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FOREWORD

This book is essentially a product of Latvian-Swedish co-operation.

Or more specifrcally: of cooperation between t}jle Latvijas Arpolitikas
Instituts (I'AI, T1'e Latvian Institute of International Affairs), repre-
sented by its director Atis Leji4i, Forsvarshdgskolans strategiska
institution (FHS/il, The Department of Strategic Studies at the
National Defence College of Sweden), represented by the director of
its research program. "security in the Baltic Sea region (BSS),"
Professor Gunnar Art6us.

This cooperation has manifested and is manifesting itself in vari-
ous forms and ways. One major event was an international confer-
ence at Jurmala (near Riga) in June 14-16, 1997. The papers pre-
sented and discussed at this conference provide - in slightly revised
shape - the bulk of the contents of this book.

Both the LAI and the FHS/SI and its BSS program are briefly
described on the inside ofthe back-cover, and we see no need to add
anything here to that presentation. Nor will we comment here on the
theme of the book since this has been admirably done by Professor
Bo Huldt, Director of the FHS/SL in his introduction to the book.
However, we will not abstain here from expressing our gratitude to
our principal co-workers in the organizing of the Jurmala conference

and in the production of this book, namely Ms Signe Sole, assistant
to Atis Leji4s, and Dr. Daina Bleiere, research fellow of the LAL A\d
during the frnal stages of the book's delivery process, valuable assis-

tance has been cheerfully given by Ms Eila Lindman, the new princi-
pal assistant of the FHS/il.

Stockholm and Riga in March, 1998.

Gunnar Arhlus Atis Leji4s
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IN 1I<ODUCTION

Bo Huldt

-fI,,. ll:rllrr.fir,:r region has emerged as a new component in thef lrrrrlrlrrrg r1'rr .ew European security order. The cola war was a
,lrrr'k r.l,r'riucle in Northern European history not least because itlr'rkr'l,lr. unity of what had been for a very long time a region ofl'rrrl. irrrrl cultural exchange, with the Baltic sea brlnging the peoples
Iogct,lrt:r.

All had certainly not been togetherness and harmony prior to the
( i.ld war. on the contrary, the region had been the scene of' bitter
.ivalries and much bloodshed between great powers as well as smalr-
er states. Three types of actors had dominated the stage. First, there
had been the permanent powers, i.e., ,,Germany,, 

an"il ,,Russia,,, or
perhaps better, "Germania" and "slavia," which in different shapes
had ruled the southern and eastern shores of the sea. second, there
were the some time powers, i.e., Denmark during the middle ages,
16th and early 17th centuries, poland in the late middle and early
modern ages, and Sweden during the so cailed "swedish century,,
from the capture of Riga in 1621 to the end of the Great Nordic warin r72L, which at various times had held mastery in the Baltic
region. The third category was made up of the so called maritime
powers of the west who had strategic and economic interests in the
Baltic sea region and thus from time to time intervened in the local
power struggle to protect these interests and to prevent any one sin-
gle local power frorri overwhelming all the rest. Thus acted ihe Dutch
in the mid-1600's, supporting first the swedes against the Danes,
then the Danes against the swedes when the latter seemed inrent on
making the Baltic a swedish lake. After the Dutch came in British,
who sought through similar balancing policies first to cut down the
swedes to size and thereafter, over a rather a long time, tried to hold
back Russia and protect Russia's smaller neighbours, occasionally
supported by another Western power, France.

Still, despite these repeated rounds of great power conf?ontation
over the control of the Russian market, over ports, coast line and hin-
terland, the regional system and unity was not threatened for any
longer period of time. Trade went on, the ships would sail between
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the Baltic cities, and the region was never quite closed. The Cold
War, on the contrary, implied a full black out, the realization of a
"continental system" beyond even the wildest dreams of Napoleon.
The Baltic Sea effectively divided East from West; also from a neu-
tral Swedish perspective, the other side of the Baltic was a different
world, and, above all, one different world. The end of the Cold War
thus brought the realization, also to the Swedes, that there existed
something which one had conveniently forgotten for some fifty years:
the Baltic peoples.

The changes since 1989 on the strategic map of the Baltic Sea
region have been revolutionary. Germany has been re-unified,
Poland has re-emerged as an independent European actor of sub-
stance and even greater promise, the Baltic states have been
reclaimed Iike iand rising foom out of the sea, and the Soviet Union
has ceased to exist - or, perhaps rather, retreated into Russia, again
the single largest European power but also the most problem ridden.
From having held mastery over the Baltic Sea only a few years ago,
Russia now maintains only what must be described as a rather tenu-
ous hold on the sea through the ex-clave of Kaliningrad and the
St Petersburg region. In the mid-8O's, almost 70 percent of all naval
tonnage in the Baltic Sea was Soviet and Warsaw Pact; today, there
exists a triangular "balance" of sorts between the German, Swedish
and Russian fleets and, given the present lack of resources and the
low priority given to the Russian Baltic Fleet, Russia hardly looks
the strongest ofthe three.

The Russian "bridgehead" is strategically a difficult one: Kali-
ningrad is exposed, with an open coast and with land communica-
tions available only through Baltic and Belarussian territory. The
Kronstadt-St Petersburg area, on the other hand, is located at the
very bottom of the Finnish Gulf - far away from the Baltic Sea, also

to some extent dependent on good neighbour relations.
The Baltic Sea is now also a NATO sea, something that wiil be

further underlined once Poland joins the Alliance. The NATO
Command structure is being changed; today, the Baltic Sea is the
responsibility of both the central command and of the North
western command (for air and naval operations). NATO presence,

however, to a very large extent equals Partnership for Peace exercis-

es, which thus involves all shore states including Russia, although
Russian participation has so far been restrained'

The Baltic sea region today is a meeting place for many different
organizational and national interests: NATO, European lJnion,

rc+-dl :l



10 Bo Huldt

wEU, Nordic, Baltic, Russian and polish (thus also, centrar Euro-
pean) interests. In this context, security cannot be seen but as a
"wide" concept, involving "hard" security - arms control, security and
confidence building measures, "deterrence" and defence - as well as
"soft" security problems - environmental challenges, economic and
trade concerns, but also narcotics, smuggling, and organized crime,
refugees and human rights issues. The most obvious .hrll".rg" "o--mon to all Baltic sea states is posed by the environment, the threats
to the Sea itself.

It was also these last issues that first brought the Baltic sea
states together - at a summit in 1g91 at Ronneby in southern
Sweden, called by the swedish then prime Minister krgvar carlsson.
concerns over the environment provided the stepping stone to a
wider agenda for cooperation and in 1g92 the council of Bulti. s"u
states was founded in copenhagen, upon a joint Danish and German
initiative. Step by step, efforts have since then been made to enlarge
the field of cooperation in the region. In the spring and summer of
1996, with sweden as chair nation of the council and initiator, an
agenda was formulated involving the building of a new regional
"infrastructure," with economic, environmental, cultural, and politi_
cal components. A specific programme for the joint combatting of
international crime was identifred.

An important element at the visby and Kalmar meetings in 1996
was the image effect created by the presence and strong showing of
leading EU statesmen, including Chancellor Kohl, and by the
European Commission itself. Even though Visby did not quite
become a northern counterpart to the Barcelona meeting and pro-
gramme with similar institutionalization, significant steps were nev-
ertheless taken in the direction of the establishing of the Baltic sea
area as a Region of Enrope - and of future dynamic development.

The major importance of the Baltic Sea cooperation in terms of
high politics lies in the fact that this area - from the Kola and
Murmansk in the north to Kaliningrad in the south - is where
Russia is in direct contact with Western Europe. What to Peter the
Great was once a "window to the West" is no less important to his
heirs today - but, as has been observed by strategists, this is also a
laboratory for Europe, a litmus test on how Russia will be able to
build and develop its relationship with the Europeans. Herein lie
both great opportunities and considerable risks.

The Nordic countries identified these challenges already in
1991/1992 when they recognized, both individually and jointly within
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the Nordic Council, special responsibilities actively to support the
development of the economies, and the social and political systems of
the three Baltic states. The relationship between the Baltics on the
one hand and Russia, the former imperial power, on the other was
here understood to be of crucial importance.

The Nordics have also risen to the occasion, throwing themselves
into confrdence and security building in the region in a way that has
not characterized Nordic policies since Napoleonic days. The most
immediate challenge, once political recognition had been granted,
was the evacuation of the ex-Soviet armed forces from Baltic territo-
ries, which very strongly engaged the Swedish government led by
Mr Carl Bildt during 1991-94. Here, the gradual demilitarization of
the new relationships between Russia and the Baltic states was
clearly a Swedish security interest - as well as a key Baltic concern.
The full evacuation had also been achieved by 1993-94 (with the
exception of the Skrunda radar base in Latvia). While thus being
steadfast supporters of Baltic sovereignty, the Nordic states have
at the same time pursued a "balanced" policy vis-d-vis Russia and
the three Baltic states on issues related to the Russian speaking
minorities. As chair country of the CSCE in 1993, Sweden was
instrumental in securing the establishment of civil rights missions
1,o Estonia and Latvia, thus engaging the CSCE actively on an is-
sue which because of the tense relations between these states and
Russia clearly belonged to the confidence and security building area.
Subsequently, this presence would also serve as a legitimizing
instrument for the minority policies gradually decided upon by the
Baltic governments themselves.

A central theme, a "must" from the security point of view, for the
Nordic states thus remains the "engagement" of Russia in European
affairs. The Nordic states, regardless of whether they are NATO
members or remain militarily nonaligned, tend to identify themsel-
ves as "Atlanticists," strong supporters of a continued US presence
and active participation in European security building, which also
has a direct bearing upon the Baltic Sea region. At the same time,
Russia wili have to be an European partner and policies towards the
Baltic states will also be conditioned by this factor.

The means to security in the region, both in Nordic and a more
specific Swedish perspective, is offered by the enlargement of the
European Union and here the Nordic Union members have been
strong advocates of Baltic (as well as, of course, Polish) membership
to be granted as soon as possible. "A larger European Union will

11
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ilr.illr :r slrfirr l')rrrope" - as stated in a recent Swedish government
lr\l)()f'1, (S/rl'r'rr IlII - szikrare Europa. SOU 1997: 143. Stockholm).
wlrrl. l,lr.r'. hlrvc been some disagreement among the Nordics about
lr,w l.lris rrrlrrrgement is to be shaped, there is no lack of unity about
l.lrr, 1i,rrl: t,hc three Baltic states as members of the European Union.

'l'lrrr r.lc ol'the EU is thus central for stability and security in the
llrrll.ir: Scir rcgion. In fact, it may even be argued that a strong strate-
11it: ;11'g1,*"nt for the Swedish and Finnish membership applications
t,, t,h. Union was the very reemergence of the Baltic Republics
rrs small states in need of support on the western boundaries of
Itussia. In the 1930's, they had all succumbed to the combined pres-
sures of Germany and the soviet union and the small Nordic states
had no means on their own to try to counteract this. An important
difference between then and today, however, is the Union, which pro-
vides a "back up" for the Nordics in their active Baltic policies. This
argument was never made publicly in the Finnish and Swedish
debates over EU membership but must have been at the back of the
insiders'minds.

The role of NATO in the region has been a more controversial
issue. Both Finland and Sweden joined the Partnership for peace
programme in May 1994 - as the first of the neutral and non-
aligned states, but the debate in both countries on NATO enlarge-
ment tended to be sceptical until well into 1996, when Swedish
Prime Minister Gdran Persson, on visiting Latvia, publicly suppor-
ted the ambitions of the Baltic states to join NATO - if such was
their choice. By the summer of 1997, when NATO reached its deci-
sion in Madrid to enlarge, the positions of the Nordic nonaligned
states were fully in tune with the outcome; NATO enlargement
would enhance security in Europe in general, but also in Northern
Europe and the gattic Sea region in particular. The agreement on
May 27 1997 between NATO and Russia, as well as the balanced out-
come of the Madrid meeting with three central European candidates
identified, no doubt influenced Nordic perceptions of the decision as
reflecting a controlled, long term process with further enlargement
decisions to be taken.

Today, it seems less likely that a second wave of enlargement,
with a new batch of candidate states being identified, will come soon;
rather than in 1999, such a decision might now be expected for the
early 2000's, say between 2003 and 2007. In the meanwhile, the
European Union enlargement process will be all the more important
for security building in the Baltic Sea region - as will the further
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development of the NATO "Enhanced" Partnership programme and
ofregional cooperation in the Baltic Sea area.

Realizing that a speedy enlargement of NATO including the
Baltic states (and perhaps also the Nordic nonaligned states) was
not on the cards, the strategic community, academics and practition-
crs, became busy in 1996 in devising interim solutions. British for-
rner Foreign Secretary Douglas Hurd and analysts at the Rand
Corporation (Ronald Asmus, Stephen Larrabee and Robert Nurick)
came up with similar ideas of a Nordic-Baltic subsystem for securi-
ty and confidence building with the Nordics acting as "escorts" to
the Baltic States in the development of Baltic political and defen-
ce systems (with democratic and stable government as well as con-
t,rol), in moving them closer to the Union and NATO, and also in
improving their relations with Russia. The enthusiasm over those
proposals among both Nordic and Baltic states was, however, very
limited - the Nordics refusing to provide any "guarantees" to the
IJaltics, and the latter rejecting a Nordic affiliation as a substitute
lbr NATO membership.

With NATO's decision now taken, and presumably on the way to
be adopted by Czechs, Hungarians and Poles as well as by the ratify-
ing parliaments in the NATO member countries, we will be left
with a situation in the Baltic Sea region where the interim will
last for some time. Considerable expectations will thus also be placed
on the Nordics acting for confidence and security building in the
region - along the line of their special responsibilities acknowledged
already in 1991-92. This will not involve security guarantees to the
Baltic states but it will certainly involve active regional policies pur-
sued by the Nordics, such as we have seen being done since the end
of the Cold War.

When discussing NATO membership for the Baltic states, we
rnust also recognize the connection between Baltic and nonaligned
Nordic NATO relations. It is likely to be difficult to mobilize support
within NATO for Baltic membership unless Finnish and Swedish
NATO relations have brought these countries closer to NATO than
t.hey are today.

There remain two strategic uncertainties in the region: a smaller
one related to Germany's future interests in the region, a larger one
involving Russia. Today, the role of Germany seems low profrle politi-
cally, despite investments and trade in the region and participation
in, i.a., major demining operations as well as in Baltron, the Baltic
ioint naval force to be established. There is more concern with the

t.l
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Germans "not doing enough" than with the possibility of ,,too much."
German focus seems to be fixed on central Europe and the combined
enlargement of NATO and the Union. The future policy chosen in
Berlin/Bonn will be of significance for how security buitding will
develop in the region. In this connection, attention should be paid to
the link already being forged between Germany and poland.
chancellor Kohl's proud proclamation that the German relationship
with Poland will be as deep as that already existing with France has
strategic implications for the region.

Russia is, of course, the greater uncertainty. Regardless of what
government will rule Russia, it is certain to maintain an image
of Russia as the major power in the Baltic Sea Region, also regard-
less of whether the Baltic Fleet sails or is rusting away in the ports
of Baltijsk and Kronstadt. Economic imperatives now force
the Russians to make deep cuts in their decaying military organiza-
tion and, over the longer term, to fundamentally reorganize what
will be left of air force (in the future including the rocket troops),
army and navy.

For the time being, there is thus military impotence. This will not
be a permanent state but for the immediate future, more important
than military matters will be a pragmatic Russian understanding of
a more realistic balance between Russian interests and those of its
Baltic Sea partners. There is already a very substantiar element of
mutual interdependence developing with ports such as ventspils,
Liepaja and Riga now being among the most important places on
Earth for Moscow: Through these ports a very large portion of Rus-
sia's exports (primarily energy products) to the West as well as
imports therefrom is now being shipped. No doubt, there is a parallel
dependence on thg Baltic side since much revenue comes from this
transit (as does the energy that the Balts themselves need). Again,
both opportunities and risks are created by this new situation * but
one is tempted to see the former as more relevant than the latter to
long term development. That, however, presupposes a Russian will-
ingness to accept that the sovereignty of the Baltic states is also
what makes these states useful to the Russians as well as interesting
to the west, whose economic partnership Russia still seeks. Despite
all the noise made by Mr. Zhirinovsky and others, the basic guideline
laid down in 1985 by Mr. Gorbachev, that the future of Russia (then
the Soviet Union) lies in cooperation with the West, still stands.

When visiting Stockholm in December 1992, Russian president
Boris Yeltsin offered a "confidence Pact" to the states in the Baltic
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Sea region. To those with good memory this may recall the Gor-
bachev Murmansk speech in 1987 - when a similar offer was made to
the "Arctic states" (including the Nordics and Canada), and resolute-
ly turned down in toto. Scepticism has again been voiced. - and the
"Pact" idea was also turned down in Stockholm - but there has not
been the outright rejection of 1987 and new initiatives on the region-
al cooperation theme will undoubtely come ftom Moscow. The some-
what less than sensitive approach used by Russian diplomacy when
proposing "pacts" (or, as earlier in the case of a request to poland, a
"corridor" via Grodno to Kaliningrad) should not divert our attention
from the fact that there is an urgent Russian interest in developing
relations with the regional states. How this can be achieved will ulti-
mately be of crucial importance for the security in the Baltic sea
region. Regional cooperation has many benefits; one of them is that
such arrangements in Europe tend to overlap the boundaries be-
tween the major Euro-organizations, and thus also brings the out-
siders into central political and economic processes. obvious regional
(or subregional) concerns to the Russians involve both the develop-
ment of the Kaliningrad oblast, Murmansk, Karelia and pskov. The
potential ofthe st Petersburg area - one ofthe population centres in
the region - is enormous but the realization of this potential also
depends on Western interest and investment.

one may assume that the Moscow leadership is weighing possibil-
ities and what it also sees as dangers against the background of the
declining ability of the "centre" to control the periphery and the
regions generally, but that one is fully aware of the necessity to open
up - lacking other options. Again, western responses to this will ha-
ve to be based on a cool calculus of interest, of ,,security', and of
"power." A market potential comparable to the Russian one is not
likely to present itself in Europe in time foreseeable but the relation-
ship between Russia and the west is still a strategic one. "Russia in
Europe" is a necessity, but Russia as "European partner,' will take
time to develop, also because of its present state of weakness.

If "regionalism" thus implies some concern for the Russians it
becomes a complex issue also for the smaller states of the region. To
them, Macchiavelli's dictum - that a small state should never align
itself with a more powerful one, unless it has to! - may serve as a
reminder that regional cooperation between small states and great
powers involves asymmetries which the smaller state may want to
avoid by instead appealing to a larger framework within which bal-
ance may be provided by other great powers. In the present case, a
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consistent Swedish line has been to refer all issues related to "hard
security" to a larger European context, rather than to discuss region-
al arrangements. Still, regional problems will require regional
responses and the challenge today seems to be how to build in the
Baltic Sea region a security community which is also directly con-
nected with the larger community already existing in Western
Europe and which we now want also to include the former East.
Some arrangements, also in the field of "security," may thus have to
be developed also in the Baltic Sea area - but with the international
status of the Baltic Sea still intact.

As the situation is today, Baltic security is the result of a combi-
nation of networks, organizations, multi- and bilateral arrangements
as well as national efforts. The United States, the most recent of the
"maritime powers," has contributed a Baltic Charter with the three
republics, not giving any guarantees but nonetheless laying down a
political marker both for their self-confidence and as information
intended for others. There is NATO enlargement coming, but also
PfP upgraded. The EU has, ponderously but still in a determined
way, plotted a course towards enlargement. Even the WEU planted
its flag on the eastern shore of the Baltic Sea under the former
Secretary-General Willem van Eekelen. There is the all-encompass-
ing OSCE; there is Nordic-Baltic cooperation in many shapes.

Neither should we forget the role that national defence efforts will
continue to play for the self-confidence of the smaller states in the
region as well as for stability as such during a period of transition
from Cold War to common and cooperative security. In the case of the
three Baltic states there is an obvious need for the building of such
limited defence capabilities, which could not honestly be seen as
provocation by major powers. The right to self-defence is written into
the UN Charter, and the choice of each state to go about its own
defence, nationally or collectively, is also recognized in repeated
"European" documents since Paris 1990.

All in all, one must recognize how successfully we have moved
into the post-Cold War era in Northern Europe - strikingly so when
comparing with the situation in the Balkans. The North, which dur-
ing the New Cold War of the late 1970's and early 1980's seemed
heading for rapidly rising tension and grave dangers, now again pre-
sents an image of stability, for the time being. In this, there is no
reason for complacency about the future - but it is encouraging.

When the agenda for research at the Department of Strategic
Studies was established in 1994-95. one of our main ambitions was

Lo launch a program on "Security in the Baltic Sea region" that would
Iook - in a multitude of ways, soft as well as hard - at how a security
community might be built in the region. An important element of
this was the gathering of a "community" of scholars from the region
l.ogether in weaving a network of insight and foresight to help us all
in moving towards this security community. It is our sincere hope
l.hat this study may be seen as a stepping stone in that direction.



ESTONIA'S SECURITY POLICY PRIORITIES

Toivo Klaar*

f stonia has three broad security-policy priorities, all mutually com-
l-plementary: NATO membership, EU membership and a strong,
dynamic and friendly relationship with Russia. In addition to these
broad priorities one can also identify regional interests, such as a
strong inter-Baltic relationship, strong ties with our Nordic neigh-
bours, a strengthened council of Baltic Sea states and a close rela-
tionship with Ukraine.

This paper will focus only on the first three priorities. It will
attempt to provide an understanding of the history connected with
each of these policy directions and to give some ideas on how these
strands might evolve in the future. To put these aspirations into per-
spective the paper will start with a quick look back to identify the
origins of Estonia's political aspirations.

'l . National independence a means to an end

The restoration of Estonia's independence in 1gg0-91 was never
seen as a goal in itself by those involved in the liberation movement.
It was rather an important step on the path from being a corony of
the USSR to becoming an equal partner in an integrated Europe.
Already in the late nineteenth century the intellectual movement
'Young Estonia" called on the nation to become Europeans (while
remaining Estonians). In fact, Estonia was one of the first oartici-
pants in the "Pan-European Movement', of Count Coundenhove-
callergi in the 1920s. The leaders of the late 1980s-early 1990s also
followed this same philosophy. Thus the goal of integration into
European and rrans-Atlantic structures was (and is) seen as a logi-
cal path for Estonia as a (western) European nation and a continua-
tion of the philosophy underlying the liberation movement.

2. NATO

Applying for NATO membership is an integral part of this
process. It has been sought as a means to provide Estonia a seat at
the table of European security-policy decision making and as a
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means to alleviate a perceived security shortfall in the Baltic region.
Estonian decision-makers have never approached the question of
NATO membership foom an anti-Russian perspective. Russia,s mili-
tary posture and Russia's political attitudes may have contributed to
the important background of the discussions on NATO enlargement
in general and Baltic NATO membership in particular. However, the
reasons for seeking NATO membership have been and are to be
lound in the generally integrationist approach of successive Estonian
governments' foreign poiicy.

After all, if NATO is the premier security and defence organisa-
tion today, and if its importance as a provider of security and stabili-
ty both within and outside the territory of its member states is likely
to rise even further, why not be part of the decision making process?
If Estonia is likely to participate not only as now in Bosnia but also
in future NATo-led operations it seems logical to join the organisa-
Lion that "calls the shots."

2.1. Reasons for applying early

Nevertheless, it is not at all certain that Estonia would have
lrushed for NATo membership at such an early stage of its military
<levelopment if NATO had not in 1994 declared itself to be open ro
new members from central and Eastern Europe. As it was, Estonia
(^nd its two Baltic neighbours) had no alternative to apprying for
;rdmission into the Atlantic Alliance.

Unlike in the case of its neighbours Sweden and Finland, no one
rrt that time seriously considered Estonia to be a neutral country.
'l'herefore, had Estonia not applied for NATO membership, it is high-
lv unlikely that the public mind would have made a linkage between
such an Estonian policy and that of either sweden or Finrand.
Itather, Estonia would have run the risk of being (re-) placed in the
public perception among "the former soviet states, none of which has
rrpplied for NATO membership."

considering Estonia's north-central European vocation this was

'bviously a possibility that could not be accepted. Thus the applica-
l.ion for NATO membership at this early stage was a product at least
rrs much of external circumstances as of domestic Estonian politics.

2.2. NATO membership a challenge

However, whether Estonia would have applied for NATO mem-
lrership at such an early stage, or whether it would have done so
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later and focused initially on Partnership for Peace (PfP) is in
essence a moot point. It would have applied at some stage anyway.

This was never thought to be an easy task, as the point of depar-
ture was far f?om ideal. Estonia, like its two Baltic neighbours, could
not boast of large armed forces. Furthermore, the past lay heavily
over the aspirations of the three Baltic countries. Many policy mak-
ers in Russia, from the President on down, were (and are) making
noises about "no former Soviet republic" being able to join NATO.
Regardless of the fact that no NATO member ever recognised the
occupation of the Baltic states by the Soviet lJnion, numerous deci-
sion-makers in NATO countries have picked up this Russian argu-
ment. Some officials also questioned the ability of the Baltic coun-
tries to contribute to the security of the Alliance. Others, including
former UK Foreign Secretary Douglas Hurd have claimed that the
Baltic states were 'indefensible,' thus making them ineligible for
NATO membership.

2.3. The road to Madrid

Considering the complexity of the matter it was clear early on in
the game that membership for the Baltic states would not be a viable
possibility in 1997. It would have been too radical a step for NATO
decision-makers to take at that time. Thus the emphasis fell on mak-
ing sure that the Madrid Summit would adopt language which would
guarantee the continuation of the enlargement process and which
would accept the real prospects of the Baltic states in this process.
The Estonian embassy in Brussels, which served also as the liai-
son with NATO, became a veritable publishing house, churning out
proposal after proposal on wordings that couid be used by NATO for
this purpose. Thb idea being that only this active approach would
allow Estonia's views to be heard, as obviously Estonia did not pos-
sess a seat at the table where NATO's enlargement strategy was
being formulated.

2.4.fhe )uly 1997 Madrid Summit: a success for Estonia

As we now know, the enlargement discussions came to a head at
the heads of state and government meeting in Madrid which ended,
if not in acrimony, at least with several important noses bent. As far
as enlargement was concerned only the Czech Repubiic, Hungary
and Poland were invited to join with Romania and Slovenia accorded

rr separate paragraph as serious future candidates. For the Baltic
s[.ates the important result of Madrid was that Baltic aspirations
wcre recognised in a very similar manner to that of Romania and
Slovenia, thereby placing the Baltics in a very good position for the
,rnlargement debate before the 1999 Washington summit. I In fact,
l,lstonian decision-makers saw the outcome of Madrid as a victorv.
t'specially considering the unfavourable position of departure.

2.5. A view to Washington

Following the Madrid Summit and building on the Declaration
l;rnguage Estonia's NATO policy has adopted a more urgent tone.
Nrw decision-makers in Tallinn seriously consider Estonia's chances
,rf' being included in a second round of NATO enlargement, as also

'.flected in Foreign Minister Toomas Hendrik Ilves, speech to the
N,rth Atlantic council on 28 February 1998. There he tackled head-
,rrr t;he thorny issues of defensibility and of the contribution that the
It;rltic countries could (or could not) make to the security of the
Alliance. He refuted claims about the indefensibility of the Baltics by
rr,Icring to the accession of lceland, Norway and Denmark, when
,;ir'ilar statements were made. As Minister Ilves said, ,,whether a
, ountry is defensible or not depends very much on whether the popu-
l;rl,irn is willing to defend it. And Estonia's population is willing to
,l.firnd Estonia."Z Estonia's aim, much like thai of its Nordic neigh-
lr,rrrs, is to be able to make the cost of aggression unbearabiy high,
llrrrs being able to preempt an attack.

In the same speech Minister Ilves addressed the contribution
l,lsl,onia could make to European security :

"our input to the security and stability of the continent is cruciar
rrr rr sensitive part of Europe. we provide this contribution by being a
:11 rrble country with a booming economy and a wiliingness to assume
rrrt,rrrnational commitments. we provide our contribution by building
,r1r ir small, but well organized army, an army that is based on profes-
,,r,r)ill branches, such as air defense, but mainly on massive popular
r,,sistance."3

l. effect, the Estonian aim is to keep the discussions on the mili-
lrr'v capabilities of the Baltic states in perspective. small countries
'r'r' of necessity unable to provide as extensive a military contribu-
Ir,rr as large countries can. Therefore it is essentiai that the Baltic
:;l;rt..s be judged by the right criteria when their membership of
NA'fO is discussed.
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Based on the above arguments there are several additional politi-
cal reasons why the next round of enlargement could very well
include the Baltics:

o NATO enlargement should appear geographically balanced in
order to respect the differing interests within the Alliance. This
would mean including the Baltic states if an enlargement to south-
ern Europe were initiated;

. Not inviting the Baltic states may send a wrong signal. NATO
would appear to be shying away from its own commitment of open-
ness to all countries;

. The United States Congress, as the key factor in any NATO
enlargement, is familiar with and sympathetic to the Baltic states.
Attempting an enlargement without accepting in principle the inclu-
sion of the Baltics might be difficult.

. Whether these factors will be decisive remains of course to be
seen. Especially an announcement by Austria that it would seek
NATO membership might mix up the whole deck of cards. Although
Russian attitudes to this process will also play in the background,
NATO needs, to quote US Secretary of State Madeleine Albright, "to
keep Russia's objections in perspective. They are the product of old
misperceptions about NATO and old ways of thinking about its for-
mer satellites. Instead of changing our policies to accommodate Rus-
sia's outdated fears, we need to concentrate on encouraging Russia's
more modern aspirations."4

It remains for Estonian diplomats, together with their Baltic col-
leagues, to build on the generally more favourable basis to make
their case in 1999 as strong as possible.

3. EU

The European Union accession process has been much more
dependent on the individual performance of applicant countries and,
in the end, less on political criteria than the NATO enlargement
process. The invitation of Estonia to the enlargement negotiations
has been the result of Estonians' own hard work, afact that appeals
very much to the Estonian Lutheran psyche.

3.1. The difficult road to membership negotiations

This does not mean that the road to membership negotiations was
easy either. In fact, the European Union in 1991 initially included the

llrree Baltic states in the "Tacis" program of technical and financial
;rssistance to the (former) Soviet Union. While the political implications
ol t,his decision were quickly noted and the Baltic states were moved
ovrrr to the "Phare" portfolio (of assistance to Central Europe), it took
,'onsiderable time for EU members to accept the possibility of Baltic
l,ltl membership. The initial cooperation and later free trade agree-
nrcnts offered to Estonia and its two Baltic neighbours did not foresee
llris possibility. It was not until the autumn of 1994 that the EU agreed
lo negotiate Europe Agreements with the three Baltic states (Associa-
lion agreements with a perspective of future membership).

The start of the Europe Agreement negotiations in December
l1)94 also marked the beginning of the Baltic states' more individu-
:rlised approach to the EU. Estonia early on in the negotiations sur-
prised the Commission representatives by pushing for a more liberal
I rr':rty than the EU itself was willing to agree on. Estonian represen-
1:rt,ives' call for 'no transition periods' (in the implementation of key
Agreement provisions) became a serious bone of contention and put
tlrc EU in the curious position of being more reluctant to open up its
rrr;rrkets than was the applicant country. No other Central European
lorrntry had demanded this; in fact all the four 'more advanced'
( lcntral European countries (Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic,
;rrrrl Slovakia) had asked for and received long transition periods in
I lrc implementation of treaty provisions.

Estonia was able to push its case backed up by the proofprovided
lr.y its ultra-liberal economic approach. In the end, the Commission
rlirl in June 1995 agree to sign a Europe Agreement with Estonia
which included almost no transition period, thereby giving promi-
rrcnce to Estonia's achievements in the economic freld.

Flowever, the Europe Agreement was a means, never an end in
ilself. The key goal of Estonia's EU policy was now to ensure that
l,lstonia would be able to hook up with the "Vishegrad four," the front
lunners for futtrre EU membership. This undertaking was again
lrrrrnpered by the wide-spread preconceptions among EU decision-
rnakers that Estonia could not possibly aspire to belong to the same
, lub as 'advanced'Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic, or Slovakia.
'l'he Estonian Foreign Minister saw himself placed in the role of a
rrrodern-day Cato forced to repeat the same message over and over
;rnd over again: objective criteria must be applied when judging the
srritability of individual candidate countries and no associated coun-
1r'y should be excluded from this consideration. With few interrup-
lions this was the message delivered in every Estonian EU-related
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speech between June 1995 and December 1992. While the harping of
the same tune day out and day in may not always have made
Estonian officials into popular speakers, it did achieve its desired
effect: the European Commission when presenting its proposals
for EU enlargement in June 1997, did judge all ten Central Euro-
pean applicant countriesb by the same objective criteria. As a re-
sult, Estonia was included among the Commission's front runners, a
recommendation confirmed at the December 1992 Luxembours
European Council.

To which extent the Estonian rhetoric had an influence on
the EU's decision is of course open to debate. It is likely, however,
that without such pressure parties within the European Union
that advocated a group-by-group approach, leaving the ,Baltic
group'for last, would have had a stronger voice in the final decision-
shaping process.

As it is, Estonia will start accession negotiations for EU member-
ship in March 1998, and more optimistic observers predict a two-year
negotiating period ending in 2000. This would make Estonian mem-
bership possible by 2002.

3.2. Estonia will not make EU membership negotiations difficult

Whatever the frnal length of the negotiations, they ought to be
neither long nor difficult, as Estonia does not wish to join the EU for
material gain. This is a fact often emphasised by Estonian officials.
Membership of the EU is more about "belonging to the club" and
having a seat at the table than it is about getting a share of the CAp
(common Agricultural Policy) funds. whereas it is undoubtedly true
that Estonian npgotiators will wish to protect what are seen as
Estonian interests, the number of these items will be strictly limited.
After all, as Estonia at present already affords EU (and all other)
exporters unlimited access to its markets, becoming a Union member
will change very little in this regard. In fact, Estonian producers wilr
enjoy more, not less, protection from competition by Estonia joining
the common Nlarket as non-EU products will have less access to
Estonia's domestic market than they have now.

Therefore the negative aspects of the European Union are of
necessity less emphasised in the Estonian press than perhaps in
some other applicant countries' (or member states') media. EU mem-
bership will open up avenues for export, for education, for movement

which have been closed to Estonians till now. Producers will not lose
rlornestic subsidies (which, if they exist at all, are very limited in
:rizc), but will rather gain considerable benefrts from the EU's poli-
citrs. Most of aII, Estonians will vote for EU membership because it is
rnore about'belonging'to Europe than it is about anything else.

3.3. Security interests in background

Underlying these considerations is also the importance of the
st,curity dimension of the EU. Naturally, this dimension is not explic-
rl,; the EU does not have a truly operative security policy. But
rronetheless the fact of membership does provide a certain reassur-
:rnce to a prospective member state. This was an important consider-
;rl.ion in the Finnish vote on EU entry, and it will be an important
l;rr:l,or in the Estonian voters'decision. After all, rnember states of the
Union include the strongest economic and military powers on the
corrl,inent, and it is inconceivable that they could permit a military
;rlt.lck on an EU member to take place. It is unlikely that the
l,)rrropean Union members could even accept the threat of use of force
;rliirinst one of their own, because even such a gesture would put in
,lrrcstion the authority of the EU.

Thus Estonian negotiators will have very little incentive to pro-
lorrg accession negotiations. The length of time these negotiations
rvill take will depend more on the EU's internal readiness, and on
rvlrether countries will be accepted on an individual basis or whether
rr ccrtain'critical mass'(number) of countries will have to be reached
l,r'lbre the EU decides to accept new members.

4. Russia

Estonian-Russian relations, despite the generally negative reputa-
lron they enjoy, have been improving. Whereas it is undoubtedly true
llrrrt numerous Russian policy makers still publicly oppose Baltic
NATO membership, Russian strategists have been at work thinking
,'l policies to accommodate a situation where the Baltic countries are
,,rt'mbers of the Aliiance.6 As for EU enlargement, Russia has publicly
,'rrpported Baltic EU membership and Russian officials congratulated
l,lsl.onia on it being invited to start accession negotiations. On a bilat-
,'r'rl level, the number of cooperation projects has been increasing and
I lrt intensity of official contacts looks set to grow.



