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Abstract
The Council of Europe (CoE) and the OSCE both work to ensure human rights, the rule
of law, democracy, and stability in Europe. Both organizations struggle with deteriorating
multilateralism and the erosion of compliance with shared norms in Europe. This contribution
discusses the cooperation between the CoE and the OSCE and how it can be deepened. Govern-
ments should provide more political support, personnel, and funding to the two organizations.
Specifically, we recommend: 1) enhancing communication at the political level by energizing
the CoE–OSCE Coordination Group and reviving the idea of holding “2+2” senior officials’
meetings; and 2) promoting and funding more interaction between the two organizations in
countries where both have field presences, while ensuring that they are giving compatible
political and legal advice.
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Introduction1

The Council of Europe (CoE) and the
OSCE are both regional international or-
ganizations working to ensure stability in
Europe. As such, they are natural partners
with a well-established and long-stand-
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ing relationship. Both promote human
rights, fundamental freedoms, democra-
cy, and the rule of law.

In Europe and elsewhere, we are see-
ing eroding compliance with the norms
that enabled dialogue, security building,
and trust among states and societies after
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the end of the East–West conflict. Public
trust in democratic institutions is decreas-
ing and political radicalization growing.
Given this situation, one would expect
governments to ensure close cooperation
between the CoE and the OSCE. How-
ever, while improving cooperation has
repeatedly been a topic of discussion be-
tween the CoE and the OSCE over the
past two decades, it is not currently a pri-
ority for member/participating States.

The paper has a twofold purpose: to
analyse the current state of cooperation
between the CoE and the OSCE and to
suggest ways of deepening it. The paper
starts from the premise that enhanced in-
teraction between the CoE and the OSCE
could mitigate some of the challenges fac-
ing Europe.

We argue that cooperation between
the organizations at the expert level needs
to be enhanced and complemented by
more substantial interaction at the level
of leadership and senior management,
particularly in the CoE–OSCE Coordi-
nation Group, where communication is
overly ritualized. Moreover, we suggest
reviving the idea of holding “2+2” senior
officials’ meetings. We also recommend
greater interaction in countries where
both organizations run field presences.
European Union (EU) capitals, in particu-
lar, should better utilize the OSCE and
the CoE as two central actors for ensur-
ing stability in Europe.

The paper is based on interviews con-
ducted with representatives of the two
organizations in Strasbourg, The Hague,
Vienna, and Warsaw between September
and December 2017 and a series of fol-
low-up interviews in 2020. It also draws

on an analysis of documents adopted to
regulate and formalize relations between
both organizations.

The first section describes existing co-
operation between the OSCE and the
CoE. The second outlines political and
structural obstacles to closer cooperation.
The third and final section offers recom-
mendations to governments and the ex-
ecutive structures of the two organiza-
tions on how cooperation could be deep-
ened.

OSCE–CoE interaction

The CoE and the OSCE each work to
promote security and stability in Europe
in their own specific ways. The OSCE,
the world’s largest regional security orga-
nization under Chapter VIII of the Unit-
ed Nations (UN) Charter, is an inclusive
forum for negotiations. Its 57 participat-
ing States regularly discuss security mat-
ters in the Permanent Council and the
Forum for Security Cooperation in Vien-
na. The OSCE also has an extensive net-
work of field operations and is the conti-
nent’s largest conflict manager.

With 47 member states, the CoE, in
turn, contributes to stability in Europe
by advocating human rights, democracy,
and the rule of law, in particular through
adopting and supporting the implemen-
tation of international agreements and
conventions. The European Convention
for the Protection of Human Rights and
Fundamental Freedoms (1950) and the
more than 220 other conventions and in-
ternational legal provisions (along with
the extensive apparatus for their imple-
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mentation) help to protect the rights of
those who reside within their jurisdic-
tion. The CoE’s legal instruments and
the OSCE’s norm-setting political com-
mitments and strong field presence com-
plement one another well.2

The two organizations have a well-es-
tablished and longstanding relationship.
They have on various occasions empha-
sized “the flexible and pragmatic char-
acter”3 of their cooperation and their
fundamental intention to “complement
and reinforce each other”.4 At the expert
and operational level, the organizations
work together closely in a relationship
based on complementarity, transparency,
democratic accountability, and mutual
respect for each other’s mandates, mem-
bership, and autonomy.

