflict but to 
blocking the regulation process. 
 

5. Feasibility. The project raised a number of questions with no answer regarding the 
implementation mechanism and guarantees. The previous experience proved that 
OSCE has no influence over the leaders from Tiraspol, and that it cannot impose any 
decision upon them, thus any implementation action was totally dependent on the 
good will of the authorities from Tiraspol. On the other hand, the Russian Federation 
which was remaining outside the demilitarization process has shown a number of 
times that it is not impartial in this conflict. 

 
 
 



Conclusions and recommendations 
Building mutual trust between the parties in a conflict is the key element of the process for 
conflict settlement, and the use of some tools like those of confidence and security building is 
a logical, traditional and important procedure used at the international level. These measures 
are actions which reveal the will to cooperate and set the basis for continuous cooperation, 
targeting the creation of favorable conditions for the success of the political effort undertaken 
to settle the conflicts. 
 
The agreements on implementation of confidence- and security-building measures need a 
detailed development and careful selection of the concrete fields and actions; they also need a 
detailed specification of the support and imposition measures; and, they need to take into 
consideration the main motivations that would determine the observance of the assumed 
commitments. The implementation of these measures should be based on an impartial 
mechanism which would ensure for neither of the parties to obtain some advantage in the 
disadvantage of the other party. At the same time, the enforcement of these measures should 
be correlated with other actions from the conflict settlement process and the general 
negotiation framework. 
 
During the process of Transnistrian conflict settlement, no positive changes were registered 
in building security either at the regional or national levels, or in the security zone. One of the 
reasons for such a failure refers to the fact that the concept of confidence- and security-
building measures was not understood and developed enough. 
 
Out of the whole range of such measures presented by international experience, the 
participants to the regulation process examined or used only some, which were taken out of 
context and applied in a separate way, without being adjusted and without being based on 
logic, specific conditions and situations from the process of the Transnistrian conflict 
regulation, and so they were a failure. The passive participation of the Moldovan part in this 
process has affected, to a large extent, the image of the authorities from Chisinau, especially 
with regard to the capacity to analyze, evaluate, develop, and influence the negotiation 
process and the settlement of the conflict. Under conditions in which the Republic of 
Moldova wishes to settle the Transnistrian conflict as urgently as possible and as honestly as 
possible, this situation should be changed at once. 
 