2726 Toivo Klaar Ittr1t11 l(12n,

4.1. A historical legacy accompanied by insecurity

The present state of relations is a far cry from the situation that
existed in the summer of 1993 when Russian nationalists in north-
eastern Estonia threatened to have the area secede from the country.
At that time western nations were forced to warn Russia in strong
terms to ensure that Russian border guards would prevent Zhi-
rinovsky supporters from crossing the border. A cross-border inci-
dent, if not a cross-border conflict, did not seem impossible.

The origins of this crisis lay of course in the 5O-year occupation
and subsequent colonisation of Estonia by the Soviet Union.
Especially during the 1970-s a large number of mainly Russian man-
ual labourers were enticed to move to Estonia to man the heavy
industries set up in the north-eastern part. This was part of a con-
certed Soviet policy to reduce the percentage of Estonians in the
country and to strengthen the status of the Russian language. By the
end of the 1980-s, Estonians made up only two-thirds of the popula-
tion and Russian was the lingua franca. Estonians had to know
Russian, but Russians did not have to learn Estonian, leading to
parts of the country * especially bhe cities in the northeast - being
almost exclusively Russian speaking.

Thus the Government of Estonia saw itself faced in August 1991
not only with a defunct Sor,'iet-style economy and rampant inflation,
but also with a large Soviet army presence and almost 500 000 resi-
dent ex-Soviet citizens. These persons in general spoke little
Estonian, had a difficult time to accept life in an independent
Esbonia, and to a large extent did not want to be integrated into
Estonian society.

Reforming the economy has been the easy part; getting the ex-
Soviet troops to leave was also achieved by Ar.igust 1994, thanks
largely to extensive pressure put on the Russian government by
western leaders. Integrating the large ex-Soviet population into
Estonian society has proven to be the most complicated issue and one
that created - and still creates - considerable tension between
Tallinn and Moscow"

This is a question which has much less to do with the actual situ-
ation of ex-Soviet citizens in Estonia than it has to do with the diffr-
culties faced by Moscow in frnding a new role for Russia in a changed
rvorld. While certain Estonian authorities certainly could have done
more to facilitate the integration of ex-Soviet citizens, it is generally
agreed that the relevant legislation on this issue is on par with west-

r,r'rr standards.T In fact, ethnic Russian politicians from Estonia have
r';rllc<i on the Russian Duma not to approach this issue in such an
:rligressive manner, as this simply does not correspond to reality.
llowever, the apparent difficulty faced by many Russian decision-
rrr;rl<ers to approach international relations in a different way from
llrlir Soviet predecessors has left a mark here as well. It is reflected
rrr rrnwillingness to accept internationally agreed norms as a bench-
rrr;rrk in Estonian-Russian relations and in a subsequent replace-
rrrr.nt of those norms by criteria drawn up in Moscow.8

Iloth Estonian reticence and Russian attempted'power politics'
;rlc a product of a shared and violent history. Estonians remember
Irl'l,.y years of occupation and the forced russification campaign;
lirrssian officials remember the might of the Soviet Union and its
:rlrility to determine other countries' policies.

Whereas Estonian policy towards ex-Soviet citizens residing in
l'lrrl,onia was at times marked by an unnecessary inflexibility, the
p;rsl, .year saw a marked shift on this issue and a concerted effort to
,lr';rl with the situation as it has been left by history.g Unfortunately,
Moscow has not reciprocated in a similar way" Until Moscow publicly
{l{,n(}unces the imperialist policy of the Soviet Union and acknowl-
,'rl1;cs that the Baltic states were in fact occupied (by the USSR - not
l,v llussia), a considerable element of insecurity will remain in
l,isl,onian-Russian relations. As we know, the rapprochement be-
lwccn Germany and France, or in fact between Germany and any of
rls neighbours, could only come about because of the German policy
,rl 'Vergangenheits-Verwaltigung'; Russia needs a similar policy. In
llrt't,, this should be easier for Russia as it can push all the guilt off on
llrc non-existent USSR and its leadership. All it needs to do is to
:rcr:cpt the primacy of international law in its relations with Estonia.
ll. rnay not mean much in substance, but this is a necessary element
rrr t.he fuII normalisation of Estonian-Russian relations.

4.2. But even so, life goes on

Nonetheless, there has been a shift in Russian-Estonian relations
l,r' the better. It may not reflect a fundamental meeting of minds,
lrrrt, it does represent a certain infusion of normality in bilateral con-
I :rt:l.s. The border guards of Estonia, Russia and Finland have by now
;r well-establish cooperation born out of the necessity to control com-

',rorr borders. Ministries of Culture, Ministries of the Interior, Mi-
rri.stries of Transport and other state institutions have strengthened
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contacts. Also the Ministries of Foreign Affairs also hold consulta-
tions, although much remains to be done in this freld.

An Intergovernmental Commission, headed by Estonian prime
Minister Mart siimann and Russian Deputy prime Minister oleg
Syssuev, has been formed and is due to start work shortly. Also, very
importantly, the level of rhetoric between the two countries has
decreased considerablv.

s. QUO VADTS?

whereas Estonia's aspirations to join the European union recerve
support also from Russia, the desire to become a member of NATO is
not welcomed in Moscow. How then can Estonia achieve its triple
goals of becoming a member of the EU and of NATO while further
developing its relationship with Russia so that one-day Estonian-
Russian relations may be on the level of, say, Russian-Swedish or
Russian-Polish relations? while this may be a tricky project it is not
impossible to achieve.

5.1. The lmportance of consistency

one essential prerequisite for the success ofthese three strands of
policy is consistency. whereas Estonia's foreign policy has been con-
sistent on all the three aims outlined above, this may not always be
said of the policy of its friends and allies. It was stated earlier in this
paper that Estonian aims to join the European union initially
received very little comprehension, not to mention the goal of joining
the Atlantic Alliance. whereas the European union member states
eventually did accept the legitimacy of Estonia's aspirations and
rewarded its eionomic progress with a seat in the first round of
enlargement negotiations, not all NATo members have shown such
support. In fact, NATO policy as regards enlargement has been
marked by a distinct difference between words and deeds. There is a
discrepancy between the text of the Enlargement study of september
1995, whicb states that NATO membership is open to all European
countries,l0 and the unwillingness by several member countries to
see the Baltic states among the new members. This discrepancy has
encouraged Russian opponents of Baltic NATO membership to speak
up and has at times contributed to unnecessary harsh words beins
exchanged between Tallinn and Moscow.

5.2. EU

'fhe aim of Estonia's security policy, as already stated above, is a
:l,rrble and peaceful region and thus also a more stable and peaceful
l,lrrrope. This can only be achieved through the integration of Estonia
rul,o both NATO and the European Union.

EU enlargement is already well underway and Estonia has the
liood fortune of being part of the first wave. While there undoubtedly
rvill be some tough bargaining ahead and Estonia's EU membership
rvill not come without sweat and maybe even tears being shed, the
,,ssential, political, decision has already been taken. When the
l,)rrropean Council in Luxembourg decided to open negotiations with
l,lst.onia it took care of the'whether'question. Thus it made a political
rlcr:ision that Estonia would be a member of the European Union. The
'lrow' and'when' questions are left to be resolved, but this is a techni-
,;rl rather than a political issue. Even if the European Union would
rrrn into serious difficulties over the internal reforms that need to be
rrrrrlertaken, thus delaying Estonian accession, it would seem highly
rrrrlikely that this accession would be cancelled altogether.

5.3 NATO

NATO enlargement is a different issue, as nothing has been
rL'r:ided on this front as yet. Estonia and its two Baltic neighbours
rvill have to push very hard to convince NATO countries that they
rlcscrv€ to be members. They will have to counter the notion of inde-
li'nsibility and the allegation that they will not be able to contribute
:;ignificantly to the Alliance.

While Zbigniew Brzezinski's claim that Baltic NATO membership
would in fact support Russian reformersll may to many seem some-
rvlrat far-fetched if not totally incredible, the suggestion that a NATO
'rro' could in fact spur on Russian hardliners may be somewhat more
,rcceptable. Above all, a situation where NATO would seem to be
l';r<:ktracking on its own commitment to an open door policy would be
r','r'.y bad indeed. NATO would loose credibility, and Russian hardlin-
.r's would be encouraged in their opinion that they are in fact able to
li r rrdamentally influence NATO decision-making.

NATO, if it does not wish to risk sending the signal of its de-
lrlrcrately assigning the Baltics to a Russian sphere of influence, must

'rr ar not too distant future accept them as members. As Estonian
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Foreign Minister Toomas Hendrik Ilves said at a meeting with the
North Atlantic Council on 28 January 1998:

"The Baltic issue will have sjrmbolic and poriticar importance far
exceeding the size of our countries. Their inclusion in NATO will be the
final recognition that Europe does not have zones with different levels
of security, or that parts of Europe cannot be used as buffer zones."l2

5.4. Baltic solidarity

This remark ties in with the need to ensure that the Baltic coun-
tries are treated jointly on the NATO enlargement issue. while EU
enlargement is mostly about individual countries being assessed on
their individual economic performance, NATo membeiship is about
military security. It would not be a good idea to divide ih" Bultl"
countries on this question, especially considering their already
strong military ties with each other.

Estonian policy has to be to make as strong a case as possible for
its inclusion in a second round of enlargement of NATO, but together
with its Baltic neighbours. The Baltic states have to pursue a con-
certed policy which makes of them the best possible candidates and
ensures that when an enlargement decision is taken they will be
accepted as a group. Dividing the Baltic countries on the question of
NATO enlargement would send a dangerous message. This is espe_
cially important with regard to Latvia which, considering its geo-
graphic location, would be an unlikely candidate to be accepted on an
individual basis and in such a case might'fall between the cracks.'

5.5. Russia

The decision to include the Baltic countries in NATO will also pro-
vide a powerful impetus for the final normalisation of Estonian-
Russian relations. The Estonian authorities have by now done about
as much as is possible, from a domestic political point of view, in this
regard. It is now up to the Russian Federation to take steps in the
right direction. As long as some circles in Moscow sense that they are
able to push Estonia around and to exert pressure on Estonia, this is
unlikely to happen. However, it will not be easy to push around an
Estonia that is both an EU and a NATO member. such a situation
will contribute considerably to the desired normalisation of relations
between Tallinn and Moscow, since the bilateral relationship will at
this point of necessity be that of equals. This will be r mrrch better

l,,rnl, of departure than the present relationship between an ex-colo-
rrr;rl power and its former colony.

Notes

' 'l'lre opinions expressed in this paper are those of the author and do not
rcpresent officiai Estonian policy.

I I)irragraph 8 of the Madrid Declaration on Euro-Atlantic Security and
( lroperation states that 'lMe will review the process at our next meeting
in 1999. With regard to the aspiring members, we recognise with great
inl,crest and take account of the positive developments towards democra-
cy and the rule of law in a number of southeastern European countries,
r.specially Romania and Slovenia.
'l'lre Alliance recognises the need to build greater stability, security and
lcgional cooperation in the countries of southeast Europe, and in pro-
rrroting their increasing integration into the Euro-Atlantic community.
Al. the same time, we recognise the progress achieved towards greater
r;l,rrbility and cooperation by the states in the Baltic region which are also
:rspiring members."

1l Sl,irl,ement by H.E. Mr. Toomas Hendrik Ilves, Minister of Foreign
Alf airs of Estonia at the Meeting with the North Atlantic Council,
llrussels, 28 January 1998

,t llves (note 2).
I llcmarks by Secretary of State Madeleine K.Albright before the New

Al.lzrntic Initiative Conference, Washington, D.C. 9 February 1998
r, 'l'he ten Central and Eastern European applicant countries were

llrrlgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland,
liornania, Slovakia, and Slovenia.

r; Sce, for example, Dmitri Trenin, Baltic Chance: The Baltic States,
/irrssia, and the West in the Emerging Greater Europe (Carnegie
l,lrrdowment for International Peace: Moscow, 1997).

i As indicated by Resolution 1117 of the Council of Europe Parliamentary
Assembly of 30 January 1997 deciding to close the procedure monitoring
l,lstonian compliance with obligations and commitments undertaken
when joining the organisation.

ri As exemplified by the refusal by Russia to sign an already agreed border
l.rcaty and by the continued application of tariffs on goods imported from
rrny of the Baltic states to Russia (the Baltic states being the only coun-
l,ries in the world thus discriminated against).

't In fact, the recent decision by the Government to submit a change in the
r:itizenship law to allow children born in Estonia to stateless parents the
;rutomatic right to Estonian citizenship marked the acceptance by
l,lstonia of all thirty recommendations on the citizenship issue made by
t)SCE High Commissioner Max van der Stoel.

lo 'l'he NATO Study on Enlargement states that "NATO enlargement
would proceed in accordance with the provisions of the various OSCE



documents which confirm the sovereign right of each state to freely seek
its own security arrangements, to belong or not to belong to internation-
al-organisations, including treaties of alliance. No country outside the
Alliance should be given a veto or droit de regard over the process and
decisions."

11. Zbigniew Brzezins-ki, "Managing NATO Enlargement," Speech given
at the center for strategic and International Studies, First Seision
of Eulen"utr Security Working Group Convened by the United Sta_
tes Institute of Peace, Baltic Studies Newsletter, no. gB. Septem_
ber 1997, p. 4.

12. Ilves (note 2).

LATVIA _ THE MIDDLE BALTIC STATE

Atis Leiini & Zaneta OzoliPa

lntroduction

-f- he purpose of this analysis is to highlight the main security con-

I cerns of Latvia six years after independence was restored in 1991.
'l'lrc main question that we wiil attempt to answer is how far the
l,;rtvian state has succeeded in fulfiIling its goal of securing the "irre-
vr,rsibility of restored independence" as defined in Latvia's foreign

l,r,licy concept.l In the opinion of the authors, the Baltic states form
,,rrc security space and no single Baltic country can be differentiated
llorn the other in the security debate. However, each country has its
,,Jrccific characteristics, and we will attempt to bring forth those per-
t:rining to Latvia.

'fhe means that successive governments in Latvia have chosen to
,r, lrieve security are several and varied. Foremost among are mem-
lrr,rship in the EU and NATO and close political, economic, and mili-
l:u'y cooperation with Estonia and Lithuania. Active participation in
Ilrc Council of Baltic Sea States (CBSS), the OSCE, Council of
l,)rrrope, WEU, and the UN, and at the same time pursuing a policy
l,';rding to membership in such non-security organizations as the
W'l'O and OECD, are also regarded as important.

Although good relations with Russia are vital, these cannot be

,rnde hostage to Latvia's general thrust towards integration in
l,i rrropean and Transatlantic institutions. Russia formally offe-
r,,rl security guarantees to all three Baltic states in October 1997
l,rrt these were declined. Although Russia professes strong opposi-
tron to the desire of all three Baltic states to join NATO, there
,rrc, however, signs that this obstructionist policy is now being
,tuestioned by Russian analysts,2 particularly so since the NATO
Nladrid declaration clearly referred to the Baltic states as "aspi-
, , ng members."3

A particularly interesting dimension of Latvia's search for securi-
iy are the developing relations with the USA as formalized by the
Ii;rltic-American charter, signed by President Clinton and the three
Italtic presidents on 16 January 1998.
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These external factors of security are intrinsically linked to devel-
opments in Latvian society, which must be reorganized completely so
as to resemble the Western democratic welfare state based on mar-
ket economy. This is nothing less than a revolution, placing great
strain on the people, resources, and leadership of the young sta-
te in overcoming the legacy of fifty years of communist rule and
Russian occupation.

Internal developments, however, will not be scrutinized here
other than in as much as they facilitate or retard Latvia's foreign
and security policy efforts as described above. Though the decision by
the EU Commission in July not to recommend that accession negoti-
ations be begin with Latvia in 1998, is largely also a political decision
tied to the EU institutional reform impasse, Latvia's 1995 bank crisis
and resultant devastating blow to the country's economic growth
nevertheless piayed a decisive role in favouring only one Baltic coun-
try - Estonia - to be included in the frrst EU enlargement round.

The Latvian bank crisis - or rather bank swindles since most of the
bank leadership involved fled to Moscow while the leading figure in the
biggest collapsed bank was arrested and awaits trial in 1998 - was
unmatched in either Estonia or Lithuania; one third of Latvia's savings
were wiped out and caused a negative growth rate by the end of 1995.
Latvia had been able to arrest the sharp decline in industrial produc-
tion the previous year when, for the first time since breaking away
ffom the Soviet Empire in 1991-, the GDP increased by 0.6 percent. The
economy recovered only in 1996 with a growth rate of 2.8 percent,
which rose to 6 percent in 1997, with an inflation rate of 7 percent.

Latvia has also placed more emphasis on social issues (except
health services) than Estonia or Lithuania. For example, a total
reform of the state pension system in collaboration with Sweden and
the World Bank was carried out and implemented in 1996. However,
Latvia made the strategic mistake of leaving privatization in the
hands of the sectoral ministries - a mistake rectified only in 1994,
when privatization was placed in the hands of a specially established
privatization agency modelled on the German (and Estonian) privati-
zation schemes. In addition, sale of land to foreigners was also per-
mitted in 1996. Consequently, privatization went forward quickly
and investments started to pour into Latvia. By the end of 1996,
Latvia overtook Estonia in FDI's per capita by a factor of $23 which
surpassed, for example, also that of Poland.4

A mix of these and other internal problems - the biggest being the
huge industrial "white elephants" that Moscow built in Latvia as

prrrt of her russification programme and which handicapped privati-
r,rrt,ion, as well as inadequate diplomatic initiatives and public rela-
l.ions on the part of l-atvia, worked against Latvia in the commi-
axion's avis.

Although Latvia offrcially has professed eagerness to join the EU

nlrd NATO, the political elite nevertheless was too preoccupied with
rftrrnestic politics to be able to mobilize the necessary resources need-

t,rl t,o match Latvia's foreign policy and security aspirations. The "no"

li,orn the EU Commission, despite the governmental reshuffle in the
Fiunlmer, jolted the political leadership into a ftenzy of diplomatic
rrr.l,ivity and efforts to overcome the shortcomings highlighted by the
( )ornmission.

'l'he compromise decision of the EU Luxembourg summit in
ll'r:cmber was received \Mith great relief by the Latvian government

nrrrl hailed as a success. Latvia, though it would start accession nego-

linl,ions at a later date than the first six countries recommended by

llro (lommission, nevertheless was included in the accession process.

'l,lris precluded any perception that Latvia would be left to an uncer-
Inirr f'uture in a grey security zone between the EU and Russia'

Latvian-Russian relations

The citizenship issue

Any discussion about Latvia's security must begin, at least for the
liu,r,nceable future, with an assessment of the state of affairs between

llrrsHia and I,atvia. In addition to sharing a common border with
i{rrHniu and Belarus, Latvia, indeed all three Baltic states, occupies a

r:r'rrxitive area in the East-West relations: on the one hand, it is quite
r,ltlrrr that the Baltics were brutally incorporated by the Soviet Union
irr l{)ll9-40, an act never recognized as legal by the Western de-

rlocrrrcies but, on the other hand, they are, nevertheless, popularly
|egrrrded as ,,former republics of the ussR" while Russia, the succes-

errr, rtute to the Soviet lJnion, still regards the 1939-40 annexation as

h,git,irnate.
l,'or Russia, the Baltic states are "newly independent states" and

llrin lrgs led Russia to regard the Baltics differently from, for exam-
plo, l,'inland and even the former Warsaw Pact countries such as

l'olrrrrd, the Czech Republic and Hungary. Whereas the latter are
vr+,worl as legitimate foreign states, and Yeltsin has apologized to
wnrnrrw for the Katyn massacre and to the czech government for the
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suppression of the Prague Spring in 1968, no similar reconciliation
moves have been put forth in the case of the Baltics.

Instead, in the frrst five or so years ofrestored independence, one
saw the rise of concepts such as "the near abroad" in Moscow, with
the concomitant uncertainty as to what this implied for the Baltic
states. This was accompanied by a vigorous campaign by Russia in
various international fora accusing the Baltic states, in particular
Estonia and Latvia (at one point in the early stages of the campaign,
no distinction was made between the three Baltic states). of human
rights violations.5

Russia suffered a diplomatic setback in that neither the UN,
OSCE, or Council of Europe found fault with the Balts, and Russia
eventually dropped her demand for automatic citizenship for all
"Russian speakers" and began instead to utilize the recommenda-
tions that the OSCE and the EU have made to fasten the process of
naturalization in Latvia and diminish the nurnber of professions
denied non-citizens. The latter have now been reduced to seven pro-
fessions where citizenship is required, for example airline pilots,
lawyers, new police members (non-citizens already serving are
excepted), government officials (also with exceptions), etc. Firemen
and pharmacists need not be citizens, as previously stipulated, and it
seems that as Latvia moves closer to the EU the number of profes-
sions restricted to citizens will be further reduced.

The question of citizenship for Russians - as distinct from
"Russian speakers," a term that Russia also apparently dropped as
recently as 1997, is the most vexing legacy from the long years of
occupation: Latvia is home to the largest number of Russians in the
Baltic states. These people were settled in Latvia by the Soviet
authorities throughout the post-war period, a policy which was, in
effect, a continuation of the Russification policy initiated by the
Tsarist government at the close of the previous century. Interrupted
by Latvia's independence in 1918-40, it was renewed with greater
force by Moscow during the fifties after the defeat of the Latvian
national guerrillas and the collectivization of agriculture.

The West - and Latvia - has accepted the consequences of occupa-
tion in that little effort has been made to help resettle Russians who
wish to return to their homeland. Instead, the Latvian government,
aided by such bodies as the UN, is trying to integrate not only
Russians, Ukrainians, and Belarussians (and other ethnic groups
that came to Latvia during the Soviet occupation) into Latvian soci-
ety through a process of naturalization.However, there is a miscon-

r:cption in the West about the actual size of the Russian population in
Latvia and their citizenship status. Even quality newspapers keep
referring to the number of Russians as "l/3" in Estonia, and "almost
half'the population in Latvia. More often than not, it is said that
llussians have no Latvian citizenship, thereby misleading even well-
educated parts of the population in Europe and the USA.6

In 1997, Russians made up 30.4 percent of the total population,
i.e. out of a total population of 2 475 300, Russians number 74L gO0.
Ethnic Latvians make up 56.5 percent of the population, up from 52
percent in 1989, and number 1 398 500.'/ Other minorities in Latvia
are Poles, Ukrainians, Belarussians, Lithuanians, Estonians, etc.,
which form the remaining 13.1 percent of the total population.

The reasons for the increase ofthe Latvian part ofthe population
is the departure of the Russian army and imperial administration,
emigration of Russians returning to their homeland, a falling birth
rate in the Russian population (which is even lower than that of the
Latvians) and assimilation.

In 1996, 68 percent of all children beginning school attended
Latvian schools even though the Latvian share of the population is
just over 56 percent (in 1990 54 percent of school beginners attended
Latvian schools). However, 7 percent of Latvian children still receive
their schooling in Russian because of lack of Latvian schools in east-
ern Latvia.S

It is estimated that by the year 2005 Latvians will reach 60 per-
cent of the total population, and that this trend will continue bevond
that year.

Before the war, the Latvian share of the total population was T6
percent (L 472 600) and Russians numbered 206 000. Latvians thus
have still not recovered from the effects of the second world war and
the communist rule, and it is not clear today whether the present
negative birth-rate of the Latvian people that began after the
restoration of independence and resultant economic and social
upheaval can be reversed. However, if the growth of the economy
that began in 1996 continues, and with it a rapid rise in the welfare
of the people, then the possible "dying out" of the Latvian nation in
the next century can be reversed.

Latvia renewed citizenship to all pre1940 citizens and their
descendants which meant that the majority of settlers that came to
Latvia during the occupation must undergo a naturalization process
not unlike that existing in the western democracies. consequently,
289 000 Russians became automatically citizens, or 88.92 percent of
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all Russians in Latvia. This does not mean, however, that all these
people know Latvian; unlike their parents who lived in Latvia before
the war, the younger generation who received citizenship because
their parents were citizens usually do not understand Latvian. This is
felt particularly in the armed forces, and this phenomena illustrates
that Russification also effected Russians with long roots in Latvia.

There are, however, no Russian parties represented in the Lat-
vian parliament, which shows that these people vote according to
their political persuasion and not their ethnic belonging. According
to the Russian embassy in Riga, some 50-60 000 Russians in Latvia
are Russian citizens. No precise figure is available because a number
of these people have migrated back to Russia.9 The Latvian Im-
migration and Citizenship Authority (PID), however, has records of
only 7975 Russian citizens who have legally registered themselves in
Latvia as permanent residents as of 1 July 1997.

A question that has arisen in Latvia and has become a subject for
investigation on the part of the government, is why so few Russians
have applied for Latvian citizenship since the naturalization process
began in 1995. In the two years period 1995-96, only a little more
than 7000 of the I24 000 persons who were eligible for naturalization
applied for citizenship (of whom, however 93 percent successfully
passed the naturalization testing).10 These 7000 are not all Rus-
sians, but a mix representing also other minorities.

The question is particularly perplexing because ofthe 124 000 eli-
gible for naturalization, 70 000 were not subject to the age bracket
limits (i.e. they could apply irrespective of age) and could, depending
on various criteria, could more easily gain citizenship. Benefrciaries
are, for example, those who have secondary education in Latvian lan-
guage schools, those who have been married to Latvian citizens for
ten years and have lived in Latvia at least five years, citizens of
Estonia and Lithuania, etc.

Altogether there are seven categories of people who can receive
citizenship with less difficulty and who fall outside the strictly set
age limit. By the end of 1997, the government had responded to this
unexpected result by simplifying naturalization procedures and
reducing the fee for naturalization from 30 to 15 lats, and even lower
for various social categories, while the Naturaiization Board may on
administrative grounds reduce it to one s5rmbolic lats.

The low numbers applying for citizenship have given rise to a
debate on whether Latvia is evolving into a two-community state.11
Whatever the outcome of this debate and future developments in the
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naturalization and integration of Latvia's non-citizens, their number
is sufficiently large - a quarter of the total population - to mark this
as a major domestic factor for Latvia, becoming perhaps an election
issue in the 1998 elections. OnIy one major party opposes changes in
the naturalization law, for example, doing away with the age-bracket
system and simply introducing quotas irrespective of age to attract
more candidates for Latvian citizenship.

One therefore can predict that until 2003, when all non-citizens
will have the opportunity to apply for citizenship irrespective of age,
citizenship for Russians in Latvia will remain an issue on Russia's
Latvian agenda. However, it must be remembered that even during
the worst attacks by Russia against Latvia in the years immediately
after the restoration of independence transit trade was not effected.
Indeed, it has been and is increasing steadily, accounting for the bulk
of the rise in the GDP of Latvia in 1996, and Russia remains a major
investor in Latvia.

The big battles betrveen Latvia and Russia in international fora
over alleged human rights abuses in Latvia have come to an end, and
Russia in the summer of 1997, after an initial period of procrastina-
tion, recognized the non-citizen passports that Latvia began issuing
in 1996. Most governments had already done so, and Denmark has
taken one step further allowing holders of these passports visa-free
entry. The violet passports - citizens'passports are dark blue -
printed in Canada and of better quality than the latter * will gradu-
ally phase out the present "red" Soviet Union passports held by the
majority of non-citizens in Latvia.l2

Russian security guarantees

The Russian package offer ofsecurity guarantees and cooperat on,
presented to all three Baltic states on the occasion ofthe Lithuanran
President Algirdas Brazauskas' visit to Moscow on 23-24 Octo-
ber 1997, is a logical outcome of a major revision of Russian foreign
policy towards the Baltic states. The shift away from what may be
called, for want of a better term, the Karaganov doctrine of a "partial
restoration of the empire" (which implied that Russian minorities
residing in the "near abroad" were to be used as a means to further
the aims of Russian foreign policy) and the new - "earrot" - approach
was signalled by the announcement of President Yeltsin's Offrce in
February 1997 of a set offoreign policy guidelines with regard to the
Baltic states.13

39



40 Atis Lejipi & Zaneta Ozolina

The official proposal of security guarantees was preceded by a
series of "trial balloons" from Russia in the international mass
media, almost directly after the Clinton-Yeltsin Helsinki summit in
l\{arch 1997 when Yeltsin first made a unilateral offer of security
guarantees to the Baltic states at a press conference. Since multilat-
eral guarantees were also offered, these became known as ,,che-

quered" or "cross" guarantees.
The package proposal by Viktor Chernomyrdin to the Baltic states

soon after at the vilnius presidential summit in september, offering
specific miiitary-related confidence-building measures linked with
security guarantees was the final signal of Russia's intent to come
forth with its formal diplomatic initiative to the Baltics in october.
In his speech Chernomyrdin said that "Russia is ready to provide a
substantial contribution to the process of solving security problems
in the Baltic region troth within the framework of regional security
measures and try offering security guarantees, which has been stated
by Fresident Yeltsin in Helsirrki."14

The question that rnust be raised is why Russia came across the
idea of offering security guarantees to the Balts? Clearly, Moscow
kner,v well in advance that the Balts would politely refuse while, at the
sanre tirne. acr:epting cooperation in trans-border schernes, trade, envi-
ronrnerLtal and social matters, arrd the deveiopment of'econonlic ties.
Tlre latter have been high on the Latvian agenda since the withdrawal
of Russian troops. specifically, these are the subject of the Russian-
Latvian Lltergovernmental commission established at the end of
1994 though only one rneeting has been held on the highest delegation
level so far. Working groups of the commission, have, however', held
regular talks on a variety of issues, the most important of which are
payment of pensions for the eiderly who choose to return to either
country, abolishrhent ofdouble taxation, and custom duties. The final
touches to the Latvian-Russian border agreement were sorted out in
the last week of october, almost coinciding rvith Brazauskas's visit to
Moscow. Technically it is ready for the signatures.

ln proposing bilateral security guarantees Russia rnust have been
aware of the terrible memories such gprarantees would recall among
the Baitics: in 1939 the soviet union held talhs with Great Britain
and France to gain security guarantees for the Baltic states even in
the case of indirect aggression against them. Still, a pact was signed
with Hitler which sealed the fate of'the Baltics.

This is recognizecl by the Russian analyst Dr. Dmitry Trenin who
described Yeltsin's proposal in l{elsinhi as impulsive but done with
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llre best of intentions even though his advisors surely were aware of
llrc effect it would have in the Baltic capitals.l5 Clearly, the
()lrernomyrdin and October offers of security guarantees were no
longer impulsive and were perhaps aimed more for the trans-Atlantic
tlovernments - as noted on several occasions by the Latvian Pre-
rrident Guntis Ulrnanis - than for the Baltics.

If the aim of the Chernomyrdin proposal was to stop the Baltics
li'om becoming members of NATO by the "maintenance of block-free
st,ertus for the Baltic states, followed by the policy of non-alliance of
Irinland and Sweden" as proposed, then clearly the October diplomat-
rc initiative must have the same rnotive.

Why Russia chose to sign a border treaty frrst with Lithuania and
rrot first with Estonia, which had been ready to sign for almost a
year, ever since the breakthrough in October 1996 when Estonia and
Itussia agreed in principle on the border issue does raise questions
whether Russia is not playing a power politics game in the Baltics.
llussia linked the border treaty in Estonia with the "human rights"
issue in Estonia; Lithuania, which has only 8 percent Russians,
granted the option of automatic Lithuanian citizenship to its non-cit-
izens, including Russians. But, in the case of Latvia, Russia has
never formally coupled "human rights" with the border talks, insbead
it has preferred to do so indirectly. However, Estonia was the country
recommended to begin accession negotiations with the EU and it
would have been logical - if Russia was eager for the Baltics to join
l.he EU - that the signing of the border treaties would have been in
l,he reverse order.

The US State Department, while greeting the Lithuanian-Rus-
sian border agreement, expressed its hope that similar treaties
would be signed with Estonia and Latvia.16 If this happens, then
Itussia's border treaties with the Baltic states would follow the pat-
lern of the Russian troop withdrawal: first from Lithuania in 1993,
Lhen from Estonia and Latvia in 1994.

It is the thesis of this paper that improving Baltic-Russian rela-
tions is a function of the West's readiness to integrate the Baltic
states in its institutions. The EU position that an unsigned border
agreement with Russia would not stop any Baltic country to be
admitted to the EU, something which was translated into action by
the recommendation to begin accession negotiations with the coun-
try most "disfavoured" by Russia * Estonia - may have induced
Russia to start signing border agreements with the Baltics - start-
ing with Lithuania, the Baltic state that Moscow has lauded on

A1al
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many occasions as the model for Estonia and Latvia to follow in the
citizenship issue.

The EU chose to disagree with Russia in linking the border issue
with internal political factors in Estonia and Latvia. But the price
the Estonians and Latvians had to pay for this was, as noted above,
the renunciation of their claims to territory that, according to inter-
national law (peace treaties between Soviet Russia and Estonia and
Latvia in 1920) undoubtedly did belong to them. This was particular-
ly diffrcult for Estonia since the new border meant dividing in half a
distinct Estonian ethnic group, the Setu people. The Latvian and
Estonian renunciation of claims to their pre-war territory can be
compared to the southern Kurile islands issue between Russia and
Japan. The concession by Latvia and Estonia cleared away the main
obstacle blocking border agreements with Russia.

Latvia and the EU

The general context

The hot 1997 summer was a good opportunity for Latvia to realis-
tically evaluate to what extent the state and society have been suc-
cessful in moving closer to the EU. The EU Commission's recommen-
dation to begin accession negotiations only with Estonia was initially
regarded as a signal that Latvia had mobilized society and the state
administration insuffi ciently.

At the same time, the negative EU recommendation did afford the
opportunity to critically evaluate achievements and shortcomings.
This approach allowed Latvia to concentrate efforts on the main "soft
spots" with the view that in the next evaluation round she could
quite possibly overtake the states which had started accession nego-
tiations earlier.

There are two main problems in Latvia's relations with the EU
that effect Latvia's security, viz. the EU's internal reforms and the
rather unclear accession criteria for the candidate states. The first
problem may be characterized as the "hidden" EIJ position on
enlargement. After the Amsterdam summit, the EU Commission
President Jacques Santer said: "I don't want to see a situation where
on the eve of enlargement we are forced to say to our future mem-
bers, You have done everything to prepare yourselves for entering
the EU. Unfortunately, the EU hasn't been able to get ready to
receive you'."17 One must therefore draw the conclusion that the
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;,rrt'<r of enlargement will be dependent on the ability of the EU to
r r.r;olve its internal reforms.

Secondly, the EU itself has expressed inconsistent opinions on the
, rrndidate states' shortcomings, including those of Latvia. Before
r\rnsterdam, EU representatives said that one of the main weak
1'oints of Latvia was the large group of non-citizens and the unsettled
lr, I irtions with Russia. 18

l lowever, in the July aras Estonia, which has identical problems
rvrl,h Latvia, was picked as ready for negotiations. Economics was
rr;irr(l as the main argument why Latvia was put in the "pre-in" cate-
11or'.y. Yet as we have mentioned earlier, economical statistics do not
rrlrow that Estonia is much ahead of Latvia. The sharp rise in foreign
rrrvestments noted in 1996 has continued in 1997 and by the year's
,.rrrl Latvia will have attracted a total of USD1 billion in FDI's 19

A few months later, on 30 November Jacques Santer visiting Lat-
vrrr said the Latvia's main problem was a political one - harmoniza-
lrcrr of laws in line with the acqui communitaire and the inability of
I lro state administration to absorb and apply EU directives in society.

'lhis is, of course, true just as it is for any CEE state but irrespec-
lrvc of the somewhat differing signals on the part of the EU, the EU
p,rsition does bring to the fore those criteria on which Latvia must
w,rrk especially hard in the coming years.

Latvia's specific problems

I,'irstly, integration into the EU and NATO was almost solely the
rl'rnain of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs which made the EU preac-
{ t,ssion strategy the business of this, and no other, ministry. Other
,'nvernmental structures were "pushed aside." After July, this state
,,l rrffairs also made it very easy to blame the MFA for the debacle.