However, deepening or expanding this
cooperation is hampered at the level of
high-ranking officials and political lead-
ers, where communication is sparse or
overly ritualized. The situation is similar
in the field, where there is room for im-
provement when it comes to interaction
and coordination.

Established modalities

Flexibility and pragmatism are the guid-
ing principles of the four key documents
that formally regulate cooperation be-
tween the CoE and the OSCE, with the
intention of avoiding duplication and
making best use of their comparative ad-
vantages (see text box).

Documents regulating cooperation
between the Council of Europe and
the OSCE
1. CoE/OSCE, Relations Between the

Council of Europe and the OSCE:
Common Catalogue of Cooperation
Modalities, SEC.GAL/30/00, 4 April
2000 [OSCE], and CM(2000)52, 25
April 2000 [CoE].

2. OSCE, Enhanced Cooperation Be-
tween the Organization for Secu-
rity and Cooperation in Europe
(OSCE) and the Council of Europe
(CoE), Permanent Council Decision
PC.DEC/637, 2 December 2004.

3. OSCE, Cooperation Between the
Organization for Security and Co-
operation in Europe (OSCE) and
the Council of Europe, Permanent
Council Decision PC.DEC/670, 28
April 2005.

4. CoE/OSCE, Declaration on Cooper-
ation Between the Organization for
Security and Cooperation in Europe
and the Council of Europe, 17 May
2005.

These documents provide a set of work-
ing modalities that include:
• mutual representation at meetings of

the decision-making bodies and the
parliamentary assemblies, and mutual
liaison;

• the Coordination Group, established
in 20045 as a regular top-level meeting
format to discuss cooperation within
four formally agreed thematic areas
(the Group’s potential is discussed be-
low);

Enhancing Cooperation Between the OSCE and the Council of Europe

131https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748922339-09, am 25.05.2023, 07:29:01
Open Access –  - http://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748922339-09
http://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb


• high-level “2+2” meetings of the
OSCE Chairperson-in-Office and CoE
President, the two Secretaries General,
and heads of institutions and senior
officials;

• "2+2" meetings at the level of se-
nior officials, parliamentary meetings,
joint meetings with the participation
of experts from capitals, and represen-
tatives of the secretariats (both “2+2”
formats are not in use but could be
activated – see recommendations be-
low);

• high-level tripartite meetings between
the Chairpersons and Secretaries Gen-
eral of the OSCE and the CoE, as
well as the Director General of the
United Nations Office in Geneva, and
others (held annually from 1993 until
2011);6

• cooperation between CoE and OSCE
institutions based on the above-men-
tioned agreed areas of cooperation;

• secretarial cooperation and informa-
tion exchange;

• ad-hoc contacts and consultations, in-
cluding desk-to-desk meetings.7

A number of working arrangements,
memoranda of understanding, and ex-
changes of letters between the two orga-
nizations have aimed to additionally fa-
cilitate interaction over the years. The ex-
change of letters between the Director of
the OSCE Office for Democratic Institu-
tions and Human Rights (ODIHR) and
the CoE Secretary General on areas of
cooperation (2019) is a recent example.

The framework of cooperation is ap-
plied with varying degrees of effective-
ness at the different organizational levels:

rather sparsely and inflexibly at the high-
er political level (namely in the Coordi-
nation Group), intensively in interactions
between the organizations’ institutions at
the working level, and unevenly in the
field.

Fixed modalities of high-level
communication

Communication between the CoE and
the OSCE at the political level is chal-
lenging. The Coordination Group, estab-
lished in 2004, is the official format for
high-level meetings between the two or-
ganizations. The Group convenes twice a
year, the venue alternating between Stras-
bourg and Vienna. (On 13 November
2020, the group met for the thirty-second
time, for the second time online due to
COVID-19 restrictions.) Some view the
original agreement to “meet as necessary
and at least every six months”8 as a com-
mitment to more frequent communica-
tion. Depending on the thematic focus,
the list of CoE participants includes the
Chairperson and Bureau of the Ministers’
Deputies, the Chair of the Rapporteur
Group on External Relations, and Secre-
tariat representatives. The list of OSCE
participants includes representatives of
the Troika (previous, current and incom-
ing Chair), the Secretariat, including the
Office of the Special Representative and
Co-ordinator for Combating Trafficking
in Human Beings, and the institutions,
in particular the High Commissioner
on National Minorities (HCNM) and
ODIHR.
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The formal agenda of the Group’s
meetings is highly ritualized, limited to
four fixed areas of cooperation, namely
(a) the fight against terrorism, (b) the
fight against trafficking in human beings,
(c) the promotion of tolerance and non-
discrimination, and (d) the protection of
the rights of persons belonging to nation-
al minorities.9 This leaves little room for
quickly responding to events and trends.
The four areas were initially conceived
as a starting point for discussions, but
the list was never expanded. This is main-
ly due to lack of consensus among the
participating States, for some of which
potential further subject areas are contro-
versial. Even within the four thematic
areas, sharp disagreements exists on ad-
dressing matters such as minority issues,
tolerance and non-discrimination, and
gender mainstreaming.

Flexible interaction at the working level

Cooperation at the working level be-
tween the CoE and the OSCE is less
structured but much more developed
than the Coordination Group’s activities.
Senior officials of both organizations ap-
preciate the excellent ties at the expert
level. There is a high level of mutual
awareness of activities, particularly be-
tween ODIHR and the European Com-
mission for Democracy through Law, bet-
ter known as the Venice Commission.
Joint work often follows established pro-
cedures. Several OSCE field operations
exchange information with the CoE and
organize joint events and projects per-
taining to their respective mandates.

However, these are rarely reflected in the
Coordination Group meetings or in re-
ports to the member/participating States.

ODIHR leads joint election observa-
tion missions with the Parliamentary As-
sembly of the Council of Europe (PACE)
and the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly.
The two assemblies hold frequent meet-
ings, and cooperation between them (as
well as with the European Parliament
and, from time to time, the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization’s Parliamen-
tary Assembly and the Congress of Local
and Regional Authorities of Europe) is
assessed as excellent. Election observation
is the flagship joint activity, visible to the
broad public in many countries.

There are thematic consultations be-
tween ODIHR and the CoE Commis-
sioner for Human Rights, who is a reg-
ular guest at OSCE forums. Ties also ex-
ist between OSCE institutions and the
Congress of Local and Regional Author-
ities, the Conference of International
Non-Governmental Organizations, and
the European Court of Human Rights.
CoE officials underline best practices of
cooperation such as mutual invitations of
senior OSCE representatives to high-lev-
el meetings, the OSCE’s participation in
the CoE Steering Committees and their
subordinate bodies, and interaction with
OSCE field operations.10

The institutions of both organizations
systematically make use of each other’s
decisions, judgements, guidelines, and
other publications as legal and politi-
cal reference points. The Venice Com-
mission and ODIHR have a long tradi-
tion, based on a cooperation agreement,
of jointly producing opinions and guide-
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lines, e.g. on freedom of religion, free-
dom of peaceful assembly, and freedom
of association.11 Cooperation is particu-
larly intensive in those areas where guide-
lines have been drawn up.