Secondly, the branches of the government other than the MFA on
lrol,h the national and lower levels did not harmonize their everyday
n'ork with Latvia's strategic movement to gain entrance to the EU.
I'lris began in earnest only in the beginning of 1996, but was not easy
t{) rrchieve. We can take customs, which did not meet EU standards,
;L; ;rD €X&lnple. A new Customs Law was put into effect on 1 July
ll)1)7, yet the State Revenue Service and the government itself made
llris an ineffective measure by stating that 133 additional directives
;,rrrl decisions were needed to make it fully functional.

'fhirdly, when Latvia began its course towards the EU, several
'yrlcific institutions were established for this purpose: the European
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Integration Bureau, the European Affairs minister, the European
Integration Council. However, quantity did not automatically mean
quality in the integration process. Even though Andris S6Cle, the for-
mer Prime Minister launched the European Affairs Council, this
body remained passive, and the the MFA remained the main political
actor in European affairs.

The situation changed after the governmental reshuffle in the
summer of 1997, when the fundamental EU strategy was incorporat-
ed into the new government's declaration. Subsequently, in quick
succession, this Declaration was broken down into specifics in the
Memorandum of the Government of the Republic of Latvia on
Agenda 2000 - European Commission Opinion on Latvia's
Application for Membership of the European Union and the Action
Plan which detailed how Latvia might overcome the shortcomings
listed by the EU. The work of the government in the closing months
of 1997 shows that it is reforming the pertinent state institutions
commensurate to the needs of the EU strategy but this should have
been done two or three years ago.

Fourthly, Latvia's endeavours to enter the EU were mainly of a
political nature - the goal was to get into the first enlargement wa-
ve and not so much a continuous evaluation of the pre-accession
process, the selection of appropriate political means, and an analysis
of internal EU politics.

Fifthly, because EU affairs were concentrated in the MFA, only a
part of the political elite was engaged, and society at large was per-
haps alienated. The EU's popularity in Latvia has dropped from 45
percent in 1991to 26 percent in 1997 while a negative image of the EU
rose from one percent to 12 percent in the same period. Even worse,
while 80 percent would have voted "yes" in a referendum on whether
to join the EU in igg6, only 34 percent would have done so in 1997.20

Sixthly, Latvia's EU aspirations were not matched by an effective
public relations campaign. Such a campaign was certainly an impor-
tant factor for Estonia. Even though some circles in the Latvian
political elite hold the opinion that successful public relations was
the only reason why Estonia distinguished itself from the other two
Baltic states, nevertheless, as remarked by a member of the EU
Commission, if Estonia puts so much effort into projecting a positive
image of itself, then it must be a strong indication that it has a
greater political will to join the EU.

The image that a state projects is much more that just a product-
selling advertisement. It also shapes a state's identity leading to the
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irritial stereotype of the state in the development of inter-state rela-
lions. Here Estonia has been better than Latvia; it has been able to
project an image of itself as a small, flourishing, and economically
rrl,rong state, thus gaining for itself the title of the "Baltic tiger."

This image is upheld by a consequent policy of radical domestic
lcf'orm, based not so much on foreign aid but rather a help-yourself
,rliproach in building up the state. In other words, Estonia's message
lo the world has been "trade, not aid." The reform of secondary edu-
, ;rtion, called the "tiger's leap," enabled the computerization of all
r;r:hools through an extensive state investment programme.

Of the three Baltic states, Estonia most realistically calculated its
, hances for membership in the EU and NATO. She chose the EU and
rrrobilized all resources for attaining this goal, and in 1ggb, when the
;rs.sociate agreements were signed between the EU and the Baltic
rrl,rrtes, Estonia opened her market to Europe by skipping a transition
1','riod in most areas

Efforts towards joining the EU were redoubled by Estonia after the
:;lirtement made by US Secretary of Defence William Perry in
licptember in Bergen that the Baltic states were not ready for NATO
rrrrrrnbership. Lithuania chose the very opposite by trying to achieve

'ncrnbership in NATO already in the first enlargement round.
l,it,huania subsequently developed a strategic partnership with poland
:irrrl began building up an image of herself as a central European state.

l,atvia has lagged behind in the design of her basic foreign policy.
( )rro of the main elements in this has been the upholding and foster-
rrrg of cooperation between the three Baltic states. This approach has
I'ol.h its advantages and disadvantages. On the one hand, it has
lrr'lped the west to view the Baltic states as one entity where three
',lrrLes have demonstrated their ability to cooperate on the subregion-
,rl li:vel. Clearly, Latvia's geographical position has facilitated this
1,,rlicy. On the other hand, though this regional approach has very
1,r',rrnising possibilities, we look at patterns that are emerging in
1'l,rlral politics, it did not help very much to bring Latvia closer to the
l,,lr a1d NATO.

()learly Latvia needs to reformulate her image. By advocating the
.\.rber Gateway, whereby Latvia would be a central element in East-
\\/r'st trade in a "new Hansa," stretching from Washington to
l\loscow, Latvia can achieve the same standing as Holland. Latvia -tlr,, Ilaltic states (the Benelux model of cooperation) - the Nordic-
it.rll,ic region - the EU would seem to be the framework or formula
. lrcrebj Latvia's international identity could be frrmly anchored.
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Latvia and NATO

The NATO Madrid summit in 1997 was the second challenge to
Latvia which compelled it to adapt to the new circumstances and
make the necessary changes in her foreign and security policy. The
Madrid declaration, as noted earlier, was, given the circumstances
that the first enlargement round would include only three countries,
the best outcome for Latvia.

This is due to three reasons: Firstly, the enlargement of the
alliance has begun, and there is no reason any more to doubt that in
order to assure the coherence and credibility of NATO, no new mem-
bers can be admitted. Secondly, even though the Baltic states were
not included in the first round, nevertheless the fact that enlarge-
ment has become a process with the door open to future members is
vitally important. Thirdly, the Baltic states have not been excluded
from the process.

The debate about the future of NATO has already marked the
direction in which Latvia must turn its security policy. NATO's
evolving strategy to meet the security needs of the 21st century
reflects a shift from defence against external sources of threats to
upholding international security by means of crisis and conflict pre-
vention and resolution in close cooperation between NATO member
and partner states.

This new feature of the alliance is important to Latvia since
NATO already has become an integral part of the international secu-

rity system, having received UN mandates for peace enforcement
missions in the Persian Gulf War and in Bosnia. NATO, by closely
cooperating with partner states, allows the latter to establish and
develop national military units commensurate to international
needs. Through this practical arrangement, Latvia has been able to
change its status from that of an observer and consumer of security
to that of a provider of security in the international community.

By adapting to new threats and in its search for means to deal
with them, NATO also offers new cooperation possibilities for her
partners. The new Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council is an institu-
tion where both member and partner states can find solutions to
threats by working closely together.

A very important development affecting Latvia's security inter-
ests is the signing of the NATO and Russian Founding Act which
established the NATO-Russian Cooperation Council. Although this
has been greeted with a good dose of scepticism because the motives

\rt,. I cjir,ti & Zaneta Ozolipa

,'l lrot,h sides differ - Russia would like to influence decision-making
rn NA'|O while NATO would like to influence Russia's political deci-
rr,rrs with regard to political processes in the Western world.
l.l'r'r'rl,heless, the significance of this organization for Latvia's securi-
tl r';rrrnot be overestimated.2l

l,irrssia's inclusion in the debate about the future of European and
rrrl,,r'rrational security will certainly diminish her, at times, aggres-
.'n'r,rhetorical reaction to decisions that are not to her liking.
.\rr rrrt,ograted Russia with international obligations wiII be more sta-
lrlr, rurd constructive. The strengthening of partnership between
llrr:;si:r and NATO might also lessen mutual suspicions, especial-
li rvil.h regard to public opinion in Russia and the domestic political
,lclr:rl,c there.

l)r,spite the overall positive effect of NATO enlargement on
l,;rlvirr's security, one should nevertheless define the main problems
i,r.rrr11 l,atvia at the turn of the millennium.

'l'lrc first problem is the contradiction between national and in-
r,.r rrrrl,ional security needs. From the viewpoint of the state, the
lr,'ril cff'ective means leading to security guarantees is member-
,,lrr1r o[' a traditional alliance. But the present transformation of
tlr,. rrrt.crnational system is leading to the fading away of traditio-
'r,rl llrr'cats and the corresponding traditional means (an alliance)
r', nr'(,1 lhese threats.

'l'lrrs implies that the enlargement process will be dominated by
'.f lrrr lri Lo harmonize national and transnational interests. This se-
,,rrrrl1 contradiction will apply equally both to the alliance mem-
l',.r :rl.:rt.cs and the candidate countries. For example, Latvia sees
1,'rrlrripation in NATO as primarily a means to guarantee her na-
ir,'rr;rl sccurity.

'l'lrc second problem stems from the Euro-Atlantic community's
1,,,1r,'y l,[12f future security is not possible without Russian participa-
r,,,r llowever, at present Russia is neither economically, politically
,,,', r,l,'ologically ready to participate fully in the search for new secu-
',t1 '.,lrrlions. Russia's response to the PfP programme has been very
.' ',1,, rrnd it remains to be seen what fruits the Partnership and
' ,,,,t,,.r'irl,ion Agreement with the EU and the NATO-Russian Co-
,t,, r ,r{ror1 Council will produce.

'l'lr' t,hird problem derives fiom NATO's unclear notion about how
r,, '.nlirrgement process should actually evolve. It is clear that
',i,rrilrnent wili take place, and that it will differ from previous
,,i r,1,,'nlcDts because now states from the previously antagonistic
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bloc will be admitted. But many questions remain to be answered -
how will this process be implemented. It appears that the initial
enlargement will prepare the ground for the admission of the "former
republics of the USSR," i.e. the Baltic states.

In the not too distant future, however, the Alliance wiil have to
deal with pressure from Romania and Slovenia and their respective
protectors France and Italy, which are interested in strengthening
their southern flank and increasing their influence in this region.
Strong lobbying for these two candidate states may delay the inclu-
sion of the Baltic states in the second enlargement round.

The fourth and final problem stems from the structural and func-
tional aspects of NATO after the Madrid summit. The essence and
work of the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC) is dependent
in equal measure on both the Alliance and the partner countries.
Could a situation arise whereby NATO will lack the necessary finan-
cial and human resources on the one hand, while the partner states
lack a realistic understanding and strategy on the other hand, in get-
ting what they would like foom the EAPC? If so, a promising institu-
tion may become simply a debating and consultation forum.

Even today the candidate states are compared to a Soviet offrcer
who bids his time by waiting for orders from above, in this case, from
NATO. But commands will not be forthcoming and therefore the
effectivity of the EAPC is also dependent on the activity of the candi-
date and partner countries. If both sides can contribute in equal mea-
sure to the EAPC, then it can develop into a body that integrates
NATO non-member states fully in the work of NATO except in the
area covered by Paragraph 5.

Conclusion

After seven years of restored independence we can conclude that
Latvia's security is developing in two directions, which in general
correspond to the transformation of states in adapting their security
policy to the needs of the 21st century.

First, Latvia is concentrating on domestic security matters. It is
clear that after Amsterdam, Luxembourg, and Madrid, integration in
European and Transatlantic institutions will be possible only after
the consolidation of a stable state and the rise of a civic society able
to control internal processes. Latvia is aware of potential sources of
conflict, and is able to mobilize institutions and the public in avert-
ing and possibly resolving conflicts.
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Second, there is a gradually growing understanding in Latvia that
national, subregional, regional, and international security is indivisi-
ble. The radical reform of Latvia's armed forces begun in 1997 is
confirmation of the need to adapt to the requirements of interna-
tional security: the strengthening and professionalization of the
border guard as an autonomous body under the Ministry of Inte-
rior, the professionalization of the Air and Naval forces, which also
participate in border control (protection of Latvia's economic zone),
search and rescue missions, and the professionalization of infantry
units (Latvian company in BALTBAT, and LATBAT: the planned
Latvian Peacekeeping battalion). The Air and Naval forces,
after becoming fully professionalized, will be better equipped to
contribute to international security through BALTNET and BAL-
TRON respectively, as will BALTBAT and LATBAT. At the same
time, they serve as significant components in the development of
f,atvia's total defence, the backbone being the National Guard and a
reserve contingent. The theoretical underpinnings of the State
Defence Plan based on the Nordic model which is being developed
together with Swedish consultants was adopted by the government
in January 1998.

These two directions correspond to the security interests of the
IIU and also meet NATO criteria. However, in order to become a
rnember of NATO, it is also important to satisfy a number of political
r:riteria, mainly a market economy, democratic institutions and val-
rres - in addition to interoperability between the armed forces of
l,atvia and those of NATO.

The frrst three countries to be admitted to NATO - Poland, the
()zech Republic, and Hungary - appear to satisfy all criteria.
Ilumania perhaps less so with regard to political criteria. Latvia
probabiy now or in a very short time can satisfy the political criteria
lrut with an annual military budget of 0.67 percent of the GDP, will
lind it hard to meet NATO's interoperability standards. The present
reform, however, will make the armed forces more cost-effective since
rrlore money will be available for training and equipping armed per-
sonnel. The emphasis will be on quality, not quantity. Less soldiers
will be called up for military service, and considerable savings have
lrcen accrued by dropping one third of the military objects inherited
ll'om the Soviet area * upkeep of military infrastructure has been
lcduced from a total of 116 to 76 objects.

The aim of the present government in Latvia, is that after the
, ompletion of reform and rise in the credibility of the armed forces to
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absorb increased military spending in a rational manner, the mili-
tary budget will be increased to one percent of the GDP in 1999.
Latvia, however, unlike Estonia and Lithuania, has not and does not
plan to borrow money for the build-up of her armed forces.

Latvian security policy in the near future, taking into conside-
ration that she will not soon be a member of the EU or NATO, vrill
be influenced by developments in her neighbouring environment
and Latvia's reaction to these. This means that Russia will conti-
nue to be one of the most important factors determining Latvia's
security. The October offer of security guarantees was a clear mani-
festation of this factor. Latvia's security policy must accordingly be
rational and pragmatic, including a readiness to uphold a dialogue
with Russia so that no barriers and problems arise in political
processes that would deflect Latvia flom attaining its strategic goals
of membership in the EU and NATO.
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AT THE CROSS-ROAD OF ALTERNATIVES:
LITHUANIAN SECURITY POLICIES

lN 1995 - 1997

Gediminas Vitkus

lntroduction

I n 1995, Lithuania celebrated the fifth anniversal'y of its restored
I independence. The last five years were very significant for the
rrt.rengthening of the state and the consolidation of its security policy.
llowever, they certainly did not and could not resolve all problems
rclated to Lithuania's security. Many of these problems must
rrndoubtedly be classed as insoluble. They are determined both by
l,he military and economic capabilities of Lithuania as a small state
;rnd the geopolitical situation of the country. External circumstances
rot directly dependent on the will of the Lithuanian government
;rlways were and wiil remain a very important and often decisive fac-
l,or for Lithuanian security.

Despite the pressure of external circumstances, the entire politi-
,'rrl elite of Lithuania, its political orientation notwithstanding,
lcgarded the problem of ensuring national security with sufficient
rcsponsibility to ensure its continuity through successive changes in
llovernment. A case in point is the complete withdrawal of an alien
,rrmy from Lithuania. In September of 1992, when Lithuania and
ll.ussia signed a schedule for the Russian army's withdrawal from
Lithuania, the Sajndis government was still in power. A month later,
Irowever, power was transferred to the Lithuanian Democratic
l,abour Party (LDDP), which had previously been in opposition but
won an absolute rnajority in the parliamentary elections. It was this
lrarty's burden to manage the timely withdrawal of the entire Rus-
:;ian army by 31'August 1993.

Secondly, the ruling party and other parties quite easily reached
il consensus in 1993 and adopted a common memorandum stating
lhat Lithuanian security would be best ensured if Lithuania should
:;l,rive to join Western defence, political and economic institutions,
lirst of all NATO, EU and WEU. On this basis Algirdas Brazauskas,
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President of Lithuania, could submit a membership application to
NATO at the beginning of 1994.

Apart from the political consensus reached in the area of the most
important issues of the national security policy, many other steps
of practical significance were taken during the first frve years. A new
permanent Constitution of the Republic of Lithuania adopted in
1992 helped to regulate the mechanism of formation and implemen-
tation of security policy. A regular army was created virtually from
zero. The new military units started active participation in various
international programmes: NATO's Pf?, UN peacekeeping opera-
tions in the Balkans, formation of the joint peacekeeping battalion
BALTBAT, etc.

On the other hand, the process of formation of Lithuanian securi-
ty policy was still not complete. In the period of 1990-1994, effective
coordination of individual governmental structures was obviously
lacking; neither a law on national security nor an official defence doc-
trine was adopted. Due to the economic situation of the transitional
period, the Lithuanian army constantly experienced an acute short-
age of armaments and other military equipment. At the same time,
Lithuanian diplomats could see for themselves that both NATO and
EU membership would not be easily attainable and that considerable
long-term efforts were needed for the realization of these two goals.

Taking into account that the concerns of Lithuanian security and
policy developments in 1990-1994 have already been quite exhaus-
tively discussed in another publication,l attention will be focused on
the period from 1995 to 1997, analysing Lithuanian security policy
from two aspects: 1) foreign policy directed towards the ensuring of
security, i.e., Lithuanian policy regarding NATO and EU member-
ship and relations between Lithuania and her neighbouring states;
2) the internatibnal and domestic dimensions and problems related
to Lithuanian defence policy.

Aspects of economic and ecological security, the problems of
ensuring safety for the Ignalina nuclear power station, illegal migra-
tion from impoverished Asian states are also security issues but can-
not be discussed here due to lack ofspace.2

1. Foreign Policy Aimed at Ensuring Security

The Lithuanian Constitution prescribes in a general way that
Lithuania's foreign policy should ensure the security and indepen-
dence of Lithuania.S Chapter 5 of the Basics of National Security
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tlrenceforth BNS), an annex to the Law on the Basics of National
Security of Lithuania adopted in 1996, is more specifrc:

'Ihe main goal of Lithuanian foreign policy shall be to develop
Lithuania's integration into the European and transatlantic structures
and acquire international security guarantees. Lithuania shall seek to
establish and maintain good neighbourly relations with all countries
based on the principle ofjustice and equality, as well as on universally
accepted norrns and principles ofinternational law .4

In this part of the paper, I will address the question of how well
l,ithuanian politicians succeeded in attaining these aims in 1995-1997.

1.1. Lithuania and NATO/EU enlargement

The years 1995-1997 may be called the years of approaching
NATO. However, despite intensive efforts this goal has still not been
reached. Insufficient preparedness of the candidate countnes was
given as an official cause for not admitting the Baltic states to
NATO. Perhaps this was formulated most clearly by William Perry,
l.he US Defence Secretary, in September 1996. Speaking at the meet-
ing of the NATO defence ministers in Bergen, he stated that the
llaltic states were still not prepared for NATO membership because
t,hey were too weak from the military point of view.s

Nevertheless, the new political forces that became responsible for
Lithuania's foreign policy after the 1996 election to the Seimas decid-
cd - in spite of the Bergen meeting and unfavorable news received on
other occasions - to intensify efforts to gain Lithuania's admittance
t,o NATO. The foreign policy of the new government, being in essence
Lhe creation of the Conservative leader Vytautas Landsbergis and
lhe Christian Democratic leader Algirdas Saudargas, was imple-
rnented in such an intensive manner that even President Algirdas
Ilrazauskas, the main constitutional architect of Lithuanian foreign
policy, was left behind in the process.

The idea that at least one Baltic state should be admitted to
NATO was the best card dealt by Lithuanian diplomacy and may be
regarded as an answer of sorts to the Bergen statement. Its logic was
lrased on the reasoning that even though the unpreparedness of all
llaltic states was nofed in Bergen, maybe at least one, the best pre-
lrared state could be invited. At the same time the West could demon-
r;l.rate, in a symbolic way, that it is not going to leave the Baltic
states to the mercy of fate. Finally, Russia's discontent would be
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three times smaller than that caused by the admission of all three
Baltic states. It was obvious for everybody that Lithuania was the
most suitable candidate. Of all Baltic states, Lithuania has the
largest army and the largest fleet, and it is the most active partici-
pant in the NATO's PfP programme. Finally, its historical and geopo-
litical situation as well as the population's national structure quite
logically make it more suitable than the other two Baltic states.

Today, after the Madrid summit, one can question how realistic
this plan of action was. It seems that it was not quite realistic, frrst
of all because too little time was left. A haif-year is too short a period
for the politicians of NATO states, the US Senate, and public opinion
to be prepared for such a decision. Russia's constant and consistent
opposition to NATO's enlargement and particularly to the admission
of the Baltic states was also of great importance. In any case, the
efforts made by Lithuanian diplomacy did not yield the expected
results. For the tirne being Lithuania has not succeeded in entering
NATO earlier than the other Baltic states. Now one may only specu-
Iate on whether special activeness with respect to NATO will never-
theless bring certain dividends in the future.

However, Iosses may be evaluated right now. In spite of the state-
ments made by Lithuanian politicians that both EU and NATO are
Lithuania's foreign policy's priorities of equal significance, in reality
NATO prevailed on the agenda of Lithuanian high politics in the first
half of 1997. Unlike the policy of Estonia, Lithuanian policy towards
the EU was not characterized by sufficient initiative. In the begin-
ning, after signing the European Association agreement in 19gb, the
situation was complicated by the fact that the ratification of the
agreement by the Parliament took almost a year. For the Association
agreement to be abie to be ratifred, the Constitution had to be amend-
ed to allow land tb be sold to foreigners. Due to the dragged out ratifi-
cation process, no political consensus on the submission of the mem-
bership application was reached. The application was finally submit-
ted in December 1995 with ratification still pending. Generally speak-
ing, Lithuania-EU relations in the period of 1995-1996 were quite
routine. The Lithuanian authorities dutifully and timely provided
answers to the Commission's questionnaire in the summer of 1996,
but showed no further political initiative or interest.

Though reforms of Lithuanian Euroinstitutions that have long
been urgent were undertaken by the new government coming into
power after the 1996 election, a special working group for the prepa-
ration of negotiations with EU was set up in the Ministry of Foreign
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Affairs and a new ministry - the Ministry of European Affairs - was
cstablished. During the frrst half-year of 1997, Lithuanian politicians
I hought that there existed no essential differences between the
Ilaltic states and that therefore it was hardly probable that accession
negotiations could began at different times. Optimism was also
lirelled by the country's economic figures for 1996. According to
( lediminas Vagnorius, Prime Minister of Lithuania, Lithuania was
lcady for negotiations together with the first states, the more so as in
1997 it started to outdo some other Central European states accord-
ing to such objective criteria as rate of inflation, unemployment lev-
cls, decreasing budget deficiency, faster increase in GDP, and
irnprovements in customs operations and tax administration.G

The "cold shower" of the NATO summit meeting in Madrid, the
I,)uropean Commission's negative opinion on beginning negotiations
with Lithuania, and, in particular, the Commission's decision that
,rnly Estonia should be invited for negotiations showed that the selec-
t,ion of priorities by Lithuanian diplomacy had been unsuccessful.
'l'hough this would never be recognized by any politician currently in
l)ower, who would assert that accession to EU and accession to
NATO had always been and remained priorities of equal significance,
it. became obvious in the middle of 1997 that insufficient attention
was devoted to EU matters and insufficient diplomatic initiative was
shown on the high politics level. Though EU membership cannot pro-
vide such convincing security guarantees as NATO membership
would, and though Lithuania would have to be satisfied with so-
r:alled soft security, the events of 1997 show that accession to EU for
Lithuania, and the other Baltic states, is a more realistic prospect
lhan NATO membership.

It goes without saying that after the Madrid resolutions on
NATO's enlargement and the announcement of EU's Agenda 2000
both the Lithuanian government and diplomats undertook all possi-
lrle measures to rectify such an embarrassing situation and to influ-
r,nce EIJ member states in such a way that the Commission's nega-
l,ive opinion would not be the only one to serve as a basis for the frnal
rlecision. The issue of EU membership became the most important
issue in both Lithuania's foreign and domestic politics. Lithuania
will try to prove to the governments of most of the member states
that it also deserves being invited to start negotiations for EU mem-
lrership in 1998.7

With this aim in view, it was decided first of all to noticeably
.nhance Lithuania's diplomatic activities in the European Union.
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Lithuanian embassies in Portugal and Greece are to be established,
and Lithuania's permanent mission to the EU is to be strengthened.
The government also undertook to prepare an exhaustive study of
the European Commission's opinion and the opinion of Lithuania
itself; the latter will be presented to the governments of all EU mem-
ber states. An intensive programme comprising visits by governmen-
tal officials to all EU countries was implemented. So far it is diffrcult
to say whether this plan will yield expected results - this palrer was
written in September 1997.

1.2. Cood neiehbourhood relations and
regional cooperation

1 .2.1 . The Baltic states
Cooperation between Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, both in the

security area and in other matters, may be characterized as a phenom-
enon fulI of paradoxes. In 1995*1997, just as in earlier years, the prin-
ciple of the usefulness of the Baltic states' solidarity and cooperation
was never officially rejected by any politician of any Baltic state. Quite
a lot of communiqu6s of presidential meetings and resolutions of the
Baltic Assemblies could be gathered to prove this. In addition, the
Baltic states are implementing joint military projects - BALTBAT,
BALTRON, and BALTNET. Nevertheless, one may state that during
the last two years Baltic cooperation found itself to be in deep crisis.

Actually, there exists only a very limited coordination of the for-
eign and security policies of the Baltic states. Even the military coop-
eration projects mentioned above could hardly have arisen without
the recommendations and support of the Western countries. The
question of forming a military union of the Baltic states is not even
being discussed. It was mentioned in the press that during the meet-
ing held in November 1995 in Jurmala, the commanders of the Baltic
state armie! gave unofficial approval, to the concept of creating a mili-
tary union.8 It seems that the officers see no obstacles to the forma-
tion of a military union, but the political elite objects to this. Algirdas
Saudargas stated immediately after the commanders' meeting in
Jurmala that "a separate defence union of the Baltic states could
mean a wrong signal to the Western states." In his opinion, the inten-
tion to form such alliance is a "very dangerous political trend." As
Saudargas was appointed Foreign Minister after the last election, this
matter is no longer seriously considered. Nevertheless public opinion
does not share this attitude unconditionally. The fact is that results of
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ir survey commissioned by the Baltic Assembly show that around 70

l)()rcent of the Estonian, Latvian, and Lithuanian population would
rl)prove of a military and political union of the Baltic states.9

However, it is not only the fear of "sending a wrong signal to the
West" that impedes closer cooperation among the Baltic states in the
:rrea of security but also the status of these states'relations in other
;rreas not directly related to security. To a large extent the Baltic
rit,ates perceive each other not as partners but as a competitors. This
rrrduces certain Baltic states (Estonia) to try to stand out among the
,rt,hers, thus "sending the right-signal to the West." It is well known
llrat Estonia always was the most reserved as regards closer Baltic
,'ooperation and was inclined to stress, whenever possible, its exclu-
r;iveness and advantage with respect to the other Baltic states.
l,lstonia's attempts to stand out among the others became particular-
ly strong in 1995 and manifested itself until mid-1996.

The matters of delimitation of territorial waters and trading areas
, onstitute another problem which clearly contradicted the principle
,rf'Baltic solidarity. The years of 1995 and 1996 were in a certain
rionse years of Latvian-Lithuanian and Latvian-Estonian conflicts.
l'rotests were issued, accusations ofviolation ofsovereignty and even
rrrutual insults by politicians were traded.10 This was a particularly
liood time for sensation-hunting journalists. A Lithuanian daily
liespublika even tried to assess, as a joke, the Lithuanian and
l,rrLvian defence capacity in case of a military conflict.11 This is a
, omplicated issue requiring separate discussion. We will just men-
lion here that the conflict between Latvia and Estonia has already
lrcen settled, whereas delimitation of the Lithuanian and Latvian sea
lrorder still remains a matter of negotiation.12

These circumstances constituted important though not principal
l;rctors in effecting a shift in Lithuanian foreign policy priorities
lrrwards Central Europe. At the beginning of L997, doubts about the
rrreaningfulness of Baltic solidarity appeared for the first time on a
lrigh level in Lithuania, and not only in Estonia. According to the
l,iLhuanian Minister of Foreign Affairs Algirdas Saudargas looking
:rl, the Baltic states as an integral space sometimes may be "not
,.ntirely useful" whiie seeking membership of EU and NATO.13
"When a question is put why Lithuania or any other of these coun-
llies cannot be admitted to NATO, common drawbacks of the Baltic
rrlirtes are indicated." Therefore, according to Mr. Saudargas, it is
,rrrly after the breaking of this stereotype of the "negative trinity"
llrat one may expect formation of a positive attitude towards the
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Baltic states. "Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia should be evaluated
separately, taking into account the achievements of each of them,"
said the Minister.14

Indeed, in a certain sense Lithuania's reorientation from
the Baltic states to Central Europe as well as its more active
propaganda of the idea that one country could be admitted to
NATO may be interpreted also as a kind of reaction to the cam-
paign conducted earlier by Estonian politicians to the effect that
their country is more prepared to be admitted to EU than the other
two Baltic states. However, despite the symptoms of a crisis in the
Baltic states' cooperation it would be wrong to assert that the cooper-
ation is already doomed and has no future. The negative attitude
towards Baltic cooperation as expressed by some Lithuanian politi-
cians do not meet with universal approval. Urgings not to turn away
from the Baltic neighbours are voiced in Lithuania. Finally, a not-
too-restrictive position on cooperation is approved by President
Algirdas Brazauskas.

Vytautas Landsbergis, Speaker of the Seimas, who is quite active
in the area of foreign policy, has also assumed a softer attitude.
While in principle supporting the aim of strengthening Lithuania's
relations with the Central European countries, particularly Poland,
Landsbergis nevertheless considers that it is necessary to preserve
both the work done and the institutions established within the
framework of the Baltic states' cooperation. Speaking in the Estonian
Parliament in January L997, when a change in the tenets of
Lithuanian foreign policy was already obvious, he pointed out that
"NATO membership of one of the Baltic states would be of great use
for the other ones as well - the blockade of diplomatic and poiitical
pressure would be broken through (...) Competition is a driving force
for progress and not without reason it is stated in the resolution of
the Baltic Assembly that any achievement of one of our states is the
achievement of a11."15

At the beginning of 1997, this "Landsbergis doctrine" was inten-
ded first of all to console the governments of the Baltic sta-
tes as regards the change in Lithuanian foreign policy priorities
and a possible earlier admission of Lithuania to NATO. How-
ever, when the European Commission announced its opinion on
the candidate countries' preparedness for the admission nego-
tiations evaluating among the Baltic states Estonia alone positi-
vely, the said doctrine became a kind of consolation prize for
Lithuanian diplomacy.
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1 .2.2. Poland
In 1991-1992,there was considerable tension in Lithuania's rela-

t,ions with Poland. However, upon signing the Agreement on
Itriendship and Good Neighbourly Collaboration in 1994, relations
sl,arted to improve quickly. In 1995-1997, the Governments of both
sl,ates agreed on the formation of a joint military peacekeeping unit
LITPOLBAT, and Poland donated to Lithuania large quantities of
rnilitary equipment and ammunition. These relations, however,
:rcquired a new quality after the last election to the Seimas of the
Itepublic of Lithuania in the fall of 1996. A coalition of the
Oonservatives and the Christian Democrats came into power, whose
leaders, as early as at the beginning of 1996, had criticized the
(lovernment of the LDDP for not exploiting opportunities provided
by neighbouring Poland - an almost universally recognized candi-
rlate to NATO and the EU.

As early as in the spring of 1996, the then opposition leader
Landsbergis asserted that it would be useful to stress more the fact
that Lithuania belongs no less to the Central European region than
lo the Baltic region. Noting the sameness of Lithuania's and Poland's
conditions and opportunities, he asked, at a press conference, "why
could not the consideration of Lithuania's membership in NATO
start together with that of Poland's."16 According to Landsbergis,
"Lithuania's and Poland's parallelism, cooperation with Poland, par-
ticularly in the security area, should be promoted as much as possi-

ble." He is of the opinion that "the attempts made both by our diplo-
rnats and the former exile community, aimed at Lithuania's
approaching the first three candidates to NATO (the Czech Republic,
Poland and Hungary) and at Lithuania's being the fourth country
after these three, should not cease." Lithuania's conditions, in his
opinion, correspond entirely to the geopolitical, border-related, and
other conditions of Poland. Concerning Baltic cooperation he noted
that coordination and solidarity with the other two Baltic neighbours
are useful but should exclude separate moves.17

Indeed, though the LDDP governments that were in power in
1992-1996 did much to improve Lithuanian-Polish relations, later
events showed that many opportunities nevertheless were not seized
in time. Poland's rapprochement with the West practically secured
its membership both in NATO and the EU, making it an important
stabilizing factor for the whole region. Poland now could turn to the
East and consolidate security and partnership ties with her neigh-
bouring states. Poland's relations with Russia and the llkraine are
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being successfully developed; it is looking for forms of dialogue even
with Belarus. As Dariusz Rosati, a Polish Foreign Minister, wrote in
Rzeczpospolita, ttre policy in the East was intensified while main-
taining good and close relations with both the western and southern
neighbours. Rosati stressed that in this region Poland sought new
foreign policy initiatives and methods.lS

These changes in Polish foreign policy, as well as similar aspira-
tions and interests, and also a certain amount of sentimentalism
towards Lithuania opened in 1995-1996 a possibility for Lithuania to
both normalize Polish-Lithuanian relations and to raise them to a
qualitatively new level of cooperation. After the Lithuanian Foreign
Minister Saudargas's visit to Warsaw in January 1997, Poland was
called by him a strategic partner of Lithuania. "In the future, we will
be neighbouring countries of the European flnion, with almost no
borders between us. Therefore Lithuania's path will be shorter
through Poland." The Polish Foreign Minister Rosati, in his turn,
confirmed this vision by noting that "Lithuania is a very important
partner due both to its rich history and to the common aspirations.
Therefore Poland will do its best to achieve that Lithuania will be in
the first group of countries with which negotiations for admission to
NATO and EU will start."19

In February, Speaker Landsbergis paid an official visit to Poland
and proposed a Lithuanian-Polish interparliamentary institution to
be established, which in his opinion would be beneficial to both coun-
tries. According to him, this would provide an opportunity for
enhancing the historical role of both Lithuania and Poland. "We are
a Central Baltic Europe. We are still not perceived as a key, though
we are a key to the future of this still double-sided Europe," he said
in the Polish Parliament.20

In June 1997,'Poland and Lithuania established the Polish-Li-
thuanian Parliamentary Assembly analogous to the Baltic Assembly.
It is made up of 20 members each from the Lithuanian Seimas and
the Polish Sejm.21At the first meeting of the Assembly in July 1g92,
the statute of the Assembly was adopted which stipulates that
the Assembly may make statements and declarations contai-
ning obligations to carry out certain activities, appeals to interna-
tional organizations, parliaments or governments, and other resolu-
tions. The Assembly will be convened two times a year, in spring and
in autumn.22

Further, there was a parallel institutionalization of cooperation of
executive authorities in the summer of 1997. On June 19, during the
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l,il,huanian President's visit to Warsaw, Algirdas Brazauskas and
,\lcl<sander Kwasniewski, the President of Poland, signed an agree-
rrrcnt on the setting up of a joint consultative committee of both
l'r.trsidents. A joint declaration on the establishment of the Council
l,rr Cooperation of Lithuanian and Polish Governments was signed
,,rr June 30. The frrst meeting of the Council took place in Septem-
lx,r of 1997 in Vilnius. The Polish Prime Minister Wlodzimierz Ci-
rrroszewicz with the delegation headed by him and the Lithuanian
l'rime Minister Gediminas Vagnorius with the members of his
( labinet took part in the constituent meeting. The issues discussed at
llre meeting included bilateral cooperation in the areas of EU and
NATO integration, economic ties, organized crime, education and sci-
r r nce, protection of minorities' rights etc.23

Though an aspiration to get into the first wave of NATO enlarge-
rnent was the primary motive that induced Lithuanian politicians
l,o establish closer relations with Poiand, the importance of
l,he Lithuanian-Polish rapprochement did not disappear even after
t,he announcement of Madrid declaration. Quite the reverse.
Strategic partnership with the prospective NATO country will
undoubtedly serve not only the development of economic and politi-
cal relations but first of all the strengthening of Lithuania's security,
and at the same time providing a sound basis for a possible mem-
bership of Lithuania in NATO. Thus, Lithuania would acquire a

new geopolitical importance in the Baltic region. On the other
hand, the role of a state promoting stability and democracy in
Central and Eastern Europe is undoubtedly very useful to Poland.
According to the Polish Foreign Minister Rosati, Poland as a prospec-

tive NATO member intends to play a special role in Central and
Eastern Europe and to assume exclusive responsibility for the
region's security.24

The international conference Coexistence of Nations and Good
Neighbourly Relations - the Guarantee of Security and Stability in
Europe, which was held in Vilnius on September 5-6, 1997 on the
initiative of the Lithuanian and Polish Presidents may be considered
as one of the most prominent examples of the stabilizing effect pro-
duced by intensifred Polish-Lithuanian cooperation. Apart from the
two Presidents, the Presidents of Latvia, Estonia, Belarus, Ilkraine,
Moldova, Hungary, Romania, and Bulgaria, and the Russian Prime
Minister took part in the conference. The President of Finland
arrived as a guest. Though no common document was adopted, the
conference provided a forum for political and public figures of differ-
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ent backgrounds for the discussion of problems connected with the
co-existence of European nations.