ODIHR works not only with the
Venice Commission on legislation re-
views and opinions and with PACE on
elections, but also with the CoE Secretari-
at on topics of mutual concern. These
include promoting tolerance and non-
discrimination and protecting human
rights (including of minorities such as
Roma and Sinti), supporting the work
of human rights defenders, and action
against hate crime. Experts from the in-
stitutions meet regularly, exchange infor-
mation, share reports, and engage in
common endeavours. ODIHR systemati-
cally uses the country reports and policy
recommendations of the European Com-
mission against Racism and Intolerance
(ECRI) in its capacity-building work,
while ECRI uses ODIHR’s hate crime
data in its country reports. The Adviso-
ry Committee on the Framework Con-
vention for the Protection of National
Minorities (FCNM) frequently refers to
ODIHR hate crime data in its country
reports and to the HCNM’s thematic rec-
ommendations and guidelines. In turn,
the HCNM uses the opinions of the Advi-
sory Committee on the FCNM and the
reports of the Committee of Experts of
the European Charter for Regional or Mi-
nority Languages. Visits by the HCNM to
Strasbourg and Venice to discuss country-
related minority matters with high-level
representatives is established practice.

An exchange of letters between
ODIHR Director Ingibjörg Sólrún

Gísladóttir and CoE Secretary General
Marija Pejčinović Burić in November
2019 underscored and served to alert ex-
pert teams to the areas of cooperation be-
tween ODIHR and the CoE.12 A similar
correspondence between the CoE and the
HCNM or the Representative on Free-
dom of the Media (RFOM) could be con-
sidered.

Uneven cooperation in the field

Interaction in the field is the cornerstone
of OSCE–CoE cooperation. Both organi-
zations have numerous field presences.
The CoE runs 17 external offices with dif-
ferent profiles in different regions, along
with four liaison offices and an office in
Paris. Among them are countries where
the OSCE does not have a presence or
is not permanently stationed, such as
Turkey and the three South Caucasus
states. As of 2020, the OSCE runs 16
field operations, including five in Central
Asia, where the CoE is not present, and
has three institutions that also conduct
work in the field. There is considerable
overlap between the two organizations’
field presences in South-Eastern and East-
ern Europe.

Cooperation between the OSCE field
operations and the CoE external offices
has developed unevenly. In Ukraine,
where both organizations enlarged their
presences after 2013–2014, cooperation
is relatively advanced. Based on a mem-
orandum of cooperation, the organiza-
tions hold biannual meetings and have
integrated their activities in an EU/CoE/
OSCE action plan. Excellent synergies
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exist here, for example with respect to
justice sector reforms, where the CoE
and the OSCE Project Co-ordinator in
Ukraine are working together to sup-
port reforming the prosecutor general’s
office, with the OSCE relying, inter alia,
on European Court of Human Rights
(ECtHR) judges in its training activities.
In other countries, there is a need for
more systematic interaction. This is the
case in Bosnia and Herzegovina, for ex-
ample, where both organizations have al-
most identical priorities (as laid down in
the CoE Action Plan and the mandate of
the OSCE Mission) and work with the
same partners and donors. In general, co-
operation in the field is difficult where
the political context is sensitive, EU inte-
gration dynamics are slowing down, or
host states are distancing themselves from
the OSCE presence and activities. This is
often due to the alleged stigma of field
presences being deployed in countries
with democratic deficits or internal con-
flict.

Obstacles to closer interaction

For over a decade, there have been occa-
sional efforts to bring the CoE and the
OSCE closer together. Specific proposals
were made in the CoE paper entitled
“Relations Between the Council of Euro-
pe and the OSCE: The Way Forward”
(2012),13 the last major exchange on the
matter. The organizations have not been
able to take steps based on these propos-
als, however. This is partly due to reti-
cence at the political level and partly due

to structural differences between the or-
ganizations.

High-level reluctance

In the 2012 paper,14 the CoE proposed
measures for regular joint decision-mak-
ing and re-establishing the practice of re-
ciprocal invitations. After a year of discus-
sion, the OSCE responded with caution,
referring to its preference for “pragmatic,
effective, goal-oriented, results-driven and
experts-based cooperation” based on ex-
pert-to-expert action and case-by-case in-
teraction in the field.15 The Belgian Chair
of the CoE Committee of Ministers’ sub-
sequent suggestion to start another con-
sultation process between the organiza-
tions was insufficiently coordinated with-
in the CoE and eventually not brought
forward for discussion with the OSCE.16

The Belgian Chair did host an extra-ordi-
nary CoE–OSCE High-Level Meeting on
the margins of the 125th Session of the
Committee of Ministers in Brussels. Since
then, however, no further CoE–OSCE
high-level meetings have taken place.