1 .2.3. Russia
When considering Lithuanian-Russian relations within the con-

text of Lithuania's national security, one must admit that Russia is
still perceived in Lithuania as one of the greatest threats to
Lithuania's security. According to the data of Vilmorus Public
Opinion Research Centre, at the end of 1996 - the beginning of 1992,
72 percent of Lithuanians and even 21 percent of Russians were
of the opinion that the Russian state posed a threat to peace
and Lithuania's security.2s Though Russia is not directly identified
as a threat in the BNS, the risks to national security include such
factors which may be first of all related to the close proximity of
Russia as a neighbour and the foreign policy pursued by Russia.
The risks are as follows:

- political pressure and dictate, attempts to establish zones of special
interest and ensure special rights, preventing Lithuania from obtaining
international security guarantees;

* threats by foreign states to use force under the pretext ofdefending their
interests; and

- attempts to impose upon Lithuania dangerous and discriminatory inter-
national agreements.

- military capability in close proximity to Lithuanian borders;
- military transit through Lithuania;
* overt aggression.26

On the other hand, Russia is not directly mentioned in the Law in
order to avoid unnecessary provocation. The more so since the
processes taking place in Russia cannot unequivocally be evaluated
as negative ones. Hopes are inspired not only by Russian democracy
that has been in existence for six years already but also by changes
in Russian public opinion.

The Russian Centre for International Sociological Research has
polled 4200 persons in Moscow, Murmansk, Tula, Kalu ga, lJfa,
Kazarr, Novosibirsk, Yuzhnosakhalinsk, and Alexandrov with the
aim to identify their attitudes towards Lithuania and Lithuanians.
According to the Izvestiya daily, which published the survey results,
the first result is the debunking of a myth that Russians do not like
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l,rl,lruanians because of their part in the attempted destruction of the
lirviet Union. 40 percent of the respondents feel respect for
l,il,huanians, 24 percent sympathize with them, and only six percent
rrrc indifferent towards them. 61 percent of the respondents would
lrlie to visit Lithuania; no one, however, expressed a wish to live in
l,ithuania. 10 percent think that the improvement of relations
lrct.ween Russia and Lithuania is hindered by the "psychological con-

i;('quences of separation of Lithuania and other Baltic countries."
'l'hose who consider Vilnius' aspirations to NATO membership to be

;rrr obstacle to better relations are very few.27
Lithuanian-Russian relations in terms of security may be ana-

lyzed from two perspectives: firstly, the condition of bilateral rela-
lrons between Lithuania and Russia; secondly, the behaviour of
liussia as a great power on the international stage. It has become an
rrxiom to assert, when speaking about Lithuanian-Russian bilateral
lclations, that among the Baltic states, Lithuania has the best rela-
Lions with Russia.28 Despite that, there still are numerous problems
in Lithuania's relations with Russia, but only one is directly connect-
,'d with national security. This is the Russian military transit to
l(aliningrad. At the end of 1993, after the withdrawal of Russian
Lroops from Lithuania, transit issues were regulated by a separate
;rgreement between the Governments of Lithuania and Russia, which
was in effect until the close of 1994. Throughout 1994, Russia sought
rn her negotiations with Lithuania on the future status of the agree-
rnent to conclude a special political treaty with Lithuania under
which it would have free military transit by rail, air and road across
Lithuania. Meanwhile Lithuania drafted and adopted uniform regu-
lations for transport of military and dangerous goods across its terri-
t,ory. Russia refused to comply with these regulations while
Lithuania had no levers to make Russia accept the regulations.
'fhere was, of course, the possibility of a direct confrontation by ban-
ning Russian transit through Lithuania, but this was unrealistic.
Instead, in January 1995, Lithuania proposed to prolong the effect of
the 1993 agreement or so-called "German rules" on transit which was
accepted by Russia.29

Today, with a hindsight of almost three years, the compromise
reached with Moscow on military transit extending the so-called
"German" regulations seems a fairly successful solution. Formally,
the issue has remained unregulated, yet there were no major prob-
lems concerning Russia's military transit either in 1995, 1996, or
1997. On the one hand, Lithuania has not signed any political tro:rlv
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obliging it to grant special transit rights to Russia. On the other
hand, in reaching an agreement with Russia, Lithuania has demon-
strated that it was not in its interests to isolate the Kaliningrad
region and confront the Russian Federation. Therefore one can hard-
ly challenge the conclusion that the arrangement regarding Russia's
transit across the territory of Lithuania is Lithuania's contribution to
the security and stability of the Baltic region and all Europe.

After the issue of Russia's military transit to Kaliningrad was set-
tled, Lithuanian-Russian bilateral relations started to develop rather
uniformly in line with the western states' cautious attitude towards
Russia. From the standpoint of Lithuania's strategic aims, it seemed
more useful to demonstrate that there were no serious problems
in the area of mutual relations, and that only technical mat-
ters remained unsettled, rather than to constantly stress unresol-
ved issues that could eventually strain Lithuanian-Russian bila-
teral relations.

This was the position taken by Lithuania during the border ne-
gotiations with Russia, which began in July 1993 and were conclu-
ded President Algirdas Brazauskas's visit to Moscow at the end
of October. Agreement was reached on the state border crossing
the Viitytis lake, the Nemunas mouth, the Kursiai lagoon, and
the Baltic Sea.

In 1995-1996, the LDDP government followed a consistent, prag-
matic, and in a certain sense adaptive policy towards Russia, which
undoubtedly served the normalization of bilateral relations and
both national and regional security. However, the political forces
that had governed Lithuania in the period from 1990 to 1992
were returned to power by the elections to the Seimas in October
1996. Many in Russia associate the period of the Sajndis government
and the role of L'andsbergis in the then foreign policy with a strict,
uncompromising, and even provocative attitude towards Russia.
Therefore it might seem that the conservative victory in the election
and the return of Landsbergis would strain the Lithuanian-Russian
relations. But the conservatives, who probably understood this very
well, started their activities in the area of foreign policy first of
all with the destruction of their so-called "anti-Russian', image. In
November 1996, they held a conference titled Prospects of Further
Promotion of Lithuanian-Russian Relations, to which were invited
democratically minded members of the Russian State Duma.
Furthermore, the course of Lithuanian-Russian relations in 1997
showed that the new governing coalition of the conservatives and
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tlrc Christian Democrats was not inclined to change anything in
l,it,huania's relations with Russia essentially.

In spite of the fact that Russian public opinion is favourable to
l,il,huania and that bilateral relations have taken a course of norrnal
,lr,velopment, the national security situation in Lithuania is also
.rllitcted by Russia's behavior on the international scene. First of all,
rlrc security policy pursued by Lithuania and other Baltic states is
,,rrnplicated by Russia's negative attitude to NATO's enlargement
,rncl particularly to eventual NATO membership for the Baltic coun-
tlics. One must also bear in mind the so-called 'Yalta syndrome," i.e.
tlr0 fear that a too cautious and pragmatic attitude towards Russia
,rssumed by the Western allies may lead to the Baltic countries'
l:rlling into the sphere of Russian influence again.

Here one should also mention the Agreement on Conventional
l"rrrc€s in Europe (CFE). According to the revision of the CFE made
,rr June 1996, Russia will be able to deploy much larger quantities of
lr()avy armament near the borders of the Baltic states than previous-
ly flnder the revised agreement Russia is allowed to keep, for a peli-
,,rl of three years, 600 armored vehicles instead of 180 as stipulated
rrr the previous agreement. Of course, this changes little in the Baltic
,,runtries' security situation from the military point of view (for
,'xample, the Latvian army has only 12 armored vehicles)'3o But it
\vorsens the political security situation of the Baltic countries, accen-

lrrates the problem of their defensibility, and complicates the
lrlospects of NATO membership for them.

Another important event is the partnership agreement between
li.rrssia and NATO signed in Paris on 27 May 1997. The agreement
rvas received cautiously in Lithuania. While it was stressed that it
rvould undoubtedly contribute to the stabilization of the internation-
;rl system, doubts were expressed as to whether this would not be
,lone at the expense of the security of the Baltic states.

1.2.4. Belarus

Relations between Lithuania and Belarus are of great importance
1o Lithuania's security. The border with Belarus (about 650 km)
:rccounts for the largest part of her land border. Minsk, the capital of
lhlarus, is the foreign capital closest to Vilnius. Finally, there are only
lhirty kilometers from Vilnius to the border with Belarus. However,
,lcspite the potential threat that Belarus poses due to its military
,rrpability (the size of the Belarus army is around 70 000-90 000 and it
lrrrs 1800 tanks).31 its relations with Lithuania have remained surpris-
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ingly stable and good. They have not been affected either by the grow-
ing authoritarianism of the Belarus President Alexander Lukashenka
or by the formation of the Belarus-Russian union.

consolidation of an authoritarian regime in a neighboring state is
not a pleasant fact if one thinks about the security of a srate.
However, no particularly dangerous trends have so far appeared in
the Belarus policy towards Lithuania or any other states in the
region. In February 1995, the President of Belarus, while on an offi_
cial visit to vilnius, signed four bilateral agreements, including the
agreement on the Lithuanian-Belarus state border and good neigh-
borly relations. In April 1996, this agreement was ratifred, without
any special debates, by both the Lithuanian and Belarus parlia-
ments. It seems that the Belarus government is inclined to cultivate
economic relations rather than accentuate divergent politics in her
relations with Lithuania and other neighboring countries. In 1995-
1997, the prime ministers of Belarus visited Lithuania several times
to discuss the possibility of using the Klaipeda seaport for Belarus-
sian cargo transit.

The special significance of the Lithuanian-Belarus border agree-
ment signed in 1995 lies in the fact that previously the Lithuanian
border with Belarus had not been fixed in any interstate documents.
since 1940, this was an administrative border separating two Soviet
republics, marked only in maps and readjusted several times.
Demarcation that began in April rgg732 was positively evaluated by
EU experts who yisited the border areas in July of 1gg7.33

In this context it should be noted, however, that the flow of illegal
migrants from poor Asian states pouring through the Lithuanian-
Belarus border poses an ever increasing threat to Lithuania's securi-
ty. Illegal migration is usually dealt with by means of detention and
deportation agencies established specially for this purpose. However,
only rich countries can afford this. Lithuania, through lack of funds, is
Ieft with practically only one alternative - to attempt to prevent ille-
gal migrants from entering the country, signing a readmission agree-
ment with Belarus, which, however, has been delayed by Belarus.

Russia is keenly interested in the Lithuanian-Berarus readmis-
sion agreement talks and has proposed that trilateral negotiations
for a Lithuanian-Belarus-Russian agreement on readmission be he1d.
Belarus has also stressed that though matters of bilateral readmis-
sion are going to be discussed with Lithuania, "when the time comes
for such agreement, it will be necessary to hold consultations with
Russia, the ukraine and other countries for which the problem of
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rllcgal migration is urgent."34 Readmission issues remain the rnost

pressing problem in Lithuanian-Belarus relations, and most likely
,'rrnnot be solved without Russia's participation.

2. Defense policy

Two main components - one international and one internal - of
l,ithuanian defense policy may be identifred. The international dimen-
sion of defense policy, just as the main priorities of foreign policy and

rliplomatic activities, is orientated towards integration into both
I,)uropean and transatlantic defense structures, first of all NATO and

WEU. The internal component of defense policy, on the other hand,
r.epresents the entirety of actions through which the principle of total
and unconditional defense of Lithuania must be upheld.

Lithuania is not different from other states in this case and must
solve the problem of combining these two aspects. What should be

l.he relationship between the two aspects - which of them should be

the principal one - constitutes a rather complex issue which has been

discussed by the Parliament more than once. some are of the opinion
that internal preparedness for defense should have priority and
should be given more attention and funds. For instance, Mr. Kestutis
GaSka who was a member of the National security committee of the
seimas in 1992-1"996, considers that Lithuania's participation in the
peacekeeping forces has nothing in common with NATO, nor is
Fartner.hip ior Peace a "foot-bridge to NATO."35 Others, though,
assert that ensuring security, military security in particular, is only
possible provided Lithuania takes part in corresponding internation-
al structures, while domestic defense policy is of minor importance,
since even Western states with relatively large resources are not able

to defend themselves unless they are members of NATO. Radical
supporters of this attitude even have proposed that Lithuania be a
army-free state, with its security based solely on international guar-
antees, like lceland.

The Basics of National Security document resolved the issue
by determining that in the event of aggression Lithuania shall seek

international assistance and simultaneously defend itself inde-
pendently without waiting until such assistance is provided. Hence

the armed forces and other national defense structures shall be

developed for the defense of Lithuania as weII as for interoperability
with NATO.
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2.1 . International dimension

A strategic resolution on the combination of the internal and
international dimensions of defense policy is undoubtedly very
important for the everyday work of defense policy-makers. In prac-
tice, however, it is not always easy to achieve. Paradoxically, over the
Iast two years the international dimension of defense has been devel-
oping much more effectively than the internal dimension. The main
reason for this is Lithuania's efforts to join both European and
transatlantic defense systems together with the generous assistance
provided by the West.

Lithuania's participation in military international cooperation is
dominated by its individual partnership programme with NATO. At
the meeting of representatives of NATO's member countries and
Lithuania on 28 March 1996 in Brussels, a new programme for indi-
vidual partnership for 1996-1998 was adopted. Peacekeeping, devel-
opment of air space control and communication systems, the teaching
of English, and compatibility with NATO standards are the main
areas of cooperation. Lithuania took part in more than 20 military
exercises and in various conferences and seminars held under the
1996 programme. Lithuanian units participated also in IFOR and
sFoR operations in Bosnia. special funds have been provided for in
the Lithuanian state budget to frnance participation in the activities
organized under "Partnership for Peace." It was planned in 199? that
Lithuania will take part^in as much as 145 events organized by
NATO (PfP programme).36

Joint military projects launched with the other two Baltic coun-
tries, Latvia and Estonia, represent another manifestation of the
international dimension of defense policy. Lithuania, Latvia, and
Estonia, assisted by western countries, are currently implementing
three major defense-related projects: formation of a joint peacekeep-
ing battalion BALTBAT, formation of a trilateral navy squadron
BALTRON, and implementation of a BALTNET system for ioint
regional air space surveillance.3T A new element in international
military cooperation and peacekeeping is the joint Lithuanian-polish
peacekeeping battalion LITPOLBAT. In June 199?, an agreement
was signed which provided the legal basis for the battalion, which
comprises 400 soldiers and should operative by 1, January 1999.

In bilateral military cooperation, the Nordic countries and poland
are particularly important for Lithuania's defense. considerable mil-
itary aid has come from the Nordics, including training of personnel
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rrld financial assistance. Poland has donated five Mi-2 helicopters,
rrmmunition, cannons, grenade launch_ers, field kitchens and bak-
rrries, trucks, and nine patrol boats, etc.3E AII in all, developments in
l,he international sphere of Lithuania's defense policy have been

r;uite successful during the last two years. And although Lithuania
rlid" not find itself in the frrst NATO enlargement round, preparation
fbr eventual membership is being carried out.

2.2. Domestic dimension

The development of the domestic dimension of defense policy has

not been quite as good. Financial constraints are the main cause for
t.his. It was at the end of 1995 that the mass media started to draw
Irttention to the poor training of soldiers - during the period of ser"vice,

rr soldier *u. p.o,.id"d with a possibility to shoot a few times only.Sg

According to the then Defense Minister Linas Linkevidius, this was

quite natural because Lithuarria was second from the last arnong
_European countries regarding share of GNP allotted to defense (0.56

percent). (Latvia was last on the list with 0.5 percent of GNP)'
Speaking at the Seirnas in June 1996, Linkevicius impressed upon the
deputies that "security also costs" and urged them to revise priorities
of the Lithuanian state when determining budgetary allocations.40

Moreover, this upward trend is expected to be maintained in the
nearest future. with the improvement of the Lithuanian economy

expressed in a steady glowth of the GDP and a decline of inflation,
budgetary allocations for national defense have increased every year
since 1995. In the Government's Action programme for the period of
1997-2000 the GDP grow is projected to reach frve percent in 1997,

eight percent in 1998, and six to seven percent in the period of
1999-2000. Also during 1996, the country witnessed an impressive
decrease in the annual inflation level, from 35.7 percent in 1995 to
13.1 percent in 1996.41 For 1997, defense spending reached 306.2

million LTL (=76.6 hlllion USD) which is approximately 4.6 percent

of the totai budget expenditures, or 0.9 percent of GDP.a2
In addition, the Lithuanian government could provide credit guar-

antees for the Ministry of National Defense amounting to almost
USD nine million. HaIf of this amount - USD 4.7 million - was uti-
lized for the purchas e of carl Gustaflight antitank robots, complying
with NATO requirements, from Sweden. Another USD 1.5 million
were used for the acquisition of ammunition. In December 1996, the
Lithuanian army made one more purchase complying with NATO

71



72 Cediminas Vitkus

requirements - almost a hundred Land Rover (Great Britain) cross-
country vehicles.43 President Algirdas Brazauskas, speaking at the
meeting held to mark the 5th anniversary of Gelezinis vilkas (rron
Wolfl motorized infantry brigade on 6 May 1997, expressed the hope
that Lithuania's economic situation would allow it to increase expen-
diture on national defense in the nearest future .

However, training of the army for defense is not the only aspect of
defense policy. According to the Basics of National Security, the
defense of Lithuania shall be based on the principle of total and
unconditional defense, i.e., Lithuania shall resist an aggressor by all
available means: military defense, guerrilla warfare, civil disobedi-
ence, non-collaboration, and other means.

The implementation of this provision of the Law depends much on
the peace-time activities of the government in preparation for meet-
ing possible aggression. The Law prescribes that:

the system of citizen preparedness for civil resistance shail be raised to
the national level and its functioning shall be organized by the govern-
ment. The citizens shall be trained on a regular basis in difrerent means
ofresistance and civil defense. The state shall provide them with the nec-
essary technical means. Fostering of patriotism, instruction in the means
of resistance, and training in the skills of resistance shail be a con-
stituent part of the compulsory school education programme.4s

At present, however, inadequate attention has been devoted to
the realization of this provision. on one hand, this can be explained
by the lack of funds, but on the other, there does exist a pronounced
negative attitude in society toward civil defence training. when
President Algirdas Brazauskas, in a meeting with eeslovas
stankevidius, the Minister of National Defense, and General Jonas
AndriSkevidius, the Army chief, in March lggz discussed mobiliza-
tion, and announced that he supported military training in sec-
ondary schools,46 this caused a very negative reaction both in the
mass media and the public. Lietuvos rytas, the largest Lithuanian
daily, for example, pointed out in its editorial that teaching military
subjects at schools was prohibited by Article 26 of the Law on
Education. Furthermore, according to the authors of the comment,
"the nostalgia for the reanimation of the soviet military training
showed quite a peculiar understanding of the state defense problems
both by the President of the state and the governing coalition.
Instead of strengthening the professional army and allotting addi-
tional means for this purpose, the President and the riehtists
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r,xpressed a wish to effectively scatter them among schools."47 As a

losult, military training in schools was temporarily postponed - rem-
rniscences of the former militarized educational system of the Soviet
regime are still very strong in Lithuanian society. Under such cir-
t'umstances, one may hardly expect that the provisions of the BNS
with regard to the population's preparation for defense will be imple-
rnented soon. It seems that public opinion is more orientated towards
rr regular army and its effective interaction with both transatlantic
rrnd European defense systems it is than inclined to rely on a total
rrnd unconditional defense and to implement it enthusiastically.

Conclusion

The change of political power after the election that took place at
l,he end of 1996 is one of the most important factors of the period
rrnder consideration. LDDP. which during four years governed
l,ithuania completely independently, found itself in opposition, grving
rrp its place to the coalition of the Conservatives and the Christian
l)emocrats. The change of government was significant first of all
lrecause new, and sometimes quite radical, diplomatic initiatives were
1aken, airned at maximum mobilization of available political resources
lbr the resolution of pressing problems. One should mention that one
rr{'the first laws adopted by the new Seimas was the Law on the
Ilasics oI'NationaL Security of Lithuania and its Annex The Basics of
National Security of Lithuania in December 1996. The law, which had
lregun to be drafbed in 1991 and which gave rise to lengthy debates, at
lirst came into effect on B January 1997.

However, in spite of the new government's energy, the analysis of
t,he efforts made towards Lithuania's admission to NATO and EU
shows that in both cases Lithuania stepped up diplomatic activity too
late, when only a half-year was left till the frnal decisions on the
cnlargement of the respective organizations. Usually in such cases,
rlecisions already are in the stage of preparation and it is not always
lrossible to change them, even if very serious and convincing argu-
rnents are presented- For instance, the idea raised by Lithuania at
the beginning of 1997 that at least one Baltic state should be admit-
t,ed to NATO, is a legitimate subject for debate, but it came too late.
An analogous situation prevailed in the case of EU enlargement.
Whatever will be the results of Lithuanian diplomatic activity in the
rrutumn of 1997, one gets a feeling that this will also be too late.
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Today Lithuania perhaps demonstrates a better economic posture
than Estonia, but the Commission's opinion on Estonia is the echo of
the latter's previous success and active efforts.

Lithuania's relations with the other two Baltic states, and Baltic
cooperation in 1995-1997, could be characterized as a paradoxical
phenomenon. On one hand, there were many declarations of solidari-
ty. On the other hand, in many areas of security politics, including
both NATO and EU enlargement, the Baltic countries acted not as
partners but as competitors and in all possible ways attempted to
stress their advantages as compared with those of their neighbours.
Estonia was most successful in impiementing the "Landsbergis doc-
trine," however. In 1997, Lithuania also turned in this direction in
its rapprochernent to Poland. To be sure, the principle of Baltic soli-
darity is not rejected but it is no longer among the frrst priorities.
And everything that was done in the area of implementation of joint
Baltic cooperation projects, like BALTBAT, was rather a result of
Western and especially Scandinavian (Danish and Swedish in partic-
ular) influence and material assistance than an expression of the will
of the Baltic states themselves.

Whereas the development of Lithuanian-Polish relations in
1995-1997 demonstrated that Lithuania did not utilize all opportuni-
ties provided by iis geopolitical situation, the rapprochement to Poland
was a signifrcant achievement. Strategic partnership with a prospec-
tive NATO country will undoubtedly serwe not only the development of
economic and political relations but, frrst of all, the strengthening of
Lithuania's security, both with regard to its chances of eventual NATO
membership and in terms of regional stability in general.

In spite of the improved of Lithuanian-Russian relations during
1995-1997, Russia is still perceived in Lithuania as a very serious
threat to its national security. This is determined both by still very
fresh reminiscences of the occupation era and by certain of Russia's
international policy attitudes. Russia's opposition to NATO enlarge-
ment, and especially to membership for the Baltic countries, may be
considered to be one of the most important factors that complicates
Lithuanian security. However, the policy against NATO enlargement
pursued by Russia during the last two years constitutes only an indi-
rect threat to Lithuania's security, first of all due to the fact that
opinions unfavorable to the accession of the Baltic states are being
formed in the West. Whereas Russia has not undertaken any offrcial
acts of threat against Lithuania or the other Baltic countries despite
their open orientation towards NATO.
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'lhe state of Lithuanian-Belarus relations is of great importance
t,r Lithuanian security for two reasons' Firstly, the border with
ltr,larus is Lithuania's longest border with a foreign state. secondly,

rlris border is guarded poorly and illegal migrants destined for west
l,)rrrope are pouring through it. A border agreement has been signed

,rncl border demarcation has begun, but a readmission agreement
.rl.ill remains to be negotiated.

Finally, when summarizing the development of Lithuania's
,lr.f'ense policy in 1995-1997, one must recognize both a certain suc-

r,r,ss ir international military cooperation and improving defense
,;l,r'uctures. However, the mental preparedness of Lithuanian society

lirr.total and unconditional defense in case of aggression is still in an

,'rnbryonic stage.
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ACTUAL AND
AND

FUTURE DANISH DEFENCE
SECURITY POLICY

Bertel Heurlin

1. lntroduction

f\enmark is a small country. Not that small, however, since half
fJ of the countries of the world are smaller. By incorporating
(lreenland as part of the Kingdom of Denmark, it does look impres-
rirve on a map - especially in the Miercator-projection mode- In this
way, Denmark is a great power. It is one of the richest countries in
Lhe world, measured objectively and subjectively, and adheres to
what is now generally accepted global norms such as democracy,
human rights/personal freedoms, market economy, and protection of
l,he environment.

But as a small state Denmark is extremely vulnerable economi-
t:ally and in terms of national security. Despite being highly industri-
;rlised, Denmark has very limited natural resources making it
cxtremely dependent on foreign trade and the financial markets;
l.hus, Denmark is in an exposed economic position directly facing
fluctuations in the European and international economies. In mili-
Lary terms, Denmark - due to its flat and small territory - is unable
l,o defend itself: it must then rely on alliances. In political terms,
I)enmark is not vulnerable since its political landscape is marked by
internal coherence, political consensus and common identity - in
()ssence, political stability. Denmark is probably the most organised
country in the world, scoring very high in percentages of membership
in organisations such as political parties, trade unions, cultural
groups, hobby/sports clubs, and grass root units. A sneaking vulnera-
bility in political stability is however the growing politicisation of
i mmigrants and refugees.

What does the words 'Danish' or 'Denmark' signal to a foreigner?
One can claim it refers to four characteristics: abundance, freedom,
style/innovation, and independence. First abundance; Denmark has
for a long time been seen by the outside world as a tiny, rich indus-
trious country attempting to live in peace in the shadow of great
powers. It is no accident that Denmark is seldom on the front pages
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of the international press. In spring 1988, when Denmark had one of
its more serious quarrels with its protector state, the United States,
regarding procedure for the use of Danish harbours for its warships
which were or were not nuclear armed, a State Department spo-
kesman was asked by a journalist who was aware of a new Danish-
US crisis of how he considered the "Danish situation." The spo-
kesman responded, presumably not prepared for such a question, as:
"Danish for me is breakfast. Next question." While this could be
interpreted as a metaphor of Denmark being politically insignifrcant
internationally, it also refers to the fact that Denmark is charac-
terised by material abundance.

The term 'Denmark' also gives other associations, namely free-
dom. 'Denmark' is the home of porn shop in New York or Washing-
ton. Denmark was one of the frrst countries in the world to legarise
pornography, so the term'Denmark' may signal personal/individual
freedoms to a foreigner. Also, 'Danish'is internationally associated
with design and architecture. Danish design, as it is commonly
referred, has been equated with an unique style, quality, and crafts-
manship which represent just some of Denmark's industrial abilities
to adapt to a global market by creating quality products based on the
concept of niche-production.

During the cold war, 'Denmark' and'Danishness'became associat-
ed with yet another concept: flee-wheeling, or more specifically known
as 'Denmarkisation.' This was a negative notion - much like
'Finlandisation.' But instead of the biased neutrality of Finlandisation,
the term of Denmarkisation referred to the idea of a small state free-
wheeling inside NATO. Denmark, according to this notion, was free-
wheeling militarily, politically, and economically within NATO at the
expense of all the other members. Denmark enjoyed protection, but it
did not want to farticipate fully in the common strategy and common
defence. It is not the purpose ofthis presentation to assess ifit is a fair
description or not of Denmark during the cold war. It is a fact, howev-
er, that the term'Denmarkisation'for a while was included in the gen-
eral strategic NATO discourse. Now Denmarkisation is history.

In many \Mays one can speak of a completely new Denmark, in
a completely new regional and international setting. No longer
is Denmark free-wheeling. Instead, Denmark has abandoned its
parochial image and is attempting to enter in an activist way the
international scene in some way acting as a great power by using its
smallness as a vehicle. Nobody will accuse this smail state of imperi-
alism or megalomania.
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A comparison with Norway illustrates this difference in Danish
{irreigir poiicy. Norway is in many ways referring to the worid situa-
lion before and after 1989-91 as more or less the same. It considers
rt,s common border with Russia as a military threat and it is trying to
press the US to renew and even widen its military reinforcement com-
rnitment. In addition, Norway still continues to emphasise, more than
rrny other NATO member, NATO's role as a paragraph five organisa-
l.ion (paragraph five of the NATO treaty commits each member to col-
lcctive defence; an attack on one state is an attack on the whole
;rlliance). Denmark is emphasising quite the opposite: Russia is con-
rridered a partner. Denmark is certainly not asking for reinforce-
rnents. It actively participates in operations which reinforce security.
lly this Denmark is emphasising the concept of a new NATO in con-
iunction with other multilateral security related organisations and
r'oncepts such as Partnership for Peace (PfP), European Atlantic
l)artnership Council (EAPC), Common Joint Task Force (CJTF), and
Lhe Russia-NATO Founding Act. One of the main goals of these
,rrganisations are, in the Danish understanding, to reduce the mili-
l;ry differences between PfP countries and NATO countries.

2. A new world, a new NATO, a new Denmark

Denmark has recognised the political necessity that along with a
rrew world order, a new foreign policy is required. As a front-line
state during the bipolar East-West conflict, Denmark enjoyed a
rrnique geostrategical position which gave it a certain freedom of
rrction. This implied the Danish insistence on the Nordic region as a
low tension area. During the Cold War Denmark was as we have
seen in the position to flee-wheel on defence matters. Now the situa-
l,ion is completely different: the unique position has vanished. As a
0onsequence of the end of the Cold War, the number of independent
states in Europe has almost doubled. Now there are many more
I)enmark's-like units. Therefore. in order not to be a loser or to fall to
l,he wayside in the new international game (which will be more
lreaceful despite harder competition between states), Denmark has
r:hosen a new activist security and defence policy.

The policy has thus evolved from an adaptive to an offensive
rrctive policy. From a free-wheeling policy, the policy is now a "hard
work" policy set in the new international and regional environments.
l,'rom a security and defence policy influenced by con{licting domestic
policies, we now see a general domestic consensus around more and
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active international contribution. The policy has changed from foot-
notes (in NATO) to footfall.

In addition, military integration has changed. During the Cold
War Denmark was pursuing NATO-integration vis-d-vis Germany
in the NATO-Command Baltic Approaches (BALTAP). This policy
has continued, but has intensified and broadened. Now the goal is
fuil European military integration, in the long run aiming at a gener-
al interoperability among the armed forces of as many European
states as possible. To obtain this goal, Denmark is using activities
like PfP (including enhanced PfP or PfP-plus) or bilateral agree-
ments which are in the spirit of PfP. The CJTF is the model concept
(to be explained later) since it has already demonstrated its abilities
for organisational competence in the NATO missions in Bosnia
(IFOR and SFOR).

All in aII Danish defence policy has changed from Denmark as a
consumer of security to Denmark as a producer of security. In effect,
Denmark has left its position as an adaptive small state passive pur-
suing the long-term hope of strengthening international law and
order. Through its military activism, Denmark has now been
acknowledged by the US and the UN as playing in some way a
"world-policy" role. Now as a producer of security, not least with mili-
tary means, Denmark has acquired a solid position internationally in
regards to its active policy in such organisations as NATO, IJN, and
OSCE (Organisation of Security and Cooperation in Europe).

3. Coals and missions

What is then the specifrc content of the Danish Defence policy? In
the Danish Defence Law of 1993, the new goals of Danish defence are
articulated as thd following:

- to prevent conflicts and war,
- to maintain the sovereignty of Denmark and secure the continu-

aI existence and integrity,
- and to further a peaceful development in the World with respect

for human rights.
These goals are clearly reflecting the new international system

signalling more than ever before an extended security concept.
Graphically it is demonstrated by the fact that the traditional goals
for a country maintaining and enhancing existence are placed in the
centre. On top these goals are framed by the global perspective to
prevent conflicts and war. As the bottom they are framed by the indi-
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virlual perspective: human rights and peaceful development which
rvill benefit the individual.

In practice, the objectives of Danish defence are directed towards
tlrree layers. They are: (1) the local environment or the'near abroad,'
r:2) the common and collective defence, and (3) the international
,lirnension. Thus, Danish defence translated into concrete missions,
,rlrall carried out the following:

a) prevention of corrflict,
b) crisis management,
c) demonstration ofsolidarity by using reaction forces according to

t lrc strategy of the NATO alliance,
d) defence of Danish and neighbouring areas in cooperation with

:rllied forces,
e) finally, the Danish defence shall be able to carry out missions

,,rr a mandate from UN or OSCE.

4. Five foreign policy projects

These goals and missions are fully in accordance with the gene-
r;rl policy tendencies such as increasing international engage-
rrrcnt, increasing militarisation of security policy, increasing general
.r:Livism, and increasing military integration for stability.

But how to assess the military policy in the context of Danish for-
,,ign policy?

Since the Second World War, Denmark has framed five different
,rrrd often conflicting foreign policy projects: the Universal, the
r\t,lantic, the West-European, the All-European, and the Nordic.

5. The universal project

The Universal project (closely conducted to the principles of the
llnited Nations) is generally the superior project which legitimises
l);rnish military intervention and presence outside Denmark. It is in
,rr:6s1d3ngs with the NATO treaty which also refers to the UN
t llrarter, namely article 51 concerning collective defence. Denrnark
lrrrs always supported and upheld the rights of the Security Council
lrr take action (as stated in article 24) on behalf of all members in
rrratters concerning international peace and security. In vain
l)onmark has supported the idea of activating the UN Military
t'ommittee which has never functioned. By setting up a Danish
irrternational Brigade (DIB), for use in UN and NATO operations, by
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taking the initiative in establishing SHIRBRIG, by substantial par-
ticipation in the uN mandated missions in the ex-yugosravia,
Denmark has demonstrated a high universal, international profile.

SHIRBRIG is the multinational UN Stand By High Readiness
Brigade, which is expected to be operational in 1g99. The planning ele-
ment is located in Denmark, headed by a Danish general. The idea is
to provide the IrN with a well-prepared coherent military instrument,
able to be brought into action with very short notice. But Denmark has
many strings to its bow. Danish defence is heavily engaged in military
"systems export" by teaching how to set up regionally based military
units to be deployed as uN peacekeepers. Denmark specialises in
exporting this knowledge to around the world. Involved are countries
from southern Africa, central Asia, central/Eastern Europe, including
the Baltic states (BALTAP). Furthermore, Denmark continues to
spend - relatively for its size - substantial financial resources for sta-
bility projecting activities. The parliament is committed to this by ear-
marking one a half per cent of Denmark's gross national product
(GNP) toward international projects, developing countries, natural cat-
astrophe victims, and environmental projects.