Giving each other the right to speak
at the OSCE Ministerial Council meet-
ings and the CoE Committee of Minis-
ters’ meetings has been politically contro-
versial. Generally, international organiza-
tions are given the floor after the rep-
resentatives of the member/participating
States in the respective meetings have
spoken. At the OSCE Ministerial Coun-
cil, the speaking right of the CoE Secre-
tary General depends on the participating
States’ consensus-based agreement on the
annual meeting’s modalities. Due to lack
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of agreement on the modalities of the
OSCE Ministerial Council meetings in
Belgrade in 2015 and Hamburg in 2016,
the floor was not given to the CoE and
other international organizations. In Bel-
grade, the Serbian Chairperson-in-Office
gave CoE Secretary General Thorbjørn
Jagland the floor at the Ministerial lunch.
Since 2016, the Head of the CoE Liaison
Office in Vienna has represented the CoE
at the OSCE Ministerial Council.

Conversely, OSCE Secretary General
Thomas Greminger participated in the
commemorative ceremony of the 70th
Anniversary of the CoE and addressed
the 129th Session of the Committee of
Ministers of the CoE in 2019 – following
four years without the participation of
an OSCE Secretary General in the annual
event. An official of the Office of the Sec-
retary General represented the OSCE at
the CoE Ministerial Sessions in 2018 and
2020.

At the same time, mutual represen-
tation at the OSCE Permanent Coun-
cil and the meetings of the CoE Minis-
ters’ Deputies functions well. However,
repeated inquiries on the part of the
CoE as to the possibility of permanent
access to the Permanent Council have
remained unanswered, the OSCE partici-
pating States having been unable to reach
consensus on the matter. In 2014, the
Swiss OSCE Chair consequently initiat-
ed the practice of announcing representa-
tives of the CoE and other international
organizations accredited to the OSCE as
guests of the Chair at the beginning of
each meeting of this and other decision-
making bodies. Since then, every OSCE
Chair has continued the practice.

Efforts to launch frequent bilateral
meetings of the Secretaries General bore
fruit only after the change of incumbents
in 2017 (OSCE) and 2019 (CoE). Secre-
taries General Greminger and Pejčinović
Burić paid increased attention to the re-
lations between their organizations and
started to make use of different meeting
formats. CoE Secretary General Pejčin-
ović Burić addressed the OSCE Perma-
nent Council in December 2019 and
again in December 2020. However, the
increased interaction between the two
Secretaries General was cut short follow-
ing the non-extension of OSCE Secretary
General Greminger’s mandate in July
2020.

Regular senior officials’ meetings were
discontinued in 2010 as they were
no longer considered useful. From the
OSCE’s perspective, they were basically
made redundant by the OSCE–CoE Co-
ordination Group meetings. The heads of
external cooperation/relations still meet
on a case-by-case basis to discuss substan-
tial agenda points and to prepare high-
level meetings.

Providing more substance to the dia-
logue in the Coordination Group has
been repeatedly considered, particularly
with a view to expanding the four-areas
agenda. From Strasbourg’s perspective, it
is the OSCE that opposes its expansion.
In Vienna, it is commonly remarked that
the participating States generally want
control and do not want the structures
to act on their own. On the other hand,
a number of previous OSCE Permanent
Council Chairs and CoE Chairs of the
Ministers’ Deputies seized the opportuni-
ty during their tenures to add informal
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communication on additional subjects to
the Coordination Group meetings, there-
by turning them into “extremely fruitful
events”, as meeting attendees noted. This
suggests that adding informal exchange
rather than expanding the standardized
exchange is the way forward (see our rec-
ommendation below).