6. The Atlantic project

The Atlantic project is no less important. Danish relations to the
united states, bilaterally and multilaterally through NATo, have
increased considerably after the cold war. There are manv reasons.
First, Denmark is still the only European country to have posses-
sions as part of the North American continent - Greenland. The us
is still the only country which has the ability to defend Greenland..
second, NATO has grown in importance, not least due to the fact
that NATO as a bonsequence of the new structure of the internation-
al system with the us as the only remaining superpower, is in the
process of covering all Europe. This is taking place through NATo
enlargement, EAPC, PfP, CJTF, and Russia-NATO council.
Domestically the situation has changed. Now almost g0 percent of
the population supports Danish membership in NATo compared to
less than 50 percent during the Cold War.

The Greenland issue has also changed dramatically with the end
of the cold war. Greenland was a strategic centre in the defence of
the free world; now it is geopolitically marginalised and regionalised.
The resuiting open situation within the new regional and global envi-
ronment has left Greenland more on its own.
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For Denmark proper, defence relations with the only superpower
;rrc still improving. It is no great exaggeration to claim that a new
rrxis in Euro-Atlantic relations has emerged: Washington to the
Italtic sea Area via copenhagen. It was certainly no accident that
l'resident Clinton in 1997 chose to visit Copenhagen among the
Nordic countries and offrcially declare Denmark as one of the US's
lrcst and closest allies and friends.

7 . fhe Western-European Project

Danish defence and the Western European project have not coin-
r:ided very well together. While Denmark became a member of the EC
in 1973, most Danes considered its membership mainly as an econom-
it: arrangement - not a political arrangement. Parliament and the
lyrneral population were against a "European fortress" like organisa-
I.ion based on common security and defence (with the worst case sce-

rrario being common defence). The European Political Cooperation,
which deals with a common European foreign policy on certain issue
irreas, was accepted by the Danes. But the overwhelming opinion of
l,he country was against the idea of Western Europe cooperating mili-
larily which could then be perceived as challenging American engage-
rnent in Europe. Therefore, Denmark never became a member of the
WEU, but it did and does participate in meetings as an observer. It is
lrecause of this past that no one should be surprised of Danish reser-
vations towards the revitalisation of the WEll in 1983-84.

After the Cold War, the whole picture has changed. The Maas-
l.richt treaty and the formulation of the ESDI (European Seurity and
l)efence ldentity) concept gave rise to some visions of an independent
liuropean defence policy. In reality, however, despite the absence of a
Soviet threat the current situation in Europe has demonstrated that
l,he US is now more bhan ever a European power. This situation has
been accepted by all parties on both sides of the Atlantic. The WEU
is now primarily the European pillar of NATO with most of the mis-
sions foreseen as future humanitarian military operations. Although
lhe WEU has decided to establish a military committee, its role wiII
still be subordinated and low key while leaving NATO to lead. To
Denmark this is the best situation since it has optedout on some of
t,he more significant elements in the Maastrict T?eaty, particularly in
rlealing with a common European defence. Therefore, Denmark will
continue to support and strengthen its NATO commitment and
Atlantic project.
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B. The All-European project

In Danish defence policy, the all-European project - the notion
that Europe shall appear as an undivided unity - plays a crucial role.
Any partition, be it between the old East European iron curtain and
the west European silver curtain, must be avoided. That is why
Denmark strongly supports the one regional organisation covering
the whole continent: the organisation for security and cooperation
in Europe. Established as the cscE in 1978, it was originally based
on a soviet initiative. Now it is an important instrument in dealing
with security related issues such as conflict prevention, establishing
democratic institutions, safeguarding human rights and minority
rights, and furthering general cooperation among countries.

At the outset, the oscE was foreseen as a 'hard' security organi-
sation, able to project security in Europe. This has as we have seen,
been reflected in the Danish Defence Law of 1993, which states that
Danish forces can be brought into action in peacekeeping or peace-
enforcing operations on the request from the oscE. In another way,
the oscE is 'hard' because of its responsibility for disarmament and
arms control within the conventional Forces in Europe Treaty (cFE-
Treaty) framework. Denmark is an active participant in this treaty
and a small amount of its military equipment has thus been
destroyed under the auspices of cFE. Given the latest developments
with Eastern enlargement, it points in the direction of NATotaking
over European security with that oscE becoming marginal and
peripheral despite its remaining importance.

All in all, Europe in security terms is now dominated by NATO,
not by the oscE. All of Europe is about to be NATo'ized. on different
Ievels, including Russia. Just as the EU begins functioning as a mag-
net on central aird Eastern Europe, having a direct economical and
political stabilising, organising and disciplining effect, the same
holds true with NATo on the political-military revel. To Danish
defence this state of affairs is ideal. Denmark has no crucial choices
imposed by the international system to make. In the present unipo-
lar situation there are no security alternatives only one choice: to
strengthen the Danish position comprehensively (within hard compe-
tition) to have the best and most developed security relations to the
only superpower, the united States. This is the core of the present
Danish defence policy. There are no credibre alternative iefence
alliances or security organisations. Also, neutrality has lost its
attraction. Neutral countries like Austria and Finland are now seri-
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,rrrsly considering a possible membership of NATO, not least as a con-

rioquence of NATO slowly changing into a new NATO: less emphasis
()n paragraph 5 and collective defence but more emphasis on stability
t lrrough military integration cooperation.

9. The Nordic project

The fifth project is the Nordic project. This project during the Cold
War was associated with relations of shared identity and culture.
'l'he Nordic countries represented in this understanding a certain
rlcmocratic community and a certain way of life, often referred to as

tlre Nordic model. After the failed negotiations concerning a Nordic
l)efence Union in 1948-49, defence and security policy were more or
lcss a taboo within the inter-Nordic relations. The only exception was
, ooperation on UN peacekeeping operations.

After the end of the Cold War the state of things has transformed.
Sccurity and defence policy is back among the agenda of the Nordic
,;t,ates in a new way via the independence of the Baltic states and
I'oland. Now with the Nordic area enlarged to the Baltic Sea area,
llre traditional Nordic countries are beginning to compete for the
,lominant role of regional power. This, thus, implies a declining
, oherence between the Nordic states.

During the Cold War the Nordic area was referred to as "low ten-
,,ion area," as a nuclear weapons free zone and as the Nordic welfare
rrl,ate area implying a third way of life between socialism./communism
;rnd capitalism,4iberalism. Now, all these references are gone.

On the defence domain there still is Nordic cooperation in the
,;phere of peacekeeping. But to Denmark this cooperation is part of a
l,r'oader cooperation with its new partners: those serving with Danish
lirrces in SFOR in Bosnia particularly the Polish-Nordic Brigade. In
;rrldition, Denmark has begun to cooperate very closely with the three
llaltic countries, integrating platoons from each Baltic state within
l)anish units. Denmark has concluded specific partnership agreements
u'ith Poland and Germany as preparation for the establishment of a
,oming multinational NATO corps, consisting of the 12th Polish, the
l,lth German and the Danish division. It is expected to be operational
;rs soon as Poland enters NATO in 1999. At the NATO defence minis-
l('r meeting in December 1997 , it was decided - as part of the reorgani-
,rrtion and reduction of the NATO command stmcture system - that
IIALTAP (Baltic Approaches) shall be altered to the Joint Subregional
North-East Command. which will be part of the new Resional North-
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command. This is an indication of the transforming role of the Baltic
Sea region: instead of a command for the Baltic approaches, NATO has
now chosen a command for the Baltic Sea region proper.

The general circumstances in this area are now the following:
Germany is united, Poland is becoming a member of NATO and the
EU, the Baltic countries have got a perspective for NATO member-
ship, and EU negotiations with Estonia aiming at membership which
positively will influence the position of the two other Baltic countries
has begun. sweden and Finland are approaching NATO in a positive
way. All countries around the Baltic Sea are engaged in pfp opera-
tions or activities, or in activities 'in the spirit of pfp., This also
includes Russia which with two separated military districts, the
Leningrad district around st. Petersburg and the Kaliningrad
enclave, is an important Baltic sea state. Denmark will in 199g carry
out a few bilateral military activities as part of in the spirit of pfp
arrangements with Russia. compared to the other countries in the
region the number of activities - counting several hundreds - the
Russia-related activities are fairly low. Nevertheless, Denmark is
considering military relations to Russia as extremely important.
Russia has to be a vital part of the European security architecture.
But Russia also has to recognise that it is a middle range military
power, that the soviet union dissolved itself, and that Russia in
many ways is an anti-soviet Union with vital interests in cooperation
with Europe and the United States.

As is indicated, Denmark has crucial interests in the new region.
Denmark is aiming at becoming the centre for the coordination of
military operations in this domain. one way is to influence the devel-
opment in the NATO command structure. The immediate objective is
to have included in the new subregional North-East command offi-
cers Ilom the PfP'countries at the HQ on a permanent basis, 'inside
the fence,' but not participating in the long-term paragraph five
related planning. Also, Denmark is pleading most convincingly for
including in the subregional HQ the new organisational element in
NATO, namely the CJTF (Command Joint Task Forces). The CJTF is
best exemplified by the present NATO military operation (SFoR) in
Bosnia and Hercegovina, although the operation is not labelled
CJTF. It is called combined since it includes several countries, and
also countries inside and outside the NATO proper, ioint for the
inclusion of two or more military branches (army, nar,y, airforce, and
other services), and task force for its objective to resolve limited prob-
lems with a selected militarv marurer.
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Until now the leading NATO countries have been sceptical
towards the Danish proposals ofextending the tasks and structures
,,l the subregional HQ. The general NATO opinion is that PfP and
(l.lTF are to be restricted to regional commands since the subregion-
,rl HQs'level is too low to manage PfP and CJTF-issues. The Danish
,rr'rtrrment is that the North-East command is important and neces-
:irrry as a subregional HQ precisely because the Baltic Sea region -
,lrre to its size and geopolitical and strategic position - is a region on
rls own merits with specific needs and possibilities. Here Denmark

'rlill receives limited support from the United States. The specific
lrle of the region to the US is demonstrated by the signing of the US-
llrrltic Charter in January of 1998 by the presidents of the US and
tlrc three Baltic countries.

10. The convergence of the five projects

What can we conclude regarding Danish defence policy and the
live competing foreign policy projects? To begin, the 'new'regionali-
rrrrtion in the international system has influenced the behaviour of
t lre involved countries. There are two ways to conceive of regionalisa-
lion. First, the'natural' geographically determined regionalisation,
rvhere closeness and communication possibilities define the region
:rrrd where the boundaries regarding geographical environment and
''oLtrerness" are more or less permanently and objectively stated. For
llre Baltic area the objective determinant could be the watershed, i.e'
rvhere the drainage to the Baltic Sea begins. Second, is the "regions-
:rs-constructions". The defrning element in this interpretation is the
,;rrperior organisation of the world system combined with the actual
lrolitical situation. The superior structure of the international system
provides the framework in which the dominating countries, so to say,
,rrn construct regions. Regions, like countries can shift. Poland is an
,'xample of this since it has been characterised as a nation on wheels;
rvhere the national identity is not necessarily closely associated to a
crrrtain territory.

The conditions for regionalisation have mainly been set with the
.rrd of the Cold War and the emergence of unipolarity. The United
iitates - the unipole - now considers Europe as a super-region which

's to be stabilised through military integration, primarily using NATO
rrs the chief instrument. On the political and economical levels, the US
:;rrpports integration through the European Union. Never before has
lhe US to such a degree pushed Europe towards integration. Deputy
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Secretary of State Strobe Talbot comments, 'TVe encourage our friends
and allies in Europe to embrace the broadest, most expansive, most
outward-looking, most inclusive possible version of integration....The
{JS encourages the European Union building bridges....The watchword.
of our era is integration" (May 6, IggT). Furthermore, the US now
seems to be contemplating Europe not divided along the old Iron
curtain and north-south axis, but as appearing as a coherent region
with three sub-regional inclinations: the Mediterranean area, the
Baltic Sea area (Northern Europe), and in between Central Europe,
from France to Russia vis-d-vis Germany and Poland.

Thus, this regionalisation has greatly impacted Denmark,s situa-
tion, especially its defence policy. The bonds to the United Sta-
tes have been strengthened and Denmark is pursuing a policy of
militarily activism.

This new security environment has generally affected all frve of
the competing projects, which are now fully integrated within one
another. They have been therefore reduced to two main dimensions:
the global and the regional. The global dimension is the universal
project, now incorporating the revitalised international society con-
cept in addition to taking care of extended 'soft' security as well as
'hard' security. Denmark's future international military engage-
ments shall still only commence if sanctioned by the uN security
Council. A step in the direction of more emphasis on the US percep-
tion ofthe international society concept than on the actual position of
the security council was tabled in Febuary 1998 where Denmark
gave diplomatic and military support to the planned strike against
Iraq. And as another extension of Danish defence, export of defense
organisational concepts and systems (in the peacekeeping area) and
support for military cooperation/ integration will continue. In the
new world order, with a working international society moving ever
more closely toward globalisation and internationalisation, it will
remain necessary even for a small state to contribute to the develop-
ment of a peaceful regional and global environment. with the inter-
national intervention in ex-Yugoslavia, Denmark has realised the
necessity ofa close global and regional interrelationship.

Besides the global project, the Atlantic, West European, All_
European, and Nordic projects have now more or less converged into
one coherent dimension: a European dimension, with the united
states the most important partner, which is directly invorved in the
European military integration through NATO and indirectly through
increased push toward a wider political/economic integration of
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I,)urope. An important part of this dimension is sub-regionalisation,
which for Denmark is the Baltic Sea region. The Nordic project has
rlissolved and has thus been replaced with a new project which
{rncompasses a broader region as part of a united Europe. To Den-
rrrark this means that its former free-wheeling policy and expioita-
l,ion of its front-Iine position is definitely over. Denmark must now
work hard - including using military means in unconventional way -
in order to preserve its central position inside the regional (Baltic
Sea area) and global dimensions.

11 . The new dimensions and Danish defence

We have now identified the two new connected foreign policy
rlimensions: the international and the Euro-Atlantic dimensions.
'l'hey have immediate influence upon Danish defence. Already we
have analysed the international dimension, so regionally the actual
official Danish defence priorities are the following:

1. Contribution to develop democratically controlled defence
organisations in Central and East European countries;

2. Integration of Poland and the Baltic countries in Western
rlefence structures;

3. Cooperation with Russia.
Offrcial formulations like these are denoting the changing charac-

t,er of the purpose and mission of Danish defence. The fundamental
rrim remains, however, still the ability to frght. This is the vital ratio-
nale for having armed forces. The ability to go to war will thus be

rnaintained - qualitatively and quantitatively - through intensive
Lraining. In 1996, the Danish armed forces stood at 155 800 personal:
60 000 army, 9500 navy, 18 300 air force, and 68 000 belonging to the
homeguard. In addition, this force has the aim of establishing politi-
cal stability within the regional environment. Through joint activi-
Lies, meetings, seminars, and exercises, the Danish armed forces con-

Lribute to the transformation of the military establishments in the
newly independent former Soviet dominated states into democratic,
Lransparent, and open political systems. The main vehicle for this
cooperation is no longer disarmament and arms control, but the new
partnership-relation itself. The aim is the removal of secrecy, open-
ness, and integration on all levels.

Military integration is crucial to European security. Without the
attempts to establish military integration, the prospects for Europe's
fiuture are alarming. Imagine the new independent Central and East
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European states establishing or re-establishing armed forces and
defence organisations based on nationalistic, chauvinistic, and isola-
tionistic concepts and ideas. A development like this would imply
perceptions of mutual threat. The result would then be what is called
a'security dilemma.'Briefly, the security dilemma denotes the situa-
tion in which a country, by improving its military forces, will obtain
an immediate increased security. This improved security will, howev-
er, not offset the insecurity which will emerge due to possible reac-
tions implying rearmament at the nearby countries.

It is not difficult to argue that the actual situation in Europe in
many ways is primed for conflict, even war. The atrocity scenario is
the former Yugoslavia situation, but spread throughout Europe with
hyper-nationalism challenging the existing national borders. The
borders in Europe are only in few cases officially contested. Histo-
rically, however, there are deep wounds due to the establishment of
entirely new borderlines after the two world wars. AIso, with tide of
change washing over Europe following the end of the CoId War, the
fire of nationalisrn has re-emerged. In this context, Russia is one of
the "wild cards," since there still exists strong extremist nationalistic
forces in the Duma: part of these forces are claiming the re-establish-
ment of the Soviet Union.

There are, however, serious reasons to argue that this will not
happen. Basically, it is the objective interests of Russia to cooperate
in the closest manner possible with Western Europe and the US. The
us in particular has displayed a vital interest in maintaining stabili-
ty in Europe demonstrated by its extremely visible presence of over
100 000 us soldiers still stationed in Europe. under the auspices of
American superpower overlay, now covering all of Europe, salient
processes are taking place with military integration and cooperation
to the degree as'never before. The means of integration are joint
exercises, command structures, common peacekeeping or peace
errforcing operations, mutual visits, seminars, education and train-
ing. The processes are transnational and, hence, break down border-
lines. As a result, this could be characterised as the most comnrehen-
sive set of activities aimed at promoting peace in Europe. Denmark is
attempting to play a crucial role in these activities.

1 2. NATO

The most prominent instrument to achieve this development is
NATO. With the end of the Cold War, the most crucial question now
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l)rcing this organisation is: will it endure? Since much of European
sccurity is relying on the United States, the answer lies on the future
grosition of the United States as a superpower and its level of commit-
nrent toward Europe. How the trend of events evolve will severely
influence Danish defence policy. Three factors must be assessed:
l) The Future of NATO, 2) The relationship between US and its
l,)uropean allies, 3) The extended notion of security.

Danish defence is probably now more dependent of NATO than
,'ver before. To Denmark, therefore, the question of NATO's future is
cxtremely sensitive. What are then the threats to NATO's existence?

First, among the most serious threats is the lack of a threat
l,oward NATO. The main argument here is that the rationale behind
NATO, the Soviet threat, no longer exists. So why should NATO sur-
vive? NATO during the Cold War and today has, however, always
lrrrd othel functions than just a common defence against the IISSR.
lLs internal alliance functions have been just as important. Military
irrtegration as an intricate function of NATO has been key in solving
rrot only the German problem (Germany as the old World War II
.nem)), but now the problem of incorporating Central and East
l,)uropean countries into the European military structure (the former
( loid War enemies). To Denmark, military integration policy is a cor-
rrr:rstone of the defence policy.

Second, the increasing internationalisation and globalisation of
:roft and harcl security can be seen as a threat to a geographically
lirnited NATO. But other processes are at play. Regionalisation is
r)ow, as demonstrated above, playing a more important role in
l,)uropean politics. NATO is - according to Danish policy priorities -
rn the best way living up to the expectations of a regional alliance.

Third, the WEU and the visions of a fully independent common
l,)uropean defence, could be a serious threat to NATO. The present
:;l,ate of affairs seems, however, not to leave the WEU much space
;rnd freedom of action in the arena of defence policy in Europe. To
I)enmark, a pronounced increase in weight, importance, and inde-
l,cndence attached to the WEU - a development which seems rather
rrnlikely - could create problems to the Atlantic link which Denmark
lrelieves is most vital for European security.

Forth, the re-nationalisation of defence and defence policies of
rrrember states, and the imminent members to come, poses a serious
I hreat to NATO. The aim of NATO is exactly to avoid nationalisation
,,{'the military forces and organisations. But tendencies to re-nation-
rrlise have emerged. In general, however, the military integration
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process is moving forward, not least as a consequence of the enlarge-
ment on all the different levels. Danish defence policy is supporting
almost any form of military integration under NATO auspices.

Fifth, the enlargement of NATO as such could be a threat to its
very survival in the long run. The claim is that an intergovernmen-
tal, consensus-based organisation will be weakened and watered
down with an increasing number of new members. NATO will then
lose its coherence and sense of community. while one cannot deny
this impact, one must take into account the fact that "widening-,,
(more members) and "deepening" (more integration) can take place
simultaneously. It all depends on the strength of the superior region-
al and international structure. As long as the us continues to be a
strong leader of NATo, widening and deepening can succeed. To
Denmark, enlargement is a logical consequence since it corresponds
to the primary functions of NATO.

sixth, the new NATo-Russian Founding Act, which establishes
a common Russian-NATo council, could be considered a threat
to NATo. The argument stands - with Henry Kissinger as one of
the more vocal proponents to the idea - that Russia u. u 

"or""qo"r-ce of the new organisational structure has gained too much say
and influence upon NATO decisions already. Nevertheless, as the
situation looks now, nothing seems to indicate any clangerous influ-
ence from Russia; therefore, the agreement should be interpreted
as an indication of benign Russian incentives to cope with its
new position as a regional power, aiming at a future of coopera_
tion with the rest of Europe and the us. To Denmark it is vital to
have Russian cooperation, especially within a defence structure
under NATO auspices.

seventh, the possible decline of Arnerican capabilities and, thus,
the disappearance of its position as the sole superpower must be con-
sidered a crucial development. This threat is proLably the only real
threat towards NATO. since much of European security is dependent
on the us, it is difficult to imagine a Europe without the engagement
of the us, as the undisputed leader of NATo. so therefore,Ihe whole
construction of European security - based upon a strong NATo tak-
ing care of the military-political order and upon a European Union
taking care of the economic-political order - is significantly depen-
dent on the maintenance of the united states as the only and the
superior superpower. However, nothing is pointing in the direction of
a marked decline of us relative capabilities. If this assessment holds
we will have the best of all worlds for Danish defence policy.
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What then can we conclude? If unipolarity remains robust and
lrrsts for a considerable span of time, NATO will continue to be
rur important and significant organisation. NATO will, therefore
ur my interpretation, develop into a softer, looser, and wider orga-
rrsation, but still focused on its original purpose - collective defen-
,r, with whatever means necessary. To be more specific, NATO
rvill be softer because there will most likely be less, if any, para-
lirrrph five missions. NATO will focus on peacekeeping, peace-
nrrking, and peace enforcement operations. It will become looser in
tlrrrt NATO will place a greater emphasis on the notion of "coalition
,,l the willing": a concept entirely in accordance with the new CJTF-
rrlca. And wider due to the already ongoing development within
NATO to enlargement with new members and incorporate PfP-
rlrangements. But most important, NATO will remain "hard" in con-
, r'r't with the fact that NATO is not primarily a political but a mili-
l;rry alliance, with Iittle shifting in the foreseeable future. NATO's
lrrimary means will remain the use of military forces, military opera-
trons, integration of military organisations, and cooperation between
rrrilitary units.

13. The US-Europe relations

The relations between the US and its European allies are still
,lctermined by the fact that the US is the undisputed leader of the
,rlliance. Even France, which earlier attempted to position itself as a
lrrt,ure alternative leader of Europe's defence, has now recognised -
rlrespective of vast differences - that US military presence is still a
vit,al prerequisite for European security. The US is a main contribu-
lor to European defence, but the burdens have to be shared by all.
'l'lrerefore, the whole burdensharing problem - most controversial
,lrrring the Cold War - remains vital. To Denmark, which during the
(lold War was mostly considered in constant defrcit on the burden-
',lraring account, the situation has changed considerably. Denmark is
now recognised as among the countries contributing most to the
;rlliance. But still, the United States is the undisputed front runner
,,rr all areas such as defence expenditures, as percentage of GDP,
:rlmost four percent while the European average is less than two per-
, r'nt. Yet, burdensharing has a broader scope. Denmark has several
lirnes emphasised the fact that the EU per year is supporting
( lcntral and East European countries with $7 billion while the US-
, ,rntribution is onlv $1 billion.
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The coming general debate concerning the future of NATO will be
no less problematic. Probably the US in the long run will perceive
NATO as a central part of its global strategy. This could be the
American point of departure for the game of burdensharing. Such an
argument could be based upon the idea that since the US is taking
care of European defence and security, Europe should therefore
assist with managing global security. As a result, NATO must devel-
op into a global organisation. To Denmark such an idea would be
problematic despite its commitment to NATO. In fact, there is limit-
ed will in Denmark to support US-led intervention operations world-
wide. The advantage and virtues of NATO, seen from a Danish point
of view, is that NATO commits US to Europe. However, the NATO
countries are not committed to a US-global strategy. For Denmark,
only under conditions, such as if the assignment comes from the
United Nations, will she be willing to support the US, for example,
the Gulf war where the Danish naval ship Olfert Fischer participat-
ed - the frrst spectacular sign of Danish military activism.

There are, however, as already mentioned, indications of a more
positive position towards the general US world order perception. In
February 1998, Denmark, in a spectacular way placed itself as front-
runner in supporting the US in its preparations in attacking Iraq
although the legal llN-status for the operation was disputed.

14. Defence and security concepts

The third problem is the security concept. Official Danish security
policy after the Cold War focuses on a partly new security concept:
the extended (or soft) security. Already, soft security factors were on
the international agenda during the rather short period of detente
during the early hnd mid-70s. Generally, however, the politisation of
the hard security was the focus during the Cold War: military power,
arms race, introduction of new weapons, arms-control, and disarma-
ment proposals were the assets in the hard political struggle between
East and West.

As the Cold War ended the situation changed completely. Soft
security subordinated during most of the Cold War, became politi-
cised with the disappearance of direct East-West military threats.
Individual, societal, and global threats began to appear on the agen-
da such as international crime, environmental pollution, violations of
human rights, refugees, famine, economic underdevelopment, lack of
natural resources, catastrophes, and conflicts between producer and

('onsumer. But at the same time nationalism, which has been sup-
yrressed by the overlay of the two Cold War superpowers, flamed up
with the end of the Cold War; military aggression has risen and sub-
r cgional and civil wars have broken out. Hard security needs have
, rrrtainly not disappeared as the shape of conflict has changed; no
longer do global military threats exist. Instead, small low intensity
lrr.rt bloody and brutal wars are threatening. Danish defence has
,rt:commodated to this new state of affairs.

Although it is offrcial Danish policy that security, especially dur-
rrrg the Cold War, is indivisible, one may claim the opposite: in the
lrost Cold War era security has become divisible. No longer is inter-
rrrrtional security imbedded amidst an East-West conflict, where the
rrrnallest attempt to use armed force had the potential to directly
, hallenge destiny, and no longer are proxy wars tolerated as part
,rf'the East-West power game. Today security is divisible, resul-
ling that limited but brutal wars can take place in the Balkans
;rnd in the Caucasus without any direct consequences for European
,rccurity. Rather islands of conflict or strategic ghettos are now possi-
lrle. This fact is crucial to the extremely high stability of European
r;ocurity, which acknowledges the reality that the centre for military-
lrolitical security is Washington, while Brussels is the centre of eco-
rromic-political stability in Europe. Denmark has recognised this,
rlcspite the continuing official use of the concept of the indivisibility
,rf'security. It is mostly used as a mantra to emphasise one of the
rn:rin objectives of the Danish defence policy: with military means-
:;oft as well as hard - to maintain and advance the stability in the
llaltic Sea area. This includes military cooperation, military integra-
lion, democratisation, political transparency, and mutual trust
I lrrough common activities.

15. Perspectives and conclusions

Danish defence policy has changed dramatically. Conditions and
circumstances are new. The policy is activist and militaristic, taking
rnto account the transformation of the superior organisation of the
rvrirld from bipolarity to unipolarity. The United States is now the
,role superpower. There is no combined balancing of the unipole. With
l,his change, the tendency is for the aspiring superpowers - China,
li,ussia, Japan, the European Union - to flock around the US rather
lhan to balance the US or each other, if crucial questions concerning

'rrternational peace and security are at play. In essence, this creates
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a whole new set of conditions for the new world order: competition to
be perhaps the US's closest ally. In this prognosis, there are no
prospects for freewheeling. The world and Europe are then region-
alised more according to American preferences than to European.

Here we see the explanation of the new Danish defence policy.
During the cold war, Denmark was restricted in its actions, but also
protected due to the East-west conflict. Denmark had an exceptional
position, except this is not the case anymore. Now all European
states, especially the smaller ones like Denmark, must frght for the
best possible position in today's international affairs in order to have
some influence. To do this, Denmark is using its defence policy to
obtain a better position, unlike it did during the cold war. Now with
unipolarity, Denmark's military forces have been wider political roles.
Defence activities are directly providing stability in Europe through
activities such as joint training. The purpose is no longer to maintain
a delicate balance ofterror, but on the one hand to establish stability
in Europe through economic-political integration via the European
IJnion, and on the other to reduce general chaos, rocar civil wars, and
threatening uprisings through NATO, i.e. military integration. Such
being done on three levels: first, on the superior level through the
deterrent functions of an effective, coherent, and well equipped mili-
tary alliance; second, on the practical level through limited and direct
military operations; and third, on the organisational level to establish
military integration founded on military alliance policy, partnership,
and cooperative security among all countries of Europe.

Denmark has during the new world order moved towards ever
closer cooperation and enhanced relations to the united states. Has
Denmark placed itself as a satellite of the usA or as an Ame'ican
client state? certainly not. Denmark has not reduced its freedom
of action. But it has recognised that for now and in a foreseeable
future, the uS will be the only state, which through NATO, is able to
guarantee the security of Denmark and Europe. Thus, it is very
much the same situation as during the cold war with the important
exception that during the cold war, only half of Europe was under
such a guarantee. In an attempt to reduce the consequences of this
partition of Europe during the cold war, Denmark pursued a non-
provocative policy towards the old potential enemy, the soviet union.
Now Denmark can concentrate on improving it relations with the us
and on the US-initiated and supported European union, which is
in essence maintaining the extremely important political and eco-
nomical order in Europe.

llertel Heurlin

Using catchwords in a schematic form, the situation determining
l)anish defence policy and the policy itselfcan be characterised in the
firllowing way:
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COLD WAR

General factors

BIPOLARITY
SECURITY BASED ON
BALANCE.OF-POWER
GLOBAL EAST-WEST
CONFLICT
CONCRETE THREAT

CLOSED, NARROW SECTIRITY
HARD SECURITY ON THE
AGENDA

GENERAL DETERRENCE
POLICY, NOT ACTION
UNDIVIDED SECURITY
COLLECTIVE DEFENCE

Specifrc factors and position/placement

EXPOSED FRONT-LINE STATE
"NORDtrN" AS LOW TENSION
AREA
SMALL STATE
CONSUMER OF SECURITY
THE BAD BOY IN THE NATO
CLASS

Policy

FREE.WHEELING
ADAPTATION
DOMESTIC POLICY
FOOTNOTES
MAINTAIN GLOBAL VALUES
THE MILITARY NONPOLITI-
CISED

AFIER TIIE COLD \ryAR

UNIPOLARITY
COOPERATIVE SECURITY

REGIONALISATION

THREAT IS INSTABILITY
AND CHAOS
OPEN I)flENDED SECURITY
HARD SECURITY BECOMES
SOFT
SOFT SECURITY BECOMES
HARD
CONCRETE MILITARY ACTION

DIVIDED SECURITY
COOPERATIVE DEFENCE

SECURE CENTRE STATE
THE BALTIC SEAAREA
AS THE NEW REGION
"GREAT POWER"
PRODUCER OF SECURITY
BEST BOY iN THE NATO
CI,ASS

HARD WORK
ACTIVISM
INTERNATIONALISM
FOOTFALL
PROMOTE GI,OBAL VALUES
MILITARISATION OF THE
FOREIGN POLICY
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With this new defence policy one could from a poiitical point of
view ask for the need of a closer look at the background.and for the
further development, possibilities, and restraints of such a policy. Is
it appropriate and necessary to reconsider the actual organisation,
personal levels, and equipment - the purpose and missions of Danish
defence in times of change? Which weapon systems, what training
and education is necessary to meet the requirements of the new cir-
cumstances and conditions of new world order? The Danish Defence
Commission of 1997 is attempting to answering just those fundamen-
tal questions in its analysis by presenting its suggestions for the
future of Danish defence and Danish defence policy.

The commission is faced with some tough decisions. Serious con-
siderations and analyses have to constitute the point of departure for
these decisions. Some of the main issues yet to be resolved include:
How will NATO develop? How is Denmark's future military role in
the new Baltic Sea region to be analysed in the context ofa stronger
Germany and Poland, self-assured Baltic states, and ever present
Russia looming about in the neighbourhood. And most important,
how will the military cooperation, integration, and command struc-
tures evolve?

The future will always be insecure. With more individual freedom,
economically as well as politically, this positive insecurity will
increase. But, if the present international system will remains
robust, the international, regional and national security will remain
better than ever.

Denmark has set out on a defence policy journey based on
activism and internationalisation. It is in full accordance with the
present international system. The system may change; therefore, a
defence policy has to keep the door open for worst cases.

FINNISH SECURITY POLICY AND BALTIC

SECURITY IN THE LATE 1990'5

Pekka Sivonen

lntroduction

Tfru overall development of the Baltic security situation has been

I positive in recent years. The prevailing realities in the post-
cold war era are the end of bipolarity and ideological rivalry and

an emphasis on economic and political cooperation. The West
has argued the outdatedness of the concept of geopolitical spheres
of interest.

As was expected, at the Madrid summit the Baltic states were not
invited to start accession talks in order to join NATO on the frrst
wave of enlargement. However, NATO reaffirmed at the summit that
it remains open to new members.

Russia is given no measure of veto power over NATO decisions. At
Lhe same time, however, NATO points out that further enlargement
has to serve the political and strategic interests of the Alliance and
r:nhance European security and stability. Being willing to join
NATO, the Baltic states should ask themselves how they could reas-
sure the Alliance on both these counts.

Finland accentuates in the Baltic context such factors as the poli-
cy of stabilization, military defence capabilities, enlargement of the
l,Juropean lJnion, the right of the countries in the region to choose

their own security arrangements, and cooperative security arrange-
rnents. The Baltic states should develop a territorial defence capabili-
ty in order to raise the deterrence threshold against attack, as well
rrs increase their ability to meet hostile pressure in a prolonged inter-
national crisis.

The overall context

The current European situation provides significant possibilities
bo increase security by cooperative means within the already existing
structures. The interdependence of security is characteristic of post-
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Cold War Europe, despite the tensions between Russia and NATO
regarding the roie and future of the Alliance. Both Russia and the
West has emphasized the importance of mutual understanding and
open negotiations in their dealings with each other.

In spite of political tensions and friction in this relationship, no
real animosity exists. Under the present regime, Russia has commit-
ted itself to the principles of a market economy, democracy and the
rule of law, and even if the end result of all this is uncertain, this
commitment has to be taken seriously. Russia has a long way to go,
but its present relations with the allied west can be described as
nothing less than a kind of "strategic partnership." This means that
Russia and the west are jointly involved in shaping the security real-
ities of the post-cold war world, and for that purpose are negotiat-
ing, making agreements, and cooperating in international fora. The
network of political, economic and societal ties between Russia and
the West is becoming ever more complex..

All these considerations must be borne in mind, as we seek to
define Finnish security policy and Baltic security in a larger context.
In spite of all risks and unpredictabilities, the overall direction of
development has been positive. Even the circumstances of NATO
enlargement seem to prove this: we are witnessing a Russi an de facto
acquiescence in this development, even if this does not yet extend as
far as to the Baltic states. Tensions have emerged and new ones will
inevitably emerge, but they should not be exaggerated.

The architecture of European security has been developing in a
complex way since the end of the cold war. The dominant mood at
the beginning of 1990s was certainly too optimistic. The collapse of
Yugoslavia and the violence which has since erupted there were not
widely anticipated. Nor was it commonly foreseen that Russia would
soon give up her initial pro-western foreign policy and adopt the poli-
cy she follows at the moment: emphasis on geopolitics, traditionally
perceived power interests, and an anti-NATo stance presented with
a high profile.

At the time, however, these developments were certainly predict-
ed by many strategic analysts. After all, the whole direction of
European security development has in recent years folowed the
basic tenets of mainstream strategic thinking. war in Bosnia had to
be terminated by the use of military force, Russia reverted soon to
her traditional geopolitical and power-oriented traditions, and NATO
adopted the role of the most important reorganizer of European secu-
rity architecture. By nature, these are power-political realities.
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We should nevertheless beware of overemphasizing the power-
political aspects of the all-European setting. In fact, NATO and the
West in general are downplaying power politics, and NATO asserts
l.hat its enlargement is not power-politically motivated. In the final
r'our1t, more important are the specifrc characteristics which consti-
l.rrte the prevailing realities in the post-Cold War era. These can, as
;rlready said, be described as the end of bipolarity and ideological
livalry, the outdatedness of the concept of geopolitical spheres of
irrterest, and an emphasis on broadened economic and politicai coop-
lration. European integration is a very strong force, influencing
Iroavily the current agenda and the future of Europe.