All in all, the reluctance (among OSCE
participating States in particular) to give
the CoE speaking rights at OSCE Minis-
terial Councils and to consider relaxing
the rigid framework for formal interac-
tion in the Coordination Group makes
more systematic communication at the
higher political level difficult. On many
topics, communication and substantial
collaboration between the organizations
take place at a lower level. The closer to
the working level, the more constructive
for the experts involved.

Structural differences

Efforts for more systematic cooperation
between the OSCE and the CoE are ham-
pered not only by political reluctance but
also by structural differences. The OSCE
is a non-career organization with a weak
bureaucratic apparatus that is kept under
close scrutiny by the delegations in Vien-
na. Political direction is exercised by the
Chairperson-in-Office, who, however, is
only primus inter pares among fellow min-
isters. The Secretary General merely has a
mandate as a representative of the Chair-
person-in-Office and the organization’s
chief administrative officer. He/she has
no direct authority over the three insti-
tutions – ODIHR, the HCNM, and the

RFOM – or the field operations, which
answer directly to the decision-making
bodies of the organization (and in this
way to the delegations). The OSCE Par-
liamentary Assembly is not even an inte-
grated element of the organization, and
its deputies do not enjoy the powers exer-
cised by their colleagues at PACE.

By contrast, in the CoE (which is a ca-
reer organization), the Secretary General
and the bureaucratic apparatus play a sig-
nificant role, as do the deputies and dele-
gations in PACE. The ECtHR enjoys judi-
cial independence. The decisions of the
bodies of the CoE and the rulings of the
Court are legally enforceable throughout
the CoE area.

Different decision-making procedures
often lead to different positions taken
by the organizations. The consensus rule
makes the political dialogue in the OSCE
more complex and often reduces deci-
sions to lowest common denominators.
Decisions in the OSCE are politically
binding commitments, and their non-ful-
filment cannot be penalized. The CoE
and its bodies take their decisions, which
are legally binding under international
law, by majority vote. Member states can
thus be overruled, as was frequently the
case with Russia on matters regarding
Ukraine, for example. The withdrawal of
Russia’s voting rights in the Parliamen-
tary Assembly of the CoE after the annex-
ation of Crimea in 2014 was a disputed
case in point – unthinkable in the inclu-
sive, consensus-based OSCE.

Differences also exist in the organiza-
tions’ membership, although they are
largely identical. Russia participates in
both organizations, whereas the United
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States (US), Belarus, Canada, the Holy
See, the five Central Asian countries, and
Mongolia are not members of the CoE.17

The US and Canada do have a permanent
seat as observers, however, and closely
monitor the CoE’s internal discussions.

In combination, these organization-spe-
cific factors – differences with regard to
type of commitment (legally binding and
enforceable or political), voting modes, and
the degree of the apparatuses’ autonomy
– hamper  cooperation between the  two
organizations.  Especially  at  the  political
level,  arriving  at  common  positions  on
sensitive  matters  can  be  complicated,
despite cooperation at the working level.

Conclusions and recommendations

The CoE and the OSCE, each with its
own instruments and comparative advan-
tages, both seek to promote stability in
Europe. Both are devoted to promoting
human rights, fundamental freedoms,
democracy, and the rule of law. Giv-
en the eroding compliance with shared
norms and the political radicalization Eu-
rope is experiencing, improving coopera-
tion between these two organizations is
important.

This requires more than a verbal com-
mitment from governments to make use
of multilateral platforms. It also requires
key states to take a more active role in
practice. This applies not only, but in
particular, to EU member countries and
the institutions of the EU. For the EU,
both the CoE (e.g. in accession processes)
and the OSCE (e.g. in conflicts such as
the one in and around Ukraine or in re-

gions where the EU has limited clout and
instruments) are valuable partners. The
challenge is to translate formal coopera-
tion agreements into action. A 2012 CoE
Rapporteur Group Report puts this idea
succinctly: “There is probably not much
need for more binding conventions. Most
focus should be on implementation.”18

Below, we offer suggestions for small,
practical steps towards improved cooper-
ation.