There exists a network of orgatizational arrangements and estab-
lished practices which are building up an ever more favourabie secu-
lity cooperation structure in all-European, NATO-Russian and EU
contexts. On the all-European level, there is the growing role of the
( )SCE. On the Nato-Russian level, there are the arrangements and
practices established in the NATO-Russian Founding Act, signed on
')7 May 1997 in Paris.l In the EU context, there are the ever-improv-
irrg economic and political relations between the European lJnion
rrnd its cooperation partners in the East, including Russia.

And, of course, NATO and the EU are also very actively engaged
rn cooperation arrangements on larger, virtually all-European frelds.
Iror NATO, the main activities are the whole Partnership for Peace
rlevelopment process and the SFOR operation in Bosnia, whereas the
l,lU is investing much energ"y into the activity of cooperation with its
partners in the East.

As a member of the European Union and as an active collaborat-
ing partner with NATO, Finland plays a new role in international
security cooperation. Finland is no longer a neutral state, but defrnes
lrer basic security policy orientation as military non-alignment and
irrdependent defence. Finland is an active participant in the efforts to
lirrmulate a common foreign and security policy (CFSP) for the
lluropean Union.

The Founding Act between NATO and Russia

Security cooperation between countries and organizations in the
llaltic Sea region, as well as in Europe in general, should be
strengthened. The agreement between Russia and NATO on the
principles of their mutual relationship and on practical cooperation
irrrangements, is titled the "Founding Act on Mutual Relations,
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Cooperation and Security between NATO and the Russian Fede-
ration."2 This pact constitutes a positive contribution to political and
military stability in the Baltic area.

The document is first and foremost a political declaration, in
which Russia is given no measure of veto power over NATO deci-
sions. This is crucially important as far as the future of the Baltic
Sea region is concerned. Russia has made it clear that she would like
to prevent the entry of the three Baltic states, i.e. Estonia, Latvia
and Lithuania, into NATO. NATO, however, has steadfastly refused
to give such a veto power to Russia, and this is in fact restated both
in the Madrid Declaration and in the NAT'o-Russian Founding Act.

The preservation of this freedom of action is important for the
overall security of the Baltic Sea region. Any self-imposed limitations
on the freedom of NATo to act would create a potentiaily dangerous
imbalance in the region, an imbalance in political will and commit-
ment. As a result, Russia would de facto count the Baltic srares as
belonging to her sphere of interest. For Russia, this seems to be a
zero-sum game; any NATO retreat would be taken as a sign of weak_
ness and utilized as an opportunity for Russia to advance.

In the Founding Act, NATo and Russia reconfirm their commit-
ment to democracy, political pluralism, the rule of law, respect for
human rights and the development of free market economies. They fur-
ther pledge, among other things, to refrain from the use of force against
each other or other states, to respect the independence and territorial
integrity ofall states and the inviolability ofborders, to settle disputes
by peaceful means and to support (on a case-by-case basis) peacekeep-
ing operations carried out under uN security council auspices.
Furthermore, NATo and Russia have established the NATo-Russian
Permanent Joint council. This is intended as "a mechanism for consul-
tations, coordinatibn and, (...) where appropriate, for joint decisions and
joint action with respect to security issues of common concern."

In the Founding Act it is specifically stated that neither the
council nor anything in the Act will "provide NATO or Russia, in any
way, with a right of veto over the actions of the other, nor do they
infringe upon or restrict the rights of NATo or Russia to indepen-
dent decision-making and action." In other words, NATO does not
give up anything of its fleedom to decide by itself whether and when
the Baltic states are to enter NATO.

The comments of US officials have been very clear on this. Jeremy
Rosner, the special Assistant to the President for NATo Enlar-
gement, has stated that the Founding Act does not imply any limita-

lions on NATO's military policy fiom the outside. Sandy Berger, the
N:rtional Security Advisor to the President, has stated that in the
l,'ounding Act and "in all our discussions with the Russians" the
tlnited States has made it very clear that no nation is or should be
lxcluded from potential membership in NATO if they meet the crite-
liir and apply for membership.3

The Madrid Declaration of NATO

As already mentioned, at the Madrid Summit B-9 July 1997 the
llaltic states were not invited to start accession talks in order tojoin
llre Alliance on the first wave of NATO enlargement. However,
NATO reaffrrmed at the summit that it remains open to new mem-
lrcrs. Aspiring nations must be willing and able to assume the full
rcsponsibilities and obligations of membership, as defined in the
1995 Study on NATO Enlargement. NATO would also have to deter-
rnine whether the inclusion of these nations would serve the overall
lrolitical and strategic interests of the Alliance and, in addition,
,,nhance overall European security and stability.4

On the same occasion, NATO reaffirmed that the geographical
Iocation of countries willing to join is not a decisive issue if the other
criteria have been met. Furthermore, after mentioning by name
liomania and Slovenia as possible new members after the first wave
,rf'enlargement, the document recognizes the progress achieved
l.owards greater stability and cooperation by the states in the Baltic
r cgion which are also aspiring to membership. The Baltic states are
rrnplied here, without mentioning them.

In spite of these encouraging words for the Baltic states' aspira-
1.ions, there is no timetable for NATO enlargement after Poland,
Ilungary, and the Czech Republic having, as expected, achie-
ved membership in 1999. Neither is it to be expected that such a
l.imetable for a second wave would be decided upon in the near
f uture. NATO must first gain experience from the accession of the
{irst three new members, in order to redefine if necessary the
lequirements the second wave countries will have to meet.

NATO seems to be clearly willing to keep the door open. The pos-
sibility of a Russian veto is denied. At the same time, however,
NATO points out that further enlargement has to serve the political
;rnd strategic interests of the Alliance and enhance European securi-
1y and stability.s Obviously, the Baltic states have some reassuring
l,o do in order to convince NATO on this.
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What could this mean? The second part of the requirement, to
"enhance European security and stability," is a self-evident require-
ment formulated on a general level. But what about the first require-
ment, to "serve the political and strategic interests of the Alliance"?

This has a more concrete analytic meaning. If NATO were to rely
solely on the requirement that enlargement should enhance Euro-
pean security and stability, further enlargement would in fact
require Russian consent for the simpie reason that the Russian reac-
tion to any further enlargement of NATO will have a great influence
on European stability. This is where "the political and strategic
interests of the Alliance" enter into the picture.

This formulation emphasizes the freedom of NATO to decide this
issue on the basis of its own interests, and in this way balances the
emphasis placed on the general consideration of European security
and stability. Being willing to join NATO, the Baltic states should ask
themselves how they could reassure the Alliance on both these counts.

The starting point is NATO's desire to underline how much its
own rationale and functions have changed since the Cold War. NATO
does not perceive Russia as an enemy but seeks a mutually beneficial
and constructive relationship with her. NATO stresses its increasing
role in the new all-European security architecture, including its cri-
sis management tasks and its development into a more political
(more than military) aliiance.

The overall situation high-lights the importance of an enhanced
Partnership for Peace prog:ramme for the Baltic states in the years
ahead. A stronger, more operational partnership will evolve in step
with the transformation of the Alliance itself.6

The enhanced PfP programme, together with the new European-
Atlantic Partnership Council, i can contribute in important ways to
regional security in the Baltic Sea region. The Nordic and Baltic
states have common interests in helping to make these cooperation
institutions successful. These countries also support other coopera-
tive structures in Europe.

Finnish objectives in the Baltic Sea region

The following comprises an account of Finnish security policy
objectives in the Baltic Sea region as I see them, especially as far as
the three Baltic states are concerned.

Finland asserts the right of all countries in the Baltic Sea region
to choose their own security arrangements, military alignment
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included. This applies equally to the Baltic states. The mutually rec-
,rgnized right to choose security arrangements is characteristic of
normal and stable relations between nations. In the long term, this
right can, accordingly, be expected contribute to stability and deep-
cning cooperation in the region.S

Finland underscores the importance of common responsibility in
lruilding international security. Security must be built on a founda-
l,ion of both collective and national arrangements. As stated in the
security and defence policy White Paper which the Finnish
(iovernment presented to Parliament on 17 March l-997, Finland
supports the strengthening of stability and security in Northern
l,)urope as prerequisite to the establishment of a common security
system in Europe. "The channels through which Finland works are
lhe OSCE, the EU in general, the cooperative arrangements with
Sweden and the other Nordic countries and the developing relations
lrr:tween the Baltic states, regional cooperation fora, the cooperative
ll'amework with Russia, and the dialogue and cooperation with
I'IATO and the United States. Finland's objectives are to intensify
lcgional cooperation, increase the significance of the EU's northern
rlimension and manage the consequences of NATO enlargement in a
nranner that strengthens regional stability in Northern Europe."9

Through a policy of participation, Finland seeks to ensure that
NATO enlargement will not lead to the emergence of dividing lines or
spheres of interest that would diminish stability in Northern Europe.

The conventional military power of Russia has declined rapidly
rluring the present decade. The separation of the Pskov region from
lhe northern flank in the recently amended CFE treaty regulations,
rvhich allows Russia to deploy more equipment in the immediate
vicinity of Estonia, does not alter the overall picture. Russia's capaci-
I y to carry out large-scale offensive operations has dramatically
,leclined. Her Baltic Fleet is based in the eastern part of the Gulf of
I,'inland and in Kaliningrad, which means that, in comparison with
lhe Soviet era, Russia's naval defence has become much more coastal
irr character. These have been remarkable developments in the mili-
I.ary realities of the Baltic Sea region.

The political threshold which Russia would have to cross to-day in
,leciding to actually attack the Baltic states is of course also very
lrigh. Russia would have to pay a heavy price for such a move, and
she knows it.

There is nonetheless a great deal Russia could do to harm the
lhree Baltic states without actually attacking them militarily, if ten-

!

,
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sions in this relationship were to increase to the level of intense hos-
tility and acute crisis. Political, economic and military pressure could
be exerted in various ways.

The preservation ofthe Baltic states' independence and security is
essential for stability and security in the region. These states should
develop a territorial defence capability to raise the deterrence thresh-
old against attack. This is of utmost importance, and fortunately the
overall development is positive in this regard.

Finland has supported the development of the Estonian defence
forces, although without actually exporting weapons to Estonia. The
Finnish National Defence college has trained Estonian officers, and
the National Defence Institute has trained Estonian NCos. since
1992 altogether more than 100 Estonian officers and NCos have
been trained in Finland. This cooperation continues, and Finland
will also continue to support the development of the Baltic states'
capabilities in the area of peacekeeping and crisis management.

The Finnish President and Prime Minister have again and again
in their public appearances stressed that the security interests ofthe
three Baltic states should be taken into consideration as NATo
decides upon its own development.

It is also important for the Baltic states to be able to increase
their ability to meet hostile pressure in a prolonged international cri-
sis. By this I mean such political, economic and even military pres-
sure which does not transform into actual military hostilities.

Preparedness for this requires not only actual military capabilities
but also several other assets: the capability of the state, of society, and
of the national economy to endure a prolonged crisis should be rein-
forced; the web of political, econonric and societal connections with the
other western countries should be denser; the awareness of the inter-
national security of the Baltic situation, and Ioyalty to the Baltic cause,
should be strengthened. Needless to say, membership in the European
Union is a crucial objective for the Baltic states in this context.

As stated in the Finnish security and defence policy white Book,
"the basic factors in Finnish security policy are: military non-
alliance, an independent defence force, and membership of the
European r]nion."10 It is notable that membership in the EU is men-
tioned among these factors. Membership has increased Finland's
opportunities to influence matters relating to her own interest, and
has also broadened Finnish responsibilities for the Union's stability
policy. It helps Finiand to work for the strengthening of security in
Northern Europe and in the Baltic Sea region.
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The European lJnion should take more interest in its northern
rlimension and adopt a more central role in the Baltic area. Finland
r;upports the enlargement of the Union, and considers it important
lhat the Baltic states will eventually acquire to membership. This
lvould increase stability and security, forming an essential part of
the future of the Baltic Sea region.11

It now seems clear that, of the three Baltic states, only Estonia

'vould qualify for the next phase of EU enlargement. To my under-
,rl.anding, if this is what the European Union decides, Latvia and
l,ithuania will not be any the worse off. It is better that one Baltic
State has the possibility to be a member in the next phase than that
rrone should gain access.

Of course, Russia has to be an important partner in most kinds of
,'ooperation in the Baltic Sea region. The relations between Russia and
the Baltic states should be developed in accordance with the principles
;rnd obligations of the OSCE and the Council of Europe. Finland,
together with the other Nordic countries and the whole European
tlnion, supports such a process. The resolution on open issues and dis-

rrutes between Russia and the Baltic states will eventually contribute
l,o the overall stability in the region. Russia has a crucial role in the
()SCE, is a member of the Council of Europe, and has recently agreed
upon cooperation principles and arrangements with NATO.12

However, locai tensions between Russia and the Baltic states
rcmain. For example, the border agreement between Estonia and
liussia is, to rny understanding, ready to be signed. However, the sit-
rration as I aur writing this in October 1997 is that Russia has
rleclined to do so.

Altogether, Finland emphasizes in the Baltic context the policy of
st,abilization, military defence capabilities, enlargement of the
lluropean Union, the right of the countries in the region to choose
their own security arrangements, and constant improvement of coop-
crative security arrangements. There should be no more room for
rlividing lines or grey zones as far as security conditions in the region
irre concerned. And, since it is important for Russia to be able to play
rr central role in the relevant security cooperation arrangements and
practices, she should not be allowed to isolate herself.
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SECURITY COOPERATION IN THE BALTIC
SEA RECION:

CERMANY AS A TRANSATLANTIC AN D
EU ROPEAN ACTOR

Axel Krohn

l. lntroduction

f or decades, Germany's policy towards the Baltic Sea region could
I have been described rather as "non-policy." A special German
Nordic or Baltic Sea region policy still does not exist. However. the
lrolitical changes in Europe have had their impact on German politics
;rnd are bringing the region more into the focus of Bonn. Germany
11t:ls more involved in the Baltic Sea region and is increasing its mili-
Lrrry security cooperation with the countries in the region. Despite
llils growing engagement, Germany is still avoiding any action that
rnight fuel the impression that she intends to tahe a leading role on
"llaltic issues."

After the East-West confrontation came to an end, and the uni-
lication of the Federal Republic of Germany and the German Demo-
cr'atic Republic became an unexpected reality, Germany's security
irrterests are basically directed towards two overriding foreign and
r;ccurity policy goals: first, to embed the unified Germany into the
l,)uropean order by an intensifred integration process and, second, to
strengthen the stabilization of the Central East European Countries
rCEE) by enlarging the EU and NATO.I

As a result, Germany's political priorities are fundamentally
,letermined by the process of European integration, by developments
rn Russia, by the transatlantic relations with the United States, and
lry the process of NATO enlargement, i.e. enlargement to the East by
rncorporating new members and enlargement to the West by the mil-
rtary reintegration of France. This is a very complex foreign policy
sctting.z For Germany, the Baltic Sea region and Northern Europe
:rre located geographically and coneeptually between Washington,
I Jrussels, and Moscow.3
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The following article will analyze Germany's security policy activ-
ities in the Baltic Sea region by describing Germany's role as a
transatlantic and a European actor in the region. At present, the
Baltic Sea region shows a mixed security pattern, i.e. NATO-mem-
bers, non-members and non-aligned countries. This political land-
scape will probably continue to exist for the next years.

Therefore, cooperation among the different states in the region will
acquire even more importance than today, as cooperation provides for
close relations among them, irrespective whether they are members of
NATO or the EU, The article analyzes the German cooperation activi-
ties in the field of military security, showing that Germany is taking
on more obligations and shows more interest in the region's develop-
ment. Finally, a summary w'ill draw the conclusion, that cooperation
is among the basic security factors in the region. However, due to a
tight financial budget and restrictions in manpower, Germany's coop-
erative activities will probably not be extended much further.

ll. Cermany as a Transatlantic and a European actor

If one should try to identify German foreign and security policy
interest, it seems a rather difficult undertaking, as obviously
Germany's foreign policy interests are not well defined. Instead, they
remain somewhat vague. However, they are visible in the strong
political support of the intensifying process of cooperation and inte-
gration in European affairs. Germany's support of a widening and
deepening of the European Union is not only to be seen as an instru-
ment to enlarge the European region of political, economic, and mili-
tary stability, but should be also understood as a means to minimize
perceptions of a Germany possibly developing into a hegemonical
position in Europe.

After unification Germany showed no interest in taking the politi
cal lead in or around the Baltic Sea region. Instead, Germany seeks to
avoid the impression of possibly developing into such a leadership
role. As a result, German foreign and security policy is focusing on
multilateralism - making clear that Germany is one partner among
others - and showing cautiousness in engaging herself more in the
Baltic states.

Elaborating on the reasons for Germany's low profrle in foreign
and security policy in the Baltic Sea region, the foilowing seven rea-
sons could help to explain Germany's policy or "non-policy" towards
the region and particularly towards the Baltic states.
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First, German interests generally seem to be strongly {bcusctl ott

rlomestic problems. A certain confinement to domestic issues seems to

be an underlying factor for German politics. Public opinion polls by

l.he Fried.rich Naumann Stiftung and the RAND Corporation showed

l.hat the political elite in Germany gives highest priority to economic

and domestic problems, i.e. budgetary deficit, unemployment, and
problems related to unifrcation. when asked for the 15 most impor-
tant policy fields, except for European integration, no foreign and
security policy issue was ranked by the interviewed persons (with the
exception of persons in the military and security community).5

Second, for decades German perspectives on the Baltic Sea region
were much in line with the general Central European view on
Northern Europe, i.e., until the beginning of the 1990s, the region
hardly was on the political and economic map of the political elites in
Brussels and Bonn. While Nordic integration and cooperation was a
constant and important factor in Scandinavian politics in the Baltic
Sea region, Germany's interests were not specifically directed
towards Northern Europe or the Baltic Sea regron.

Third, one has to understand that Germany's policy towards the
Baltic Sea region is part of, and complementary to, the new "Ostpo-
litik" which is driven by the logic of security and economy.G As a
result, Germany is a strong supporter of NATO's enlargement and
the extension of the EU. I{owever, within this new "Ostpolitik" the
CEE region seems to be of comparably greater importance than the
Baltic Sea region.

Fourth, Germany's primary interest was to support Poland to
be among the first new NATO members' This was an overriding
foreign policy goal, motivated by security logic and historical impe-
ratives. Therefore, Germany did everything not to cause Russian
irritation, like, for example, avoided to give strong support to the
Baltic states.

Fifth, the political importance and weight of the long and well
established German-Russian relations created a "Moscow-factor"
in German foreign policy. This is obviously one of the rnain cause of
the rather low profile of Germany's activities. This was particularly
true during the first period after the Baltic states regained their
independence.

However, Germany's position was not, and is not, easy. Up to a
certain extent, Russian interests have to be recognized within
German politics, leading to a complex and sometimes contradictory
foreign policy setting. Without giving Russia a "droit de regard,"
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German politics have to fulfil the diffrcult task of reassuring the cEE
countries and the Baltic states while not putting off Russia.T

Sixth, Germany is reluctant to engage itself more in the Kali-
ningrad oblast and the Baltic states not only because of possible
Russian irritation. But also to avoid any impression that there might
be a special German interest in turning time back, i.e. ,,claiming ter-
ritory" in the region. Instead, it is made clear that Germany sees no
open territorial questions.

Seventh, even though a strong economic power, there are also lim-
its to Germany's capacity for financial engagement. Germany became
the major provider of western assistance to the cEE countries.8 Right
now, Germany is supplying almost 50 per cent of the financial aid to
the cEE countries. But the main task is still the economic reconst.uc-
tion of the former German Democratic Republic (GDR), which is prov-
ing much more costly and more complicated than anticipated.

Additionally, the ongoing enlargement process of the European
union and NATo will require substantial frnancial engagement by
Germany. The upcoming financial expenditures for the EU through
the inclusion of Hungary, the Czech Republic, Cyprus, Estonia,
slovenia, and Poland are estimated to approx. 150 billion DM for the
years 2000 to 2006. Ge^rmany will probably have to finance circa 30
percent of this amount.e The costs for the enlargement of the EU will
therefore be much higher than for NATo's enlargement. At present,
statements by the German foreign minister K. Kinkel and the minis-
ter of finance Th. waigel indicate that Germany wants its financial
burden reduced, which will only be possible after 1999. Even though
Germany's demands for a reduced share are not unjustified, it seems
unlikely that the European union will find it easy to agree to since
Germany benefits greatly from EU's enlargement and still is one of
its economically strbngest members.

Also the costs for the upcoming NATo enlargement will be sub-
stantial, even if we count with the more modest estimates calculating
the expenditures as between 27 to 3s billion dolrars up to the year
2007. In accordance with the established cost-sharing in NATo's mil-
itary budget and security investment programme NISP, Germany
will have to pay a share of 18.1 percent.l0

As a result of the factors outlined above, Germany does neither
have an interest nor the capacity to play ,,great power politics', in
European or "Baltic" affairs. However, the Baltic Sea region as a link
between the North European, the central European, and the East
European countries becomes more important in the frelds of politics,
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cconomy, and security policy. This is recognized especially by the
North German "Lender" Iike Schleswig Holstein or Mecklenburg-
Vorpommern.

When analysing Germany's activities in the Baltic Sea region, one

has to consider the German federal system, which diversifies the pic-
ture. Unlike the government in Bonn, the North Gerrnan "Lander"
has always taken a great interest in developing integration and coop-

eration in the Baltic Sea region. Not only because of geographic loca-
tion but also because of intra-German dynamics.ll The North Ger-
man "Lander" are less successful in economic terms than those in
Southern Germany. Therefore, it is necessary for them to find new
l.rading partners and new markets in order to receive an economic
lmpetus. Despite cultural identities, the "Hanse-Concept"12 is also to
be understood as a means to facilitate economic exchange and pros-
perity within Northern Europe and the Baltic Sea region.

Whereas, for example, the Federal Government's attitude to the
Council of Baltic Sea States (CBSS) was not very enthusiastic,
the North German "Lander" were very positive already from
the start. Schleswig Holstein was always supporting the establish-
ment of a permanent secretariat, which the government in Bonn did
not favour for a long time. As Gert Walter, the Minister of Justice,
and of Federal and European Affairs of Schleswig Holstein stated,
the final decision by the CBSS to establish a secretariat is an
"encouraging signal" for the future development of cooperation in the
Baltic Sea region.13

Since security policy is determined by the Foreign Ministry and
the Ministry of Defence in Bonn, Schleswig Holstein has little or
no say on such issues. Still, the growing military cooperation with
the other Baltic Sea states - in PfP exercises, for example - shows
that also Bonn is beginning to recognize the importance of the Baltic
Sea region.

Unlike Denmark, who always has stressed that the Baltic states
should be among the first new members of NATO, Germany is not
supporting any further extension to the East. Germany's official posi-
tion is much in line with the general NATO view, i.e. for inclusion of
the CEE countries, mainly Poland, Hungary, and the Czech
Republic, and against inclusion of the Baltic states. As said above, an
early NATO membership for Poland was the primary German policy
goal in the region. This could only be realized, if the strong Russian
objections to NATO enlargement were not fuelled further by visible
support for the security interests ofthe Baltic states.
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Russia's negative attitude to the independence of the Bartic states
and the process of NATO enlargement might cause problems for a
possible stronger German military engagement in the Baltic states.
The future will show whether the new NATO (16 plus 1) can ease
Russian misgivings. still, even though NATO is constantly stressing
that Russia has a voice but no veto, it seems rather obvious that the
new Founding Act gives Russia a lot to say in NATo affairs. one has
to consider the fact that 77 heads of state signed the document and
that it was ratifred by the Russian Duma - which gives it a substan-
tial weight in international politics.

As already said, Germany was at frrst reluctant to offer any major
military support to the newly independent countries in the Baltic sea
region. The Baltic states complained about the German "stripping
off'measures before delivering military systems.14 However, each of
the Baltic states received assistance in the field of "soft" security, i.e.
to develop police forces, as well as support for the border control and
the coast guard of the Baltic states. And at present, Germany has
started to support the Baltic states also in the freld of "hard" securi-
ty, by delivering, for example, two rnine hunting vessels, and military
vehicles such asjeeps.

Also in the future it seems obvious that German foreign policy
will have to anticipate possible Russian reactions and, in case of dis-
agreement, might decide "pro" Russia at the expense of the Baltic
states- However, Germany is using the dialogue with Russia to sup-
port the Baltic case, i.e. promoting good neighbourly relations, and
explaining to Russia that EU membership for the Baltic states will
have a positive impact on the future prosperity and stability in the
whole region. It is important to make clear that economically pros-
perous Baltic countries could also have positive effects on Russia, for
example by using the direct border with the EU.

when talking about NATO enlargement, the focus is of course on
Eastern Europe. However, it is necessary also to eraborate a bit on
NATo's enlargement to the west, i.e. the military reintegration of
France. The French policy goals seem rather ambitious: Europe shall
not only develop military security capabilities to assure stability on
the continent but also to be able ofa certain kind ofglobal power pro-
jection. This seems to create a problem, as most of the other
European countries do not share that vision, but rather stick to the
well established original vision or try to follow neutralist traditions.

The general weight of the German-French friendship, and a grow_
ing German support of French positions in European security affairs,
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could fuel suspicions that German politics might intensify German-
!'rench cooperation at the expense ofthe traditionally strong transat-
lantic ties. Particularly the countries in the Baltic sea region, such

as Denmark and Norway, perceive the united states to be vital not
only to European security, but also to "counter weigh" the position of
Germany- Additionally, it seems clear to most of the European coun-

tries that despite various political statements, a credible defence of
Europe is, and will be, possible only with a substantial transatlantic
link. The Europeans learned their lesson with the Iraq war and the
conflict in former Yugoslavia.

At present, many voices are advocating stronger European efforts
to develop a specifically European security system. In this context
the WEU, the "oldest" European defence partnership, has been
revived as a phoenix from the ashes- Even though Germany is
a strong supporter of an increasing WEU activity and capability,
the shortcomings of the wEU reduce the political and military credi-
bility of the idea of the WEU becoming a viable "European pillar"
for military security. Despite the fact that has NATO agreed to sup-
port the WEU.

In terms of military security, Germany is confronted with the
dilemma that it wishes to preserve NATO as an Atlantic security
community and at the same time wants to strengthen the EU's
authority in foreign and security policy. "In order not to undermine
NATO cohesion and effectiveness, it has been decided to establish
the WEU both as an inner-European coordinator within NATO and
as a defence arms of the 8U."15

Germany assumed the presidency of the WEU on 1 July 1997 for
a six month term. Germany is supporting steps to extend the WEU's
ability to act in military matters particularly with a focus on the so-

called "Petersberg tasks" - humanitarian tasks, rescue missions,
peacekeeping, and combat missions. Germany sees an important
force in the WEU's ability "to help to introduce the CEE countries to
European and transatlantic security structures and provide a forum
for a political dialogue with Russia and the lJkraine."l6

In the future, the new concept of Combined Joint Task Forces will
allow peacekeeping and peace enforcement activities without the US
and within the WELI. As the NATO Council has still to give its
approval, the WEU's dependence on NATO continues. Therefore, it
seems a "terminological juggling" to try to distinguish between WEU
capabilities and NATO. In fact, we are talking about NATO troops
and material being possibly used by the WEU.
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I{owever, in the future commons operation under WEU auspices,
could make an incorporation of Russia easier. During the Yugosla-
vian crisis, Russia was not willing to put its troops under SACEUR,
i.e. NATO command. Instead, Russia preferred a bilateral agreement
with the US. In fact, this did not make much of a. difference, as
Russia assigned its troops directly to the ACE who is the same per-
son, i.e. SACEUR. It remains to be seen whether Russia is willing to
accept a "WEIJ hat" in prospective common operations of peacekeep-
ing and peace enforcement.

So far the WEU is not very active in the Baltic Sea region. But in
1995, the WEU came up with the plan to establish a ,,Hanseatic
Corps" in the Baltic Sea which should protect the region's maritime
safety and security. This standing Baltic sea Force should comprise
Denmark, Estonia, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, and poland as
founding members. until 1997, no concrete steps have been taken to
implement such a force, however.

At present, the WEU obviously is not a viable actor in the Baltic
sea region. The great reluctance of most of the littoral countries to
become members is a clear indicator. only Germany is a full member
of this organization, whereas the Baltic states have received "associ-
ated partnership."

Beside NATO, the EU is the other major integrative institution in
Europe. While in Madrid only three countries managed to win the
race for NATO membership, the others must feel left out. particu-
larly as there is no immediate interest in NATO to start another
round of enlargement. Therefore, reform of the EU, making the orga-
nization ready for the enlargement, is of vital importance. To develop
a concrete time schedule, particularly for the cEE countries is a pre-
condition, if enlargement is to facilitate stability in Europe. There is
no automatism for successful integration.

Germany is a strong supporter of a closer integration and further
enlargement of the EU. The German Government believes that the
two goals of deepening and widening of the EU can be achieved within
the next decade. However, German domestic support for ,,grandiose

visions of European integration is much weaker than some cDU lead-
ers care to admit."17 Particularly the European Monetary Union
(EMU), which means $ving up control over the Deutschmark, is under
permanent discussion in domestic German politics, resulting even in a
government crisis in Bonn during 1997. still, there is no doubt that,
irrespective of the outcome of the elections in october 19g8, the next
government will also support the implementation of the EMU.
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The danger of a double rejection of the Baltic states, i.t). 1o1 r1,.rrr

lrership in NATO and non-membership in EU, is partly rcrltovcrl, rtjr

one country will be invited to join the EU. While Estonia is tiflcrtrtl
rrlembership in the EU, the other two countries surely must feel dis-
rrppointed. Statements by the Latvian Prime Minister Guntars
[(rasts, who said he fears that the cooperation of the Baltic states
rnight collapse if Estonia is invited alone in the EU's expansion talks,
have to be interpreted as such an "emotional" reaction.lS Still, it
seems not helpful to talk about jeopardizing cooperation among the
Ilaltic states. Instead cooperation should be continued and increased.
lf Estonia becomes member of the European Union, the two others
could benefit as well. Institutionalized and close cooperation would
also reduce the risk that Russia might try to develop political pres-
sure on Latvia and Lithuania.

The future will show, whether Russia is willing to accept the clos-
cr politico-economic integration of the Baltic states, or whether a
negative attitude, similar to the objections against NATO enlarge-
rnent, will prevail. The Russian diplomatic attitude towards Estonia
gave reasons for concern.19 Possibly also the EU might have to carry
out its enlargement against Russian objections.

However, the inclusion of Estonia in the EU shows that all Baltic
states are being considered as part of the West by the member cotln-
tries of the European IJnion. The wider the zone of security
in Europe becomes, and the more intensified the cooperation among
the countries in the region gets, the less important it might be who
is already member or a negotiating member of the EU. Already
today the security of all Baltic states is clearly connected with the
whole of Europe.20

lll. Crowing military ccoperation

Even if we assume that there will be a second round of NATO
enlargement it will probably require a rather lengthy waiting period.
The causes can be described as follows: First, the whole process of
enlargement might turn out to be more costly than even the present
financial "worse case scenarios" indicate. Second, due to different
infrastructures and political structures, the process of adaptation
between the old and the three or five new members will requrre con-

siderable time. NATO enlargement could therefore become a rather
"endless" process. Third, if Russian objections cannot be totally
removed within the new NATO-Russia Council, further enlargement

i
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would burden the European-Russian relations for the next decades,
certainly postponing the incorporation of other members.

Cooperation seems to be the only effective tool to handle this diffi-
cult situation. Because of such a time frame, political and military
cooperation will build the basic rnilitary security network among all
countries in Europe, members and non-members.

Elere, also the German efforts at military cooperation in the Baltic
Sea region comes into view. However, one of the major tasks will be
the shaping of the Gerrnan armed forces in accordance with future
security tasks also outside the NATO area. As the European and the
international community is expecting a larger portion of German
participation, Germany's armed forces need to adapt to future needs.
The budgetary pressures in Germany will also push the Government
to move in the direction of smaller, professional armed forces. Even
though the "citizens army" built on draft, is not yet questioned offi-
cially. The adaptation to present budgetary constraints and future
security needs will certainly provide for another very controversial
debate in German domestic politics.

The abilities of German naval forces for participation in opera-
tions for crLsrs prevention and crisis management are becoming more
important.2l The expanded role of the German navy means to be
deployable wherever the political interests of Gerrnany require.
Besides continued operations in the North Sea and the Atlantic, the
Mediterranean Sea is gaining more importance.

Still, the Northern region retains its security importance. This is
partly due to developments in the Baltic Sea region. They have creat-
ed opportunities for permanent partnership with the other littoral
states. "More than any other maritime area the Baltic provides
for the possibility to cooperate with navies of former Warsaw pact
countries within the framework of NATO's Partnershio for Peace
programme."22

Meanwhile, a great variety of military activities in conjunction
with all Baltic littoral countries developed, like, for example, the
German-Danish-Polish and the French-German- Polish agreements
on military cooperation, the multilateral cooperation within the
framework of PfP, and the various bilateral activities between
Germany and the CEE, the CIS and the Baltic states.

In 1995, Germany conducted 407 bilateral activities with different
countries in the region. In 1996, the figure rose up to 600 single pro-
jects in 18 countries of the CEE, the CIS, and the Baltic area.
However, half of them were devoted to Poland, the Czech Republic.
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and Hungary. Still, taking into account the relatively small size of
the armed forces in the Baltic states, German cooperation with those
states must be regarded as substantial.

At present, training for peace keeping obviously is among the pri-
mary tasks. so far Germany is without the historical experiences of
its Nordic neighbours. German participation in peacekeeping became
additionally complicated by a complex domestic struggle within the
political eiites in Bonn. These diffrculties have been overcome, and
now there seems to be a wide consensus about Germany's participa-
tion in such operations.

Germany is a strong supporter of the Maritime Baltic Squadron
(BALTRON) mentioned above, and is going to participate actively.
'[he decision was taken to coordinate the establishment of a common
naval unit by Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. From 1998 on, the
naval units concerned will participate in PfP activities.23 The tasks
will be to prevent smuggling and illegal migration and to perform
rnine sweeping in the Baltic Sea.24

Two German offrcers are serving as military advisors in Tallinn.
They prepared for the delivery of two German mine sweepers, which
were handed to Estonia in JuIy and August 1997 and arrived in
I'allinn in September 1997. The vessels "Olev" and "Kalev" which
have been modernized and fully armed, will provide a basis for Baltic
participation in the BALTRON.25

Particularly as the Baltic states will probably not become mem-
bers of NATO within the foreseeable future, it is important to make
clear that they are not peripheral to German security interests.
Military cooperation is important in this context. Even though
Poland is still the primary address for German assistance, coopera-
tion with the Baltic states has expanded signifrcantly.

Recently, two trilateral agreements were concluded which will
have considerable impact on future military security developments in
the Baltic Sea region. One is the Gerrnan-French-Polish initiative on
military cooperation. The 4th trilateral meeting of the German,
French, and Polish ministers of defence took place in Warsaw on 2-3
February 1997. The ministers agreed on closer military cooperation
in training and exercises and also discussed the question of intensi-
fied arms cooperation. This agreement adds to the so called "Weimar
Triangle" of 1995.26

The other agreement was the trilateral partnership on military
and security policy between Denmark, Germany, and Poland.27
Among other activities, cooperation in peacekeeping is planned. An
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expert group has been established on the topic of "Peacekeeping
Cooperation" and is supposed to come up with suggestions for a year-
ly programme.2S In August 1997, the three countries decided to
establish a German-Danish-Polish army corps.29 The corps is named
the "Multinational Corps North-East" and is planned to be ready by
1999 when Poland becomes a NATO-member.

Obviously, the military cooperation is increasing among all Baltic
littoral countries. Also Germany is becoming more involved in the
intensified cooperative activities. However, there is growing opinion
in Germany that the figure of 600 projects mentioned above repre-
sents the end of the German capabilities to take on more obligations.
Financial and personal resources in the German armed forces are
comparatively limited.30 Conseqrtently, German cooperation in vari-
ous fields of military security will rather shift from "quantity" to
"quality," so to speak. The present planning indicates a deepening
but not a widening of cooperation.3l The aim will rather be support
for future "self reliance."

lV. Summing up

German security policy remains located somewhere between its
transatlantic responsibilities and an emerging European identity.32
To maintain and further develop both the Atlantic Alliance and the
European Union as complementary bodies always was, and still is, a
primary goal.

A German contribution to a comprehensive security concept for
the Baltic Sea region does not exist. Pragmatically Germany has
reduced and redeployed its armed forces in the region in adapta-
tion to the new political landscape in Europe, and as part of the on-
going cooperative process within the PfP and the Euro-Atlantic
Partnership Council.

In this context, Germany is developing its activities in the Baltic
Sea region. In this context, the German naval forces act as an impor-
tant cooperation partner for the Baltic countries.

It is obvious that the new "Ostpolitik" will be continued in the
future. But even though the Baltic Sea region is receiving more at-
tention and cooperation flom Germany, a fundamental shift in Ger-
many's foreign policy orientation is not likely. Its Central and East
European policy orientation will continue. This saves little energy to
be directed towards the Baltic Sea region. Stabilization of the CEE is
considered to be a key task, as the whole CEE region remains a "dis-
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1;uted area." If one describes it as a corridor, ranging flom the Baltic
Sea to the Black Sea, it appears to be both a new dividing iine and an
:rrea of disputed political control between Russia on the one side, and
ihe European countries and the United States on the other.

Much will depend on the manner in which Germany takes up its
future responsibilities. In this context "partnership in leadership"
means essentially "partnership in burden sharing." My prediction
would be that Germany will have to play a bigger role, i.e. both send-
ing out soldiers if required, which is a new dimension within the
"burden sharing" and continuing to give a "pay cheque," which is the
r.raditional part. However, this "cheque" will be considelably larger
jrr the future, due to the costs of NATO and EU enlargement.

Mainly due to uncertainties regarding the future development of
fiussian domestic and foreign policy goals, there is an understand-
::b1e reluctance on the part of USA and the European allies to take
r.,Itr new security engagements. This is certainly also true for
l-)ermany. Particularly the German-Russian relations might require
,;lrecial treatment in future conflicts. As C. Bildt said, the "Baltic
,liiestion"33 continues to be the litmus test, not only for Russia's for-
i,ign policy but also for Western politics. Germany has started to rec-
trgrrize this. The well established German-Russian relations might be
i-iseful fbr facilitating mediation and conciliation in disputes between
l:lussia and its small Baltic neighbours.

Toda.y, all Baltic Sea countries share arr interest in stabilizing the
legion. The tsaltic states should continue to cooperate with the pre-
'rent institutional structures, on all possible levels, be it political, eco-

'romic, or military structures. The existing framework of bi- and mul-
i.ilateral institutions provide manifold opportunities to increase the
rntegration of the Baltic states in Europe as a whole. Intensive and
rnstitutionalized cooperation will make tlear that the independent
iitatus of the Baltic states is irreversible and that they are an inte-
;1;'al part of Europe. The politics of the Baltic states show thnt they
lnlly understand the value of such cooperative structures. For the
ioreseeable future, "networking" will be an important security
rrovider in the region. Germany will continue to be major partner
,vithin this cooperation network.
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THE PROSPECTS OF BALTIC SECURITY:
A POLISH VIEW

Beata Kolecka

It is said that each state has its "5 minutes" of history that occur
I onlv once in several centuries. The recent vears as well as the vears
to come are such "5 minutes" for Central and Eastern Europe, par-
ticularly for the Baltic states. Since 1991 Latvia, Lithuania, and
Estonia have regained independence in a peaceful manner, have
established solid foundations for modern democratic states and
market economies, and acquired their present position in the
international community. Nowadays, the Baltic states play an impor-
tant role in regional cooperation and security. They aspire to
the European Union and NATO membership. Their activities aiming
at strengthening their security, state structures and democracy
are objects of support and sympathy from many states, including
Poland. In fact, interest in the region is huge not only in Europe, but
also in the US.

Although so much have been attained within such a short period of
time, the process of defrning the new position of the Baltic states on
the European scene has not been completed, and there are still many
problems both of internal and external nature that may hinder it.

When discussing security, it is necessary to define the factors that
contribute to the security of a state and have impact on it.

The security of the Baltic states in the political sense is based on
three pillars that relate to their foreign relations:

- good relations with all countries, particularly with neighbours;

- active participation in regional and international cooperation,
including such structures as the UN, OSCE, CE, CBSS etc.;

- close cooperation with the EU, WEU and NATO with the aim of
becoming members of these organizations in the near future;

These three pillars determine the priorities of the Baltic states'
foreign policy.

Equally important for a state's security is the environment, the
political and economic situation in its neighbourhood, in the region
and on the continent.
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Obviously, an adequate military capacity to cope with a 1tot,t'rrli;rl
agg:ressor in defence of its territory should be regarded as one o[ l,ltr,
cssential security factors of a state.

On the other hand, it should be taken into consideration that
nowadays it's not only military security that is decisive for the exis-
Lence and well-being of a state. No less important is economic securi-
ty and internal stability or exposure to other types of threats like
cnvironmental pollution or organized crime.

When these aspects of the security of the Baltic states are ana-
lyzed, one should remember at the same time that Lithuania, Latvia,
and Estonia differentiate gradually both as their domestic develop-
ment and their international position are concerned. In spite of simi-
larities and Baltic cooperation, Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia are
individual states and should be perceived as such.

-.Lnvrronment

Within the last eight years, the international environment of the
Baltic states has undergone thorough changes and the process is still
continuing. Having regained their independence, the Baltic states
have been able to participate in the process of shaping the new
European security architecture that is based on existing institutions
and organizations, good neighbourly relations, and respect for the
right of all countries to decide their own foreign and security policy.
Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia have gradually gained respect and
support in the international community for their independence, their
progress in the implementation of their reform processes, and their
ability to safeguard their position on the European scene.

Poland supported the independence of the Baltic states, the with-
drawal of Russian troops from these countries, and other activities
that strengthened the independence of the three countries. When Ell
and NATO enlargement were at stake, Poland supported the aspira-
tions of the Baltic states and continues to do so. For broad political
and security reasons Poland changed its position concerning the
start of accession negotiations with the EU in 1996 - it now would
like negotiations to start at the same time with all applicant coun-
tries, followed by differentiation afterwards depending on the readi-
ness of each country to join the EU. Within its limited capabilities,
Poland provides assistance to the Baltic states, mainly to Lithuania,
but also Estonia and Latvia. The fact that in 1997 new mechanisms
of close governmental, parliamentary, and presidential cooperation
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between Poland and Lithuania were established does not exclude
enhanced Polish-Estonian or Polish-Latvian cooperation and should
not be regarded as an alternative to Baltic cooperation.

Nordic countries are the strongest supporters of the Baltic states.
They supplied technical assistance to the Baltic states in their
reform process as well as in the process of establishing state power.
The Nordic countries, particularly Denmark, Finland, and Swe-
den, continue to promote the interests of the Baltic states in
the international fora and advocate their European aspirations.
When Sweden and Finland joined the EU in 1995, Lithuania, Lat-
via, and Estonia gained within the EU two strong advocates of
their interests and aspirations. Moreover, the EU has increased
its interest in the Baltic region by establishing programmes to
enhance coopera-tion with the countries of the Baltic Sea region and
to support their reform process. A regular dialogue according to for-
mula "5 plus 3" turned out to be an effective channel for Baltic-
Nordic cooperation and an irnportant means of Nordic assistance to
the Baltic states.

As a result of the collapse of the Soviet lJnion, the Baltic states
have got Russia and Belarus as their neighbours. Although the
reform process in the former Soviet Union resulted in the demise of
the Empire and restoration of the independence of the Baltic states,
Russian elites still appear to treat the Baltic states as a sphere of
Russia's particular interests. Russia aspires to exert influence on its
Baltic neighbours' domestic and foreign policy, justifying this by
claiming the right to protect its own interests and the interests of
Russians in Latvia and Estonia. Therefore, Russia opposes the aspi-
rations of the Baltic states to join NATO. Instead it offers the Baltic
states , which regard the period from 1940 to 1991 as a period of
Soviet occupation, security guarantees and enhanced military cooper-
ation. The offer was recently repeated by the Russian Prime Minister
V. Chernomyrdin at the international conference on Good Neigh-
bourly Relations as Guarantee of Stability and Peace in Europe in
Vilnius, 5 September 1997. Pretending to protect the rights of
Russians in Latvia and Estonia, Russia attempts to picture the
Baltic states as not respecting human and minority rights, and
thereby being unfit to become members of the EU and NATO.
Another way of exerting pressure on the Baltic states are border
agreements that have not been signed yet with any of them. Since
Latvia and Estonia have no further territorial claims against Russia
it is hard to explain why border agreements with these countries
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have still not been signed. Hopefully the declarations of Russia on
l.he one hand and Lithuania, Estonia and Latvia on the other, on
l.heir willingness to bring the problem to a solution shall be followed
by actions, and the border agreements soon concluded.

The situation and status of the Kaliningrad region has much
influence on the security of adjacent Lithuania. Although no direct
military threats are expected from Kaliningrad, its essentially mili-
l.ary character and resultant problems probably affect adversely on
Lhe economic attractiveness of Lithuania, and to a lesser extent,
[,atvia. Nor has the concentration of Russian troops in the Pskov
region a positive influence on at least the economic and environmen-
tal development in adjacent countries.

Belarus, which neighbours Lithuania and Latvia, is a source of
concern for all democratic European countries. Although relations
with Belarus are said to be good and its authorities declare willing-
ness to cooperate, the scope of cooperation is limited and its develop-
ment diffrcult to predict. Belarus that aspires to some kind of union
rvith Russia follows the latter's foreign policy with regard to NATO
and the NATO enlargement process.

In spite of the abovementioned problems it is of vital importance
that Russia, although often hesitating and reluctant, is engaged in
international and regional cooperation. For the Baltic states it is
important to be able to cooperate with Russia on an equal footing on
a multilateral level in such fora as the Council of the Baltic Sea
States, the Organization of Security and Cooperation in Europe, the
Council of Europe and the Partnership for Peace as well as the Euro-
Atlantic Partnership Councii. The negotiations on the Founding Act
on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security between NATO and
the Russian Federation, which was signed 27 May 1997 in Paris,
have given rise to much speculation whether the document would
prejudice the future position of the Baltic states as well as that of
other states of Central and Eastern Europe, by allowing Russia to
interfere in NATO and applicant countries' relations. It is of essen-
tial importance that, as it is stated in the Final Communique of the
Ministerial Meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Sintra, the
Permanent Joint Council of NATO and Russia will conduct its activi-
ties upon the principles ofreciprocity, transparency, and full respect
for the interests of other states. The exclusive character of NATO's
relations with Russia has been balanced by the Charter on a
Distinctive Partnership between NATO and Ukraine signed at the
NATO Summit in Madrid 8 Julv. 1997.
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The NATO enlargement process, which was announced at the
Summit in Madrid and practically was initiated in the beginning of
September 1997 when accession negotiations with Hungary, Poland,
and the Czech Republic started, has crucial significance for European
security, including that of the Baltic states. Although not included in
the frrst group of states invited to the NATO membership negotiations,
the Baltic states form an important region for the Alliance, and the
Baltic region in general was mentioned in the NATO summit declara-
tion. As it was declared in Madrid, NATO shall remain open for new
members after the first enlargement. In the meantime, the Alliance
offers all partner countries developed and differentiated opportunities
of cooperation and consultations within the enhanced PfP and EAPC.

The NATO enlargement process together with the partnership
relations between NATO and Russia put to an end the post-yaltan
order and the period of divisions in Europe that disadvantaged
Central and Eastern Europe.

The European Union is one of the most important piliars of
European cooperation and security. This organization proved suc-
cessful in achieving its main aim, i.e. preventing conflicts on the
European continent through development of economic and political
cooperation. Its subsequent enlargements made the EU one of the
world powers. Finland and Sweden, which joined the EU in 199b,
adrnit that membership in the union strengthened their security. EU
is preparing both for further deepening of cooperation and for
enlargement to the East.

The EU's involvement in the Baltic region is growing, which to a
great extent should be attributed to the activeness of the Nordic
states. Denmark, Sweden, and Finland strongly argued that the
Baltic region be given high priority in EU external relations and
assistance programmes. Recently, the Prime Minister of Finland,
Paavo Lipponen, has called upon the EU to prepare and present at
the EU Sumrnit in Luxembourg a special cooperation programme for
the Baltic and Barents Sea areas. The European Commission's rec-
ommendation that Estonia should be in the group of countries with
which accession negotiations should start frrst, should be regarded as
a clear signal that all three Baltic states have prospects to join the
EU if they are determined to carry on further reforms and adapta-
tion to EU standards (acquis communautaire) to meet the Copen-
hagen criteria. The presence ofthe EU in the region and its coopera-
tion with Russia ars certainly producing a stabilizing effect and pro-
moting democratic and economic reform processes.
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The Organization on Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE)
is an important forum for security cooperation in Europe, and its role
in the Baltic region is significant. Cooperation within the OSCE
involves all countries of the region, including Russia, and also the US
as well as the Western European countries. The Baltic states can con-
tribute on an equal footing with Russia in the development of the sys-
tem of cooperative security as well as the "human dimension" and
construction of the "Security Model for Europe for the 21st Century."
Poland, which is going to take over the presidency in 1998, has pro-
posed considering the OSCE as a forum for confidence and security
building measures in the Baltic region. While hard security measures
should be considered by the OSCE (within the Forum for Security
Cooperation, Baltic glroup), soft security measures should be, and in
fact are, developed within the Council of the Baltic Sea states.

Both OSCE missions in Latvia and Estonia, although proposed by
the host countries to be cancelled or at least turned into regional
OSCE offices, have done a good job. Their presence and activity
enhanced adaptations of legal acts concerning non-citizens in these
countries and provided the international community with objective
information on the status of minorities, particularly the Russian
minority in Latvia and Estonia.

Since 1990, when the first meeting of prime ministers of the Baltic
Sea region was held in Ronneby, and then in 7992, when the Council of
the Baltic Sea states was established, regional cooperation has devel-
oped dynamically. Nowadays, it covers almost all areas that require
cooperation on a practical level, including economic cooperation, coop-
eration on development of infrastructure, people-to-people contacts,
education, environmental protection, and combating organized crime.

The Baltic Sea region is regarded as an area of rapid economrc
growth in the years to come. Hopefully, that growth will be sustain-
able and fast enough to gradually diminish the gaps in the economic
development of the region's countries - gaps that might become
sources of tensions in the future.

Pillars of states' political security

The Baltic states enjoy good relations with neighbouring countries
as well as with other states of the North Atlantic area. The term
"good neighbourly relations" does not exclude tensions which can
arise even between closely cooperating states and should therefore be
evaluated within the full spectrum of relations between countries.
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For Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia relations with Russia are of vital
importance. Although several problems still remain to be settled, for
example, border disagreements and the status of Russian non-citi-
zens, cooperation may be regarded as good. Both the Baltic states
and Russia have expressed their will to develop mutually benefrcial
relations. It should be regarded as a great success for the Baltic
states and the international community on the one hand, and Russia
on the other hand, that the process ofregaining independence by the
three states generally proceeded in a peaceful way.

The cooperation of the Baltic states with other states, among
them Poland, is very close as proved by the first meeting of the
Presidents of Poland, Estonia, l,atvia, Lithuania, and Ukraine in
Tallinn, on 27 May this year, and then the meeting in a broader
forum during the international conference on Good Neighbourly
Relations as Guarantee of Stability and Peace in Europe that was
held in Vilnius 5 - 6 September, 1997. Another very positive example
is Baltic-Nordic cooperation. The cooperation of the three Baltic
states (Baltic Council, Baltic Assembly) has proved that the voices of
the three are better heard together than separately. Baltic coopera-
tion is very important from the political and economic point of view.
It brings the Baltic states closer to European integration as well as
to membership in Euro-atlantic structures: consequently its disrup-
tion would have a negative impact on the international situation of
the Baltic states. The security of l-ithuania, Latvia, and Estonia is a
matter of interest for the US, which was reflected in a number of dec-
larations, including the statement by Madeleine Albright, Secretary
of State, soon after the NATO Summit in Madrid. The Charter on
cooperation with the Baltic states which the US plan to sign early
next year is regarded as a sign of the signifrcance of the three states
for the US. The Baltics have several times expressed their disap-
pointment in what they regard as insufficient support from Ger-
many. Germany's assistance to the Baltic states, however, is certain-
ly significant both in poiitical and other - including military * terms
although it seems not to meet the expectations of the Balts. Particu-
larly Germany's position on EU and NATO enlargement is not in line
with what they had expected.

The Baltic states participate actively in international cooperation
as members of the UN, OSCE, CE, and CBSS. Hopefully we shall
soon welcome the Baltic states as members of the WTO, and then the
CEFTA. Poland supported the Baltic efforts to enter in close rela-
tions with the OECD with the aim of future membership.
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As members of international organizations the Baltic states have
t,he opportunity to influence developments in the region and partici-
pate in the construction of a new European cooperation and security
architecture. Participation in international and regional economic
cooperation should allow them to speed up the process of reforming
l,he internal economic and legal system, thereby attracting foreign
capital and other investments. This fosters economic security for the
Baltic states.

The Baltic states are associated with the EU although the Asso-
ciation Agreements have not come into force yet. They are associated
partners of the WEU and are actively participating in PfP and the
EAPC. All three states have applied for membership in the EU and
NATO. Poland respects and supports this policy.

With regard to EU enlargement, Poland takes the position that
inembership negotiations with all applicant countries that have
received positive avis should start simultaneously in the beginning of
1998. Poland welcomed the EC recommendation that Estonia should
be in the frrst group and hopes that both Lithuania and Latvia pro-
ceed with the necessary adaptations to join the first group as soon as
possible. Poland has declared its readiness to exchange information
and to consult with the Baltic states on all matters concerning inte-
gration with the EU. Accession negotiations should proceed individu-
ally, depending on the grade of readiness of applicant countries for
membership. Including the Baltic states in the EU enlargement
process shall have a positive impact on their security, as it will con-
solidate their place in Europe. Integration with the EU would speed
up the processes of transformation in the Baltic states that would
raise their well-being and security. It should also prevent Lithuania
and Latvia from feeling the "double rejection eff'ect" and problems
resulting from it.

With regard to NATO, it was of vital importance that the invita-
tion to Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hungary membership negoti-
ations announced at the Madrid summit did not close the door to new
members. The Baltic region, mentioned in the summit declaration, is
of particular interest for NATO. The EAPC and the extended PfP
should provide the applicant countries, including the Baltic states,
an opportunity to develop very close cooperation with the Alliance
that would enable them to prepare for future membership and
enhance their security. This cooperation should not be regarded as a
substitute for NATO membership. The mechanisms of cooperation in
the EAPC that have been outlined in Sintra and then further elabo-
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rated, seem to be quite advanced. Ifnecessary they should be supple-
mented to meet expectations of the partner countries. On the other
hand, it is up to the partner countries that these mechanisms are
well used in the pursuit of their security policy

Military security and arrned forces

The capacity to defend its territory is an essential aspect of a
state's security, particularly when it is not member of any military
alliance. The Baltic states have undertaken since they regained inde-
pendence the very difficult and expensive task to build up a res-
pectable military force. The assistance provided by the Western and
Nordic countries as well as Poland has created a nucleus of national
armed forces and made possible their participation in international
peace keeping operations within military units the Nordic states,
mainly Denmark.

Because the ability of the applicant country to contribute signifr-
cantly to international stability and peace is a prerequisite for NATO
membership, it is very important for the Baltic states to be able to
prove that they can make such a contribution, and not only profrt
from security guarantees provided by the Alliance. It requires their
presence in international peace keeping and peace enforcement oper-
ations. With the assistance of several donor countries including USA,
Germany, the Nordic states and Poland, the Baltic states are prepar-
ing BALTBAT - a Baltic battalion for participation in international
peace keeping operations. With joint efforts they pursue two other
projects - BALTNET, i.e. the establishment of a regional Baltic air
surveillance system, and BALTRON - the establishment of a Baltic
unit of mine sweepers. Trilateral cooperation in military affairs and
division of some tasks should allow the Baltic states to attain their
aims more quickly and with less effort and less expense. Moreover,
Poland and Lithuania are in the process of forming the Polish-
Lithuanian Battalion. It should be ready to take part in international
peace keeping operations by January 1999. The three Baltic srates
participate as guests in selected programmes of military cooperation
pursued by Poland, Denmark, and Germany.

To develop a modern army is a very expensive, and particular-
ly difficult to undertake for countries in transition with relati-
vely low incomes. It is up to the Baltic national authorities to de-
cide on the resources for build-up and modernization of their
armies and their programmes, but close cooperation and coordi-
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nation of tasks seem to be a wise way to reduce costs and increase
effectiveness.

Other threats

Organized crirne thrives in countries under transition, where law
and authorities are slow to react to social and economic changes,
where the police and courts are not effective enough to prosecute and
punish criminals who often have at their disposal more sophisticated
equipment than state institutions possess. Democracy, even sover-
cignty may be threatened when organized crime, particularly if con-
irolled by groups from other states, gain influence in political and
economic life. Criminal groups are not interested in a stable state
because they take advantage of its ineffectiveness in prosecuting
them. The problem of organized crime in the Baltic states is not
imaginary, and their capacity to cope with it may turn out to be deci-
sive for future developments in these countries.

The problern of organized crime in the Baltic Sea region certainly
cannot be solved by a single country and requires close international
cooperation. Fora for this cooperation are the Council of the Baltic
Sea States and its Task Force set up by the prime ministers in Visby,
and also the bodies for cooperation with the EU and other applicant
countries in matters relating to the third pillar of the Union.

The economic situation of a state influences its security in many
ways. It is decisive for the international position of the state and for
its capacity to influence decisions taken in international fora. It also
determines the military power of a state. Economic conditions and
the policy of a government determine the attitude of foreign capital
towards the country in question and its development prospects. The
economic situation influences the behar,:our of people when making
political choices during parliamentary and local elections. The
economies of all three Baltic states are recovering, although the
degree of healthiness of the economy and the growth rates differ sig-
nificantly. Inflation is under control, and other basic economic indica-
tors seem to be satisfactory. On the other hand, the national income
per capita in these states is about 15 percent of the EIJ average
which implies that the economic growth rate should be twice of thrice
that of the EU in order to reach the average income level in the EU
countries within 30-40 years. It is a hard task, and it requires a
thorough modernization of the economies and completion of the
reform process. Membership in regional and international economic
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cooperation structures as the CEFTA and WTO, together with coop-
eration with the OECD and particularly with the European lJnion,
should foster attainment of these goals. Within the process of re-
orientation of economic links, the Baltic states should make use
of their geographic position and profit from cooperation and trade
with Russia.

Environmental pollution belongs to the mass of problems inherit-
ed from the former Soviet Union. Vast areas of land require reculti-
vation, inland and coastal waters need cleaning. Industrial plants
and the nuclear power plant in Ignalina still threaten the natural
environment. Making use of EU assistance and Nordic programmes,
the Baltic states have made some progress in this respect. But unless
they cope successfully with the problem it will be difficult for them to
develop tourism and profrt from it.

Last, but not least, is the problem of non-citizens in Latvia and
Estonia. They constitute a signifrcant part of the population in both
states, and are mainly Russians. As OSCE missions report, a lot has
been done both in Latvia and in Estonia to settle the problem and
grant these people non-discriminative conditions. The naturalization
process has been initiated, but remarkably few are applying for citi-
zenship. It seems to be in the interest of Latvia and Estonia to
encourage naturalization and thus increase the number of - presum-
ably loyal - citizens in their countries.

Poland's relations with the Baltic states

Poland attaches great importance to its relations with all three
Baltic states. They are considered to be an important factor of stabi-
lity in the region, and enjoy Polish support for their reforms as
well as for their aspirations to membership in Euroatlantic and
other regional and international structures. Poland is also assis-
ting the armed forces of the three states, particularly Lithuania, in
various ways.

Poland's relations with neighbouring Lithuania are the closest
and most developed. This year the relationship became a "strategic
partnership" which includes intensified intergovernmental, pariia-
mentary, and interpresidential cooperation: the Parliamentary
Assembly, the Consultative Committee of Presidents, and the
Council for Intergovernmental Cooperation. AII three fora are consul-
tative and advisory in character. They should enhance cooperation in
areas of mutual interest, for example, European integration and
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security, military and economic cooperation, issues of national
rr.rinorities, and culture, science, and education. The Council for
Intergovernmental Cooperation has no precedence in Poland's rela-
l,ions with other countries, and it reflects the special character of
I'olish-Lithuanian relations. It is neither the intention of Poland nor
of Lithuania, however, to deflect in any way the inter-Baltic coopera-
l,ion or limit the scope of relations with Latvia and Estonia. Quite the
opposite. AII Baltic states remain important partners for Poland, and
I)oland will undertake efforts to further develop cooperation with
Latvia and Estonia in the vears to come.

Conclusions

The Baltic states have certainly a unique chance to have their
rightful position in the international community secured. There are
necessary preconditions, i.e. the favourable development of stability
in the region and in Europe in general, and the ability of the Baltic
states to pursue successfully their foreign policy objectives in areas
Lhat are essential for their security.

Although not all expectations of the Baltic states concerning inte-
gration with the EU and NATO have been met, both organizations
rrre open to new members and have developed mechanisms of close
cooperation with the applicant countries. Independent of the results
of the Luxembourg EU Summit to be held in December 1997, all
Baltic states, particularly Lithuania and Latvia, should make efforts
to meet the Copenhagen criteria required of them to start accession
negotiations with the EU. There is no time to be wasted in either
arguing with the EU on its decisions concerning accession negotia-
tions or in seeking alternatives to integration with the EU and
NATO. Progress in the internal reform process and active coopera-
Lion with the EU and NATO should convince the latter that
the Baltic states meet the membership criteria. Lithuania, Estonia,
and Latvia should resolve all problems that may hinder their acces-
sion to the European structures, particularly the border disagree-
ments with Russia, the vast non-citizen problems (in Latvia
and Estonia) and the issue of exclusive economic zones in the Baltic
Sea. When coping with all these tasks they may count on the
favourable attitude and assistance of most European countries and
international organizations.

The shaping of a new, comprehensive, and cooperative security
architecture in Europe is a step-by-step process that evolves on vari-



ous levels. There are certainly areas where this process seems too
slow or even lagging, but it is important that it should gradually
move forward and be based on common values, such as respect for
democracy and the sovereignty of all states. It is important for the
Baltic states to participate actively in this process in order to profit
from it as much as possible.

CHANCINC SECURITY ENVIRONMLN I IN
THE BALTIC SEA RECION AND RUSSIA

Arkady Moshes

The end of the Cold War and global conlrontation opened a way in
f, principle towards the formation of stable and self-sufficient

regional security systems that under certain circumstances could
become building blocs for a wider Atlantic-Pacific security communi-
ty. The Baltic Sea area has very good opportunities for establishing a

precedent in the creation of such a regional security system thanks,
first, to the fact that natural borders ofthis region can be rather eas-

iiy determined, and, second, to the specific character of the region in
the sphere of security which by defrnition makes the Baltic region as

a whole less oriented towards security patterns of the past'
Nevertheless, the parameters of an emerging security order in the

Baltic region are not clear. One basic reason for that is that it is a

region ,'in-the-making." It did not exist as a region for at least several

clecades. The Baltic sea was rather a link between the focal point of
the East-West conflict in central Europe, and the European North -
the pole of d6tente. Even today, in the policies of Norway, Germany,
Polancl, and Russia, dimensions other than the Baltic one clearly pre-

vail. In fact, it is not accidental that only Lithuania, Latvia, and
Estonia in the political jargon of today are associated with the term
,,the Baltic states." In this context, however, it is noteworthy that the
creation of a regional security system would accelerate region-making
and does not require such a process to be lompleted as a precondition.

Another important factor of uncertainty is the lack of understand-
ing whether the regional security system will be all-inclusive or will
be modelled along the motto of the past: 'Against whom will we be

friends?" In other words, behind this dilemma there is a question
whether Russia is a security partner or a security problem.

No doubt, making Russia a cooperative security partner would be

in the interests of all states of the Baltic sea rim. There is only one

way to achieve this goal: Russia's concerns of today should be taken
fully into account in the mutual compromise-based process of securi-

ty-building in the Baltic region.
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This paper intends to analyze the present-day security situation
in the Baitic area, as it is seen from Russia, and to contribute to the
discussion on possibie and probable solutions which could be offered
for existing problems.

The security situation in the Baltic region

1. The most important characteristic of the present security situa-
tion in the Baltic region is, in my firm view, that no littoral country
is under real or potential military threat.

One the one hand, the region witnessed unprecedented reductions
of Russian military power (see table).1 Russia is no longer in a posi-
tion to launch an offensive operation against its neighbours. Its rnili-
tary presence even in still heavily militarized Kaliningrad has been
downsized considerably. Remaining arsenals are in the oblast largely
due to shortcomings of the CFE regime with its outdated flank prin-
ciples (Kaliningrad belongs to the Central European zone). In fact,
Russia is on the eve of the debate whether it has sufficient defensive
capabilities for Kaliningrad.

Continuing reductions of Russian forces should be considered as a
stabilizing factor of regional security.

Table 1.
Kaliningrad Group of Forces and the Baltic Sea Fleet

* Fighters belong to the Baltic Sea Fleet

Source: The Military Balance,1993-94, 1995-96, 1996-97.

On the other hand, direct military threat to Russia is unlikely to
emerge in the Baltic region either. All the frrst priority security chal-
lenges are concentrated on Russia's own south, and southward from
its borders.

2. Prospects {br NATO enlargement constitute a very important
destabilizing factor for regional security:

A. Already the first wave of NATO enlargement worsens the mili-
tary aspect of the situation around Kaliningrad; any further enlarge-
ment could make this enclave non-defensible by conventional
weapons, something which would require Russia to rely on tacti-
cal nuclear weapons, not necessarily land-based, with their follo-
wing deployment;

B. The prospective NATO enlargement generally changes the
interpretation of PfP in Russia: it's no longer perceived as a vehicle of
security partnership between NATO and non-NATO countries, but as
a NATO waiting-room, a tool to bring aspirants closer to the Alliance;
this creates an impression in Russia that the PfP, and especially an
extended PfP, is mainly a method to increase NATO and NATO-cen-
tric military activity in non-NATO areas; it would be inconsistent for
Russia, given its opposition in principle to NATO enlargement even
after the Russia-NATO agreement was signed in May 1997, to partic-
ipate in the PfP under these circumstances ; thus obstacles are creat-
ed on the way towards establishing military interaction and coopera-
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1.ion between Russia and other countries of the region, including the
neutrals, which raises the following justified concerns:

C. Uncertainty about the outcome of NATO enlargement (whether
and when there wili be a "second wave" and how it will materialize)
creates an additional irnportant conflict item on the agenda of
Russia's relations with Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia which clearly
delays improvement of this relationship.

3. other relevant security organizations do not for various rea-
sons display any belief in the idea that regional security should not
necessarily be NATo-centric. The oscE potential has not yet been
turned towards the Baltic region in general ancl, perhaps, OSCE's
rather infiexible format is too large for Baltic security. The councii of
Baltic sea States and the "visby process" obviously couid not so far
have acquired a full-fledged security dimension, which - though it
was not one of their origrnal tasks - may nevertheless occur in the
future. As for the wEU, its formally logical refusal to consider the
possibility of Russia's participation in its initiatives in the region
(these initiatives are for members and partners) plays a counter-pro-
ductive role with regard to Russia since it derays establishing the
Russia-wEU dialogue and even strengthens perception that the
Baltic security as part of an European security architecture is delib-
erately planned to be built without Russia.

4. A process, aimed at ensuring security for the Baltic states in
conjunction with western security structures, but outside of NATo,
is taking place. A strategy, outlined in the often quoted RAND
report, for strengthening us-Baltic interaction through "soft securi-
ty" for the Balts (making Finland, Sweden and the EU primarily
responsible for their security), and through the "Hanseatic corps,'
(the wEU initiative to create a naval unit with Baltic participation,
with border control'and rescue functions) form the base for this con-
clusion. If this process could be completed with rimited participation
of Russia (see below), a very important foundation for an all-inclusive
and stable regional security system would be laicl down.

5. In the Baltic Sea region, there exist unique opportunities for cre-
ating a security system based on new approaches, and on pragmatic
interests, something which is the result of the following factors:

A. The region's peripheral situation during the Cokl War when
security in the Baltic region was largely a function of the "Nor-
dic Balance" with all its diversity and specifics; as a result, the
region as a whole has a good deal of immunity against attempts
to structure the security debate along ideorogy-dominated ,,black
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:,nd white" lines, and is more ready for pragmatic coopeyirt,ttttt ttt llrr'
security sphere;

B. The existence of traditions of neutrality in the region, ltrrgtrl.y

rrccounting for the fact that the Baltic region is so far the only regiort

in Europe, where "NATOmania" has not become a prevailing trend;
C. Clnturies-old traditions of good-neighbourliness and coopera-

1,ion between Russia and several countries of the region which pro-

vide good chances for transferring positive bilateral experience into
regional cooperation;

D. The progTess in cooperation in the Barents/Euroarctic region,

where Russia and its Norclic neighbours are establishing patterns of
partnership, is at the same time a factor strengthening cooperation

in the Baltic Sea.
E. The importance, sometimes vital, of economic cooperation with

Russia for several countries of the region creates another factor of
stability; in turn, Russia's economic interests here go far beyond vol-

ume of trade, although this is too an important consideration, taking
into account the payments' reliability of countries of the Baltic Sea

rim (unlike, for example, Russia's leading economic partners in the

CIS): In this context we note that only in the Baltic Sea region
Russia has a border with the EU, along the 1200 km long Russo-

Finnish border; and also the signifrcance of the Baltic Sea routes for
transit of Russian exports which does not need to be emphasized,

since Russia's ability to use another trade artery connecting it with
Europe, the Black sea, is limited by the Turkish position regarding
the Mediterranean Straits.

F. The formation of a Baltic security model which, however,
remains a long-term strategic goal, only to be reached in a rather dis-

tant future. Mid-term tasks, the solutions of which could become ele-

ments of a new system but also have autonomous dynamics and self-

suffrcient value in strengthening regional security, are stabilization
of Russia's relations with the Baltic states, further demilitarization
of Kaliningrad while preserving its security, and starting a new
phase of arms control, possibly regional.

lmperatives and solutions for Russian security policy in the
Baltic region

In order to make Russia a partner in strengthening regional set'rr

rity, Russia's concerns should be carefully taken into account irr ;r

way allowing Russia to solve its problems in the interests of r,ll
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Pushing Russia towards unilateralism wourd be not onlv counter-
productive, but potentially dangerous.

lmproving the Russian-Baltic relationship

The existing modus vivendi in Russia's rerations with the Baltic
states is a significant ste,p forward as compared with the tense rela-
tions of the early 1990s.2 Nowadays mutual economic interests cre-
ate a reliable safeguard not only against a military conflict but also
against the introduction of economic sanctions by Russia. This model
is likely to work in the short- and mid-term perspective.

At the same time, it seams that despite the rhetoric, there are no
influential political forces on either side advocating any further and
dynamic improvement of the relations through -.tto.l concessions.
If this is the case, then some negative scenarios of destabilizing
developments cannot be excluded. To stabilize the situation, Russia
and the Baltic states should, mainly bilaterally, try to solve, or at
least make progress, in the solution of three problems.