Improving high-level communication

Deepening or expanding cooperation be-
tween the OSCE and the CoE is largely
hampered at the level of high-ranking
officials and political leaders, where com-
munication is sparse or overly ritualized.
Governments should therefore aim to im-
prove communication between the orga-
nizations at the political level and, in
particular, to provide more substance to
the discussions at the biannual meetings
of the Coordination Group. Given that
changing the formal modalities of the
meetings is unrealistic, the possibility of
expanding the scope of discussions by
means of informal consultations should
be considered. Along these lines, we sug-
gest the following:
• First, the two organizations should

consider adding more expert consulta-
tions to meetings of the Coordination
Group. Representatives from both or-
ganizations have reported positive ex-
periences in recent years with such in-
formal consultations for streamlining
joint work. These side meetings could
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address topics not covered by the four
formal agenda items, such as migra-
tion, non-discrimination, youth and
security, media freedom, and the safe-
ty of journalists. They could also be an
occasion for discussing topical issues
such as responses to the COVID-19
pandemic and field operations’ activi-
ties. Cybersecurity and artificial intel-
ligence and their influence on democ-
racy and human rights is another area
of discussion that could be promising
with a view to future cooperation.

• Second, under the agenda item “any
other business”, the Coordination
Group could be tasked with elaborat-
ing common thematic priorities in
preparation for high-level meetings
and further consultations with mem-
ber/participating States.

• Third, the ground should be prepared
for reviving the “2+2” meetings at the
level of senior officials, as foreseen
in the 2000 Common Catalogue19 for
specifying common working topics
and practical ways to proceed further.
In 2021, Sweden (as the OSCE Chair),
supported by the Troika members Al-
bania and Poland and the three Pres-
idencies of the CoE (Germany, Hun-
gary, and Italy), could take the initia-
tive to relaunch these meetings.

Supporting interaction in the field

Although the CoE and the OSCE have
a similar number of field presences, they
carry different weight in the two organi-
zations. The main operational focus of
the CoE lies with its headquarters, while

the OSCE has more than three quarters
of its staff stationed in the field. The
CoE, with its conventions, legal expertise,
monitoring bodies, and solid financial re-
sources, is a valuable counterpart to the
OSCE, with its rapid-reaction capacities
and know-how and its activities in areas
such as conflict management and democ-
ratization.

The complementary nature of the two
organizations suggests possibilities for co-
ordination and cooperation in their pur-
suit of similar political goals on the
ground. More systematic interaction be-
tween the OSCE and the CoE in the field,
on a case-by-case basis and tailored to the
needs of individual host countries, is not
a novel suggestion.20 Interaction between
the OSCE and the CoE in Ukraine is a
good practice to build on. Along these
lines, we suggest the following:
• First, governments should promote

and fund greater interaction between
the OSCE and the CoE in coun-
tries where both organizations have
field presences. The OSCE has am-
ple local expertise and personnel on
the ground. Complementing this, the
CoE has legal expertise and consider-
able financial resources.

• Second, the EU should leverage its
prominent position in both organiza-
tions to systematically bolster OSCE–
CoE interaction in the field. It has
a special relationship with the CoE
based on a broad “framework for en-
hanced cooperation and political dia-
logue” and an associated set of agree-
ments and working plans.21 In addi-
tion, it has taken steps to work more
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closely with the OSCE.22 The Presi-
dencies/Chairs of the EU, the CoE,
and the OSCE could jointly launch
a political initiative to discuss ways
to strengthen joint field activities and
include trilateral efforts in a strategic
vision of European security.

• Third, both organizations should en-
sure that they are giving compatible
political and legal advice. The OSCE
should make more frequent use of the
legal language of the Council of Euro-
pe, while the latter should make more
systematic use of OSCE documents
in the fields of democratic elections,
protection of fundamental rights, the
rule of law, and tolerance and non-dis-
crimination. Ensuring the coherence
of their advice will increase the legiti-
macy of both organizations and their
political impact on the ground.
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