The improvement of the situation with the Russian-spealcing pop_
ulation in Estonia and especially Latvia is a criticat lr.rrli ir
progress is achieved here, compromises in other areas will quickiy
follow. otherwise, possible positive developments will remain
hostages to the stalemate over citizenship issues.

The Russian approach towards the issue of citizenship in Latvia
and Estonia is that all those who were permanent resid.ents at the
moment when independence was "proclaimed" (official documents use
this word) must have the right to citizenship as well as those who
were born in these countries. In various offrcial documents, Russia
has expressed its concerns connected with the inequality of rights of
the Russian and Russian-speaking popuration regarding citizenship,
state language, and education, and called for elimination of residency
requirements and for reducing the language requirements. All these
measures would facilitate absorption of those loyal to the respective
states, which can be considered one of the aims of Russian policy.

However, until now, this policy has brought no significant results.
since, as was mentioned, economic sanctions rtu otrlikuly, or rather
totally excluded, the prospects for success of the Russian unilateral
course in the Russophone issue should be assessed with a great deal
of scepticism.

It appears also that, despite its officially declared interest in
engaging mechanisms of the uN, the EU, the oscE and the council

of'Europe, Russia does not have much confidence in the abilit,ics, r,r

rnaybe ihe willingness, of international organizations to deal ollrrt'

t.ively with the problem; this is because so far involvement oI'the
international organizations could produce only minor results in mak-

ing Baltic legislation more favourable towards the merely Russian-

splaking population, and in monitoring the general situation'
Therefore, improvement depends predominantly on changes in

l,he Latvian approach and on further liberalization of the Estonian

One. A powerful factor here will be the prospects for joining the EIJ,

alreaclyhighly realistic in the Estonian case and quite realistic in the

Latvian one.
The absence ofRusso-Latvian and Russo-Estonian border treaties

remains an irritating factor, though it is becoming less important in
reality. Thus, Latvia and Estonia have withdrawn territorial claims

and an agreement with Latvia is almost concluded; and further,
there exists a de facto working model which emerged mostly as a

result of Russia's rigid stand on the issue and its unilateral demarca-

tion of the border with Estonia in 1994.

still, it will not be easy to frnd a legal solution, not to mention the

problems of managing ratification on all sides. Russia tends to rely
on the ,,package principle" on the matter of the border with Estonia,

linking this issue and the one about the Russophones'

The task is to convince Russia that, by legally settling the dispute

on the conditions it was putting folward from the very beginning, it
would raise its own international prestige rather than remove obsta-

cles from Estonia's way towards EU and NATO. Otherwise, a vicious

circle can be created when absence of territorial claims will result in
further rapprochement between the Baltic countries and the west,
while Russia, being marginalized in this process, will return to "the

western bias,'type of discussions, thus nrissing or wasting opportuni-
ties for establishing cooperative relations with the Baltic states and

with the Western countries.
The start of an autonomous security dialogue between Russia and

the three Baltic states seems to be necessary. It is possible since 1)

there is a precedent in the form of the Russo-Lithuanian agreement

on military transit and 2) Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia successful-

ly cooperate in the sphere which gives them a well-coordinated posi-

tion towards Russia in this respect.
The main idea with this dialogue should be the introduction of

additional confidence-building measures, and a transition from
threat perception to threat assessment, preferably joint threat
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assessment. In the process of the dialogue the Baltic states would -
hopefully - realize that Russia in the foreseeable future, for both mil-
itary and political reasons, is unable to threaten them militarily.
That could be a breakthrough, since now in the Bartic capitals threat
perception is too often dominated by dark historical experience.

A security dialogue between Russia and the Baltic states could
also open the way to security cooperation within the framework of
multilateral organizations and initiatives, which is especially impor-
tant for the security of the Baltic region.

Further demilitarization of Kaliningrad

It should to be admitted that Russia has done a lot unilaterally in
downsizing its military potential in the Kaliningrad area. Russian
military movement from the enclave exceeds that in the opposite
direction.

However, the space for Russian unilateral measures with regard
to the demilitarization of Kaliningrad is limited, given the following
considerations:

A. The defence role of the Kaliningrad district concerning air- and
sea-surveillance, air defence, and potential missile defence, and the
fact that this is the only fully suitable naval base of the Baltic Fleet;

B. The role of Kaliningrad in the discussion of the whole issue of
arms control in Europe, above all - the flank problem;

c. The uncertainty of the military outcomes of NATO enlarge-
ment (for example, how freedom of transit will be ensured in case
there is "the a second wave") which raise concerns about the defensi-
bility of the area and generate long-term worries about the future of
Kaliningrad as Russian territory.

In this context, it appears that a solution for the Kaliningrad
problem could be found and the level of defence sufficiency deter-
mined rather lowly if several preconditions could be met.

1. without raising the issue of the present borders of Kaliningrad
as part of the Russian Federation (which should be taken for grant-
ed), and outside of the NATO enlargement paradigm, Russia should
be guaranteed free and unhindered land, sea and air transit between
its mainland and its enclave by means of treaties between Russia
and all other interested countries, first of all Finland and Estonia.4
Passage through the territorial waters of these two countries in the
Finnish Gulf may become necessary if probrems emerge with land
transit through Lithuania, in the case of further enlargement of
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:\ \'fO. Procedures for international monitoring o['thrr l,rrtttr;tl r','rtl,l

l,r. lgTeed upon.
2. Negotiations could be started with the agenda of introduci n g n i r v; r I

,r.rns control rneasures, which per se would be a major breakthrough.
il. Russia and Poland, preferably under the auspices of some

,,,rrional forum, or even the OSCE, could hold consultations on confr-

,l,,rrce-building measures aimed at linking a further reduction of
l(rrssian forces in the Kaliningrad district with the non-deployment
,rl everr withdrawal of Polish forces from certain agreed areas.

'Ihe steps proposed are well in line with the general goals of
lirrssian security policy in the Baltic area, discussed below, and could
,.orrtribute significantly to establishing a general climate of confi-
,lt'nce in the region.

A security model for Russia

To ensure that the security model emerging in the Baltic region
will be acceptable for Russia is, of course, a task for its own foreign

lrolicy. However, it seems that making Russia a security partner
,,r,ould be equally beneficial for every country. If Russia's interests
;ril'e not taken into account in these days, the "unpredictability" of
llussia may grow in the mid-term future; and in the long term' exclu-
sion of Russia may push it towards becoming a "rogue" state.

Now Russia's interests with regards to security model in the
Uaitic region seem to be the following.

tr-. Making the Baltic Sea a zone of low military activity. That
w'ould be very stabilizing. There are no reasons why the military
activity of the littoral states should grow. There are no security chal-
ienges in the region to be adequately met this way. Russia contributes
1o achieving this goal and cannot accept with understanding an
increase of NATo-centric activity, if it reaches a considerable level.

2. Ensuring the seorrity of Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia outside
of NATO.5 This is the issue where the position of Russia and that of

the three Baltic states are mutually exclusive since while Russirr

opposes NATO enlargement (but no general European security an:lrr

tecture), the Baltic states consider NATO as the leading EuroPr':rD

security organization, and are afraid that if they show readint':r;; l"
accept security guarantees other than NATO membership, tht'v rr rll

surely never become members. That is why this problem is rtol ''rr'l
able for the bilateral Russian-Baltic format, whereas it coulrl' li'r

eral reasons, be solved in the regional or a wider internatiorl; r l " " '



148

Undoubtedly, there are possibilities for ensuring the security
of the Baltic states through the EU, and especially through WEU
membership. Although obtaining fuil status in these organiza-
tions will clearly take the Baltic states rnany years, presumably
even the associated partnership of today is a sufficient guarantee,
since it cannot be imagined that current WEU mernbers for political
reasons would leave infringements on the security of partner coun-
tries unanswered.

Again, the same conclusion is fully applicable to the Scandinavian
countries and the US. Although hard security guarantees in the form
of alliances are virtually impossible, broadly-interpreted soft security
guarantees (including bilateral defence cooperation) will be a power-
ful factor for the security of the Baltic states. A specifrc precedent of
the kind can be found in US and British security guarantees given to
Ukraine when it decided to go non-nuclear.6

As for NATO, precedents in the form of the Russia-NATO and
Ukraine-NATO agreements, completely different in essence, consti-
tutes examples to follow. An agreement between NATO and the
Baltic states could contain a lot of security guarantees, but not the
formal membership. This would not be ideal from the Russian point
ofview but could be acceptable.

Presumably, the search for analogous security models for the
Baltic countries has been started by Western countries (the RAND
report, the WEU Hanseatic Corps etc.). At the same time, at least in
Estonia there seems to be a shift in favour of a "non-NATO" security
model, should it be a transitional one. Russia apparently is ready to
contribute to this process by providing necessary guarantees, ifthose
can be accepted.

3. New phase of arms control. In addition to the measures pro-
posed in other parts of this paper and highly valuable in themselves,
an evolution of the overall arms control regime should be seriously
considered as necessary, especially in the long run. The adaptation of
the CFE treaty of 1990,/ being an attempt to solve political problems
by technical means, may prove to be insufficient, since it preserves
the shortcomings of the CFE regime, like the limited number of par-
ties. Later on new approaches may be required. In this context, nego-
tiating a CFE-2 treaty for all OSCE member states, free frorn any
legacy of the bloc structure, would be especially beneficial for the
Baltic region in view of the following considerations:

A. Considerably lower ceilings would be an important stability
factor for all countries, including Russia;
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B. A repeal of the flank principle would first and foremost allow
Russia to redeploy forces to the South, thus greatly facilitating the
solution of the Kaliningrad problem. Norway's concerns with the
amount of forces in the Russian North and, probably, Russia's appre-
hensions with regard to an evolution of the Norwegian security
rnodel should be a matter also for the bilateral dialogue; perhaps,
agreement on this issue can be made a precondition for an overall
zrgreement;

C. The Baltic states should join the system of European arms con-
trol. This would give them an equal say in the process, and could at
the same time diminish Russia's possible concerns regarding "the
free ride" the Baltic states might get in an emerging regime of
European conventional arms control.

Taking into account that negotiating such a treaty would take a
long period of time, the countries of the Baltic Sea region could start
negotiations o\ a regional arms control agreement which later could
either become an element of CFE-2 or continue to exist autonomouslv.

Conc lusions

The current security situation in the Baltic Sea region is very
promising. There is no real military threat, I suggest, to any country
within the region. Russia's military capabilities have been reduced,
its policy in the 1990s has demonstrated unwillingness to use force,
or threat of force, in its relations with neighbours. Defence and secu-
rity cooperation among the Baltic states, as well as between them
and Western countries and security organizations, have formed an
important safeguard against any attempts to undermine their inde-
pendence and sovereignty.

However, in the region there is also a risk of destabilizing develop-
ments in the security sphere, primarily connected with the lack of clari-
ty as regards the outcomes of NATO enlargement, and regarding the
Russian response to an expansion ofthe Alliance in case there is a "sec-
ond wave" to include the Baltic states. Another source of instability are
the remaining problems of Russo-Baltic relations in a wider context.

At the same time, the Baltic Sea states have unique opportunities
for the creation of a regional security system. The diversity of the
security models of individual countries, traditions of neutrality, dif-
ferent patterns of cooperation with Russia and important mutual
economic interests may combine to make unnecessary the emergence
of a NATO-centric regional security system or, at least, to mitigate
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the negative consequences of NATO enlargement, but above all to
work out a mechanism of all-inclusive security.

Making Russia a security partner is within reach. To achieve this
goal, Russian interests and apprehensions should be taken seriously
into account. By ensuring the security of the Baltic states in coopera-
tion with the West but outside of NATO, by improving the Russian-
Baltic relations in a cooperative regional context, by defining accept-
able parameters of defence sufficiency in Kaliningrad in an atmos-
phere of non-provocative developments around it, by starting a new
phase of European and regional arms control with a great deal of'
reliance on bilateral and multilateral confidence-building measures,
Russia and other countries of the Baltic region could open a large
window of opportunities. The signifrcance of this could go far beyond
the regional dimension.

Notes

The commander of the Baltic Fleet, Admiral Egorov, pointed out in one
of his interviews that in 1985-1995 the number of servicemen in the
Fleet had been reduced by half, the number of ships by two thirds, naval
aviation by 60 percent. After the withdrawal from the Baltic states, thc
Fleet lost 80 percent of its bases (where 50 percent of the ships and all
the submarines used to be based), 30 percent of the airfields (bases for
up to 25 percent of the Fleet's air force), 80 percent of the system for
shore surveillance, 64 percent of the ship-repairing and ship-building
facilities. Mezhdunarodnaya Zhizn, no. 6 (1995), p. 19.

Evidence ofthat can be i. a. found in significant changes in the language
of Russian political declarations concerning the Baltic states during
1997. During his visit to Helsinki in March 1997 Russian President B.
Yeltsin said that Russia should show good will to establish contacts with
the Baltic states, to improve relations, not just to express compiaints
with regard to the treatment of the Russophones. Quoted in
Nezavisinaya Gazeta, 25 March 1997. Even on the issue of the Baltic
membership in NATO, Russian Vice-Prime Minister V.Serov, represent-
ing Russia at the Madrid summit of the Alliance, pointed out that Russia
would do everybhing it could to create a climate of confidence in relations
with the Baltic states in order to make a new wave of enlargement not
necessary. Segodnya, 11 July 1997. These and similar statements are in
deep contrast with those about "sanctions," "inadmissibility" etc., which
could be heard earlier.
This chapter does not intend to analyze the problem itseif which is
redundant due to large amount of literature. (See, for ex., Stamers, G.,
"The Ethnic Issue in Baltic-Russian Relations," eds. LejiqS, A. and
Bleiere, D., The Baltic states: Search for Security (Riga, 1996),

pp. 186 198; Stranga, A., "Baitic-Russi_an Relations: 1995 - Reginning of
1997," cds. Leji4s, A. and Ozoli4a, 2., Small States in a T'urbulent
Environment: the BaLtic Perspective {Riga, 1997) pp.2A2-207). What is
important to emphasize here is that neither: side doubts that there rs a
problem, although the interpretations dif{'er.

On this particuiar issue see Wellrnan, Ch., "Kalinigradsky auklav na
pereputye" (Kaliningrad enclavc at t,he Cross-roads), Kalinigradskaya
c.tblast - segodnya, zav(,r'a. Occersional p:ipers o1' l,he Moscow Carnegie
f't'nlrc. no. 5. pp. 50'8'l
Thc issue of potential Baltic mernbcrship in NA'I'O has a1.l.racted a much
larger public zrttention in Ilussia as cornparcd with any ot,her singlct
issue of'thc Ii,ussian-Baltic relations. Secr for ex., Maslov, I., "Raltiyskv
:rspekt rasshirenia NATO" (The }laltic Aspect o{ NATO Ilnlargcment),
Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 16 Apr. 1997 zrnd Kuchinskaya, M., "Ochercd v
NATO" (The Line to Join NA1'O), Nezavisimoya Voennoe Obozrertie,
no. 12 (1997). On the official levcl Russia expressed satislacl.ion wilh
thc fact t,hal al the Madrid summit the Ballic states had not beerr invit-
ed to NATO and that the problcm had been postponed at icast {br a two-
ycar period.
The diffcrence is thzrl, the Ilaltic states trre not willir-rg to accept such
sccurity guarantees fiom Russiar as Ukrairrc did in 1994. On the othcr
hand, this could establish an outstanding precedent for including Russra
into thc rncchanism ofregional sccurity cooperation.
For thc Ilussian official approach to the issue see the article of Rear-
Admiral V. Kuznetsov, Head of the Department of International Treaties
at the Directorate for International Military Cooperation, Russian
Def'cncc Minisl,ry: Kuznetsov, V., "Trudnye resheniya" (Hard Decisions),
Nezavisimoye Voennoe Obozrenie, no. 24 (1997).

l
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NO LOVE IS LOST - RUSSIA'S RELATIONS
WITH THE BALTIC STATES

lngmar Oldberg

lntroduction

f) ussian-Baltic relations are vital not only to the security of both
J\sides but also to the neighbours around the Baltic Sea and in all
Europe. Tension obviously hampers cooperation and economic
growth, whereas relaxation promotes such developments. Since the
dissolution of the Soviet Union, Russia's relations with the reborn
Baltic states have * on the whole * slowly been normalized. A major
event was the withdrawal of Russian troops from Lithuania in 1993
and (with small exceptions) a year later from Estonia and Latvia,
where they had been the main security concern until then. There-
after several bilateral agreements in different fields were signed with
Russia, and the exchange of official visits grew.

However, problems still remain due to divergent interests and
goals. Since Russia is by far the biggest and most important actor in
comparison with the Baltic states, this country deserves most atten-
tion here.

Russia's interests with regard to her srnall western neighbours
must be seen against the backdrop of her general foreign poli-
cy. Judging from recent statements by President Yeltsin and his
Foreign Minister since 1996, Yevgeny Primakov, Russia's main goals
at present are: firstly, to have a multipolar world, which is not do-
minated by one power centre (read the United States) and in
which Russia plays an important role; secondly, to strengthen
her sphere of influence in the whole ex-Soviet space, promote inte-
gration there and keep other powers out of it.l The Baltic states fall
into this zone.

However, different from all other ex-Soviet republics, they are not
members of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) and are
not considered to belong to the so-called "near abroad" as distinct
frorn the "distant abroad." On the other hand, nor are they ascribed
the same status as Finland or Central European states like Poland.2
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'llhe Baltic states are thus placed in a grey zone between the CIS antl
Fiurope, two areas of strategic concern for Russia.

This circumstance serves fo explain why rnany analysts and
politicians in both Russia and abroad frnd Russia's policy vis-d-vis
t.he Baltic states inconsistent and cali for a long-term conception.S
.A,pparently to remedy this problem, President Yeltsin's press service
in February 1997 issued what was called "new long-term policy
.luidelines," listing the following steps, by order of priority, to achieve
friendly relations with the Baltic states:

1. Establishment of national security by preventing the Baltic
sl,ates frorr joining NATO;

2. Protection of [Russian] compatriots'rights in the Baltic states;
3. Development of economic ties;
4. Legalization of Russian borders with the Baltic states;
5. Liquidation of criminal threats from Baltic territory;
6. Developmerrt of cultural and information exchange.a
Dropping the last two items, I will address these issues one by

one, analysing the arguments for the Russian standpoint, the means
Lhat are applied or recommended to achieve the ends, and also the
problems and restrictions which the Russians identify. This means
1,hat also the views and measures of the Baltic states will be
expounded. The questions are intertwined and overlapping. An effort
will be made to present both the official Russian standpoints and
various views among the opposition and the researchers.

Keeping the Balts outside NATO

Russian stonewalling

The Baltic states first strove for a neutral status as a means to
achieve independence from the crumbling Soviet Union. When that
goal was reached, they more and more sought to bolster their securi-
ty by becoming members of NATO and other Western security orga-
nizations. Lithuania taking the lead in January 1994, they offrcially
asked for membership, as NATO geared up to a decision on admit-
ting new members in Eastern Europe in JuIy 1997.

If Russia since 1993 strongly opposed NATO's eastern "expansion"
through the inclusion of ex-members of the defunct Warsaw Pact like
Poland,S she even more vehemently opposed the ex-Soviet Baltic
states joining NATO. According to the February 1997 Guidelines, this
would become a "serious barrier between them and Russia and have a
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most negative impact" on long-terrn cooperation in the region' and
therefore the preservation of their non-bloc status was recommended.

Besides that NATO was perceived to encroach on traditional
Russian territory, which obviously hurt the national pride and pres-

tige, this opposition mainly stemmed from the perception that NATO
still was a military threat to Russia. The official Military Doctrine of
1993, which has not been replaced yet, mentioned the extension of'

military blocks "to the detrirnent of the military security interests of
the Russian Federation" atnong the sources of external war danger'
The increase of military forces at the Russian borders to levels upset-
ting the balance, preparing them for attack on Russia, attacking
objects at the Russian borders and restricting the functions of
Russian strategic warning systems (like in Skrunda, Latvia until
1998), and moving foreign troops to neighbouring states * all bhese

cases were said to be direct military threats to Russia.o 'fhis has a

direct bearing on Baltic NATO membership and resembles the
Russian arguments against NATO's eastern enlargement in general.

The Russian media closely monitored Baltic relations with NATO,
especially the military contacts. Inter-Baltic military cooperation like
the BALTBAT and the BALTRON units, weapons acquisitions in the
West, and Partnership for Peace exercises - like the one in Estorua
in July 1997 - were (largely correctly) seen as preparations for
NATO membership.T

Russian military experts claimed that NATO might place a mobile
force and a big fleet in the Baltic states.u Communist Party leader
Zyuganov concluded that the Founding Act agreement with NATO
did not give any guarantees against the deployment of nuclear
weapons or NATO troops near Russia. The placing of tactical air
forces from the USA and its allies in Poland and then in the Baltics
would make the European part of Russia totally defenceless, and the
fate of the Bosnian Serbs would be repeated.g This attitude was
spread across the political spectrum. Not only Anton Surikov, a

researcher at an obscure defence research institute and popular in
national-patriotic circles, but even the sober-minded economist and
Izvestiya editor Otto Latsis compared Baltic NATO membership with
the placing of Soviet nuclear missiles in Cuba in 1962.10

Special concern was felt for the plight of the Russian enclave
Kaliningrad, which would be encircled by NATO if both Poland and
Lithuania became members. Thus Russian Security Council secre-
tary Ivan Rybkin, while visiting Kaliningrad in May 1997, assured
that it would never become NATO territory. It would be impermissi-

ble to allow NATO superiority in the region and restrictions on the
activities of the Russian Baltic Fleet, he said.11

In order to preclude Baltic NATO membership, Russia staged a
diplomatic offensive vis-d-vis NATO, particularly the USA, not to
accept them and even to get a guarantee againstit.l2 Yeltsin threat-
ened to reconsider relations with NATO and not to sign the Founding
Act that was being negotiated in the spring of 1997.13 In the end
Russia sigaed it, but instead her leaders threatened to tear it up, if
the Baltic states became members later.14 The Baltic states were not
admitted at NATO's Madrid summit in July, but Prime Minister
Chernomyrdin was "alerted" by the fact that they were mentioned in
the context of future enlargement.

Other Russian devices to prevent Baltic NATO membership were
the constant talk of "discrimination" of the Russian-speakers in
Estonia and Latvia and the sudden refusal in late 1996 to sign bor-
der agreements. The resolution of ethnic and territorial conflicts are
conditions for prospective members of NATO.15 Further, many
threats were made to impose economic sanctions.(More on these
moves in the following.)

There have been more ominous threats as well. On the official
side, Deputy Foreign Minister Krylov in September 1995 warned of
both political, economic and military steps like increasing forces at
the borders, "which may cause various incidents." This was accompa-
nied by large-scale military manoeuvres along the north-western bor-
der.16 Especially Russian officers, communists and extreme national-
ists have threatened with military measures and to reinforce Kali-
ningrad. The notorious Liberal Democratic Party leader Zhirinovsky
once told an Estonian newspaper that he accepted that Estonia
joined NATO but warned that it would then be a territory, where
NATO troops would frght Russian partisans.l? Most extreme is the
above-mentioned Surikov, who has suggested that Russia should
attack the Baltic states, if they joined NATO.18 He could not exclude
the use of "pre-emptive force against militarized nationalist units" on
ex-Soviet territory and advocated the creation of special mobile forces
armed with tactical nuclear weapons.19

Russian concessions

This stiff Russian opposition to Baltic NATO membership has,
however, been modifred by concessions and compromises. There is a
disparity between words and deeds, so that many threats have proved
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empty.zO For instance, the erection of a "serious barrier" between the
Baltic states and Russia, which the February Guidelines cautioned
about if the Balts joined NATO, is probably welcomed by most Balts.

Actually there seems to exist a growing realization in the ruling
circles and the intellectual elite in Russia that threats and repri-
sals can be counterproductive and reinforce the Baltic desire to join
NATO. Thus Russia signed the Founding Act with NATO even
though it did not preclude NATO enlargement, but rather facilita-
ted it. Yeltsin's academic Council for Foreign and Security Poli-
cy rejected reprisals and threats, underlined the strategic need of
good relations with the West and advised an active rapprochement
to the Baltic states disregarding unpleasant symptoms of "child dis-
ease" in them. The Council instead recommended Russia to sup-
port the resistance within NATO against eastern extension.2l
Following this cue, officials have pointed out that admitting
the Baltic states would be an economic burden on NATO members.22
Others argue that Baltic NATO membership is a risk to NATO it-
self, because if the states were attacked, they could only be defended
with nuclea. *eapons.23

Offrcially, the Russian leaders reject the use of force against the
Baltic states and now call for a dialogue with them. Foreign Minister
Primakov in May 1997 declared that Russia had no intention to
threaten or occupy the Baltic states, which had a right to security
guarantees "with or without Russia, quite as they prefer." There
would be no repetition of Czechoslovakia 1968, he said. Alluding to
1940, Yeltsin similarly declared willingness to guarantee the security
of the Baltic states in order to dispel fears that Russia would repeat
the injustice which Russia did to them some decades ago.24

Thus Russia has repeatedly offered non-aggression pacts and
security agreements to the Baltic states - either to each or all togeth-
e..25 Itt September 1997 Prime Minister Chernomyrdin spelled out
this idea by proposing confrdence-building measures such as a mili-
tary "hot line" between Kaliningrad and the Baltic states for air and
sea security, advance information on military exercises (including
units out-of area), exchange of naval visits, no-exercise areas in the
Baltic Sea, a common air surveillance over the Baltic Sea area
(including Poland, Finland and Scandinavia).26 However, the Baltic
states rejected all these proposals, partly because such pacts had
been concluded before 1940 but were not honoured, partly because
they preferred to be involved with Western states.

Another alternative to Baltic NATO membership, floated by
Russia, was security guarantees together with NATO.27 A rather sin-
ister interpretation of this, which was advanced by a researcher, was
i,he idea of creating a triangular NATO-Russia-Baltics military coop-
cration, which could lead not only to common peacekeeping and anti-
l.er-rorist forces, but also to common use of Baltic naval bases, etc.28

Furthermore, Russia did not object to the wish of the Baltic states
to join the European Union or other European organizations. The
lroreign Minister in July 1997 even accepted security guarantees only
fiom the West - that is if it did not amount to NATO membership.29

Another alternative to Baltic NATO membership was to promote
collective security. The main Russian idea is an all-European securi-
Ly system, based on the OSCE, in which Russia would have a veto
power, or a European security charter. If NATO would be the basis of
;r European security system, the influential foreign policy expert
Aleksey Pushkov concluded that it first would have to undergo seri-
ous changes and Russia become a virtual member. In that case
Russia would more calmly regard NATO membership for states at
her borders, he wrote.30

Regional solutions are also proposed. Yeltsin's security advisor
Yury Baturin in April 1996 dusted off the old Soviet idea of a
nuclear-free zone from the Baltics to the Black Sea, guaranteed by
troth NATO and Russia - with a reference to Olof Palme.31 This idea
was then picked up by the Belarussian President Lukashenka and
cndorsed by Yeltsin.

In October 1997, when Lithuanian President Brazauskas visited
him, Yeltsin proposed either unilateral guarantees, internatio-
nal agreements with each or all Baltic states, multilateral agree-
rlents with major Western states, or a regional security zone, includ-
ing the Nordic states.32 The last point, apparently including neutral
Sweden and Finland, was an innovation, which did not win favour
with the latter. The Balts did not accept these alternatives to NATO
rnembership either.

Russia also favours cooperation around the Baltic, e.g. in the
(louncil of Baltic Sea States.S3 Non-allied Sweden and Finland are
held up as models for the Baltic states, and Baltic cooperation with
Lhem is seen as preferable to NATO involvement. Yeltsin's decision
l,o pay an official visit Sweden in December 1997 for the first time
should be seen as a step to promote this idea.

The independent Russian defence expert Dmitry Trenin could
('ven accept Scandinavian-Baltic ties in the military field, and
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thought that regional ties around the Baltic were the best chance for
Russia herself to integrate with the European Union.

Trenin further regretted that Russia had not yet found the cor-
rect tone in her relations with small neighbours, neglecting the
"traumas" they had from the times of the Russian and Soviet
empires.34 Other liberal writers have stressed that if Russia cea-
sed to oppose NATO enlargement so strongly and to see it as a poten-
tial enemy, the wish for enlargement would abate.35 That is the crux
of the matter.

Thus Russia has consistently resisted Baltic NATO membership
and clearly intends to do so also in the future. But gradually the rul-
ing elite has made concessions and compromises and begun to view
other, less far-reaching Baltic agreements with the West in a more
benevolent way. The fact that the Baltic states were not invited to
become NATO members along with Poland, Czechia and Hungary in
the frrst wave of extension may tre interpreted as a Russian success
and an opportunity for Russia to put more pressure so as to avoid the
Baltics being considered for a second wave. But it can also give rise
to relief and relaxation in Russia, facilitating the solution of other,
less dramatic problems. To these we must now turn.

Supporti ng Russian "compatriots"

Criticism and demands

The situation of the Russians in Estonia and Latvia36 is . pttu-
mount domestic problem in these states, which has been much
exploited by Russia ever since they were re-established - as just
mentioned - partly as a way to keep the states out of NATO.3? in
connection with the upsurge of nationalism, the cause of the "compa-
triots" (as they were often called) was frrst marshalled by Russian
nationalists and Communists turned nationalists, but also offrcials
and liberal groups climbed the bandwagon. The Western-oriented
Foreign Minister Kozyrev, at a UN conference in February 1992,
gave the question ofRussians abroad a very high priority, and so did
President Yeltsin in his speech to the Federal Assembly in March
199?, where he singled out Estonia and Latvia for special criticism.38
Yeltsin has talked of "ethnic cleansing" there and Kozyrev warned o{'

a new Yugoslavia.39 E.r"t the above-mentioned academic Council for
Foreign Policy would "of course" never ignore violations of human
rights in the Baltic states.40
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Specifically, Russia criticized the Estonian and Latvian laws,
which granted citizenship only to citizens (residents) of the pre-
war states and their descendants, for discriminating hundreds of
thousands of people, mainly Russians, making up one third of
the populations, who were born or had lived there for a long time.4l
The Baltic argument that Russians through immigration were
about to become majorities was discarded by stating that individuals
who came there in Soviet times could not be blamed for the demo-
graphic changes.

Russia instead wanted the so-called "zer:o-option," i.e. citizenship
for all residents, which was accepted in all ex-Soviet republics,
including Lithuania, and also the possibility of double citizenship.
Estonia and Latvia were also accused of violating agreements with
Russia of January 1991, which guaranteed the right to keep or
choose citizenship, even though the Russian parliament had not rati-
fied them. Other common arguments were that the Baltic govern-
ments yielded to the nationalist radicals and helped the nationalists
in Russia at the expense of the democrats.

The laws on acquiring citizenship through naturalization were
lambasted, because the language requirements were set too high.43
The states did not provide language education as promised, especial-
ly in Russian-dominated parts, and there was a lack of books, teach-
ers etc. Private language education became a lucrative business"44
Faults were also found with l-atvia's original requirement of fifteen
years residence, then the proposal of extremely low quotas every
year, and the final decision in 1994 on gradual naturalization by age-
groups. This all made the process very slow and spurred people to
choose Russian citizenship instead.45

It was further observed that Russian non-citizens in Estonia could
not participate in parliamentary or preiridential elections, have high
posts in the administration or judiciary, have military or police posts,
or own land. In Latvia, 68 differences in rights between citizens and
non-citizens were identifi ed.46

Related points of criticism were the introduction of grey aliens
passports for non-citizens in Estonia, which allegedly were not recog-
nized in the world, the need to apply for time-limited residence per-
mits, which was necessary for acquiring any passport and without
which one could easily be deported, as well as the long delays in get-
ting both. The abolition of internal Soviet passports (allegedly)
deprived many people of rights such as to get unemployment grants,
to get language tuition, to invite foreign relatives, and cross borders.
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The latter especially affected the many Russians in the eastern parts
involved in trade with Russia.4?

Claiming that actually Russian was spoken by more people (also
Balts and others), and that the Balts aimed at creating mono-Linguis-
tic states, the Russians criticized that Estonian and Latvian beca-
rne the only state languages rnandatory in administration and bu-
siness, and that the use of Russian was penalized.4S Secondary
schools and gymnasia were also obliged to go over from Russian to
Estonian{,atvian as the ianguage of instruction.49 National minori-
ties enjoyed cultural autonomy only if they were citizens. The resti-
tution of the Estonian Orthodox church with its property from the
jurisdiction of the Patriarch in Moscow to Constantinople evoked
sharp protests even from Russia's leadership.50

The aforementioned presidential Guidelines of February 1997
summarized the Russian demands as follows: Citizenship to all
Russian-speaking permanent resjdents at the time of the declaration
of sovereignty in Estonia and Latvia, the strear-nlining of naturaliza-
tion processes, citizenship on the strength of birth, the right to fami-
ly reunion, the end of oppression of the Orthodox congregation in
Estonia.Dr As a way to solve ther ethnic problems, Russia proposed
joint working groups, but the Balts declined this as interference in
lnternal afiaIrs.""

But the Balts feared that Russia also has more far-reaching goals
for her "compatriots." This fear was fomented by Yeitsin's human
rights advisor Nikolay Monakhov, who at a visit to Tallinn stated
that Russians in compact settlements in Estonia "have the right to
self-determination and eventual statehood."53 Such settlemenis are
to be found not only in north-eastern Estonia and eastern Latvia but
also in the capitatrs and other big towns. The Russians in Narva and
other Russian-dorninated places have demanded autonomy since
Estonia became independent.

Monakhov's idea rerninded a little of Zhirinovsky, who after his
party won the Decemk'er 1993 elections went so far as to say that
Estonia should be included in Russia "because there are Russi-
ans there," and Latvia too, since "over half the population is Rus-
sian.," whereas a smaller Lithuania could be maintained. Like-wise,
Communist Party leader Gennadiy Zyuganov in 1996, after his party
became the biggest in the Duma eiection of December 1995, threat-
ened Estonia with the secession of the Russian-speaking Narva
regron via a referendum.54

Pressure from Russia

Both the national-patriotic opposition and official institutions
have taken a row of measures to achieve their aims. one is to
strengthen ties with the Russians in Estonia and Latvia. The
Communist "Spiritual Heritage" foundation has chapters in the
Baltic states. The nationalist party congress of Russian commu-
nities (KRo), where the popular General Alexander Lebed was frg-
urehead in the election campaign of 1995, was most active in Estonia
and included leading Russians there.55

The State Duma created a council of compatriots from Abroad,
and offrcial organs and action plans were worked out. For instance,
the Foreign Ministry in February rgg4 outlined a programme of
measures, including radio stations, help to Russian enterprise, and
evacuation plans (!).cb A governmental proglamme of May 1996 set
out to preserve the cultural independence (samobytnosf) and mani-
fold ties with Russia of the diaspo-ras by offering financial aid, advice
and monitoring of their situation.5T

In February 1997 a decision was taken that emigration from the
cIS and the Baltic states should not be facilitated and that the com-
patriots should stay as bearers of Russian influence in their coun-
tries and even promote the idea of territorial autonomy.S8 Another
obvious reason for this decision is that Russia due to her economic
crisis has little resources to receive more emigrants.

At the same time Russia helped all former soviet citizens to become
citizens of Russia and get Russian passports. The Russian embassy in
Taliinn for example took care of this and sent out officials to other
towns to facilitate the process. In 199? Russia refused to recognize
Latvian non-citizens passports, apparently to pressure the Russians to
take Russian citizenship.S9 A" a result, more Baltic Russians have
become citizens in Russia than in Estonia and Latvia, and Estonia has
more people with Russian citizenship than any state except Russia.60
A minority of these Russians participated in the Duma elections and
mostly voted for nationalist and communist parties, though Russia
complained that Estonia obstructed these elections.6l

Just as in the NATO question, Russian poriticians further tried to
influence the Estonian and Latvian authorities by threats and link-
ages in other frelds. Zhirinovsky rejected the use of military force to
protect the Russians in Estonia, but recommended an economic
blockade, if the Russians in Estonia did not get the right to vote.62
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Economic thr"eats have often come from the Durna and the adrninis-
tration (more on this later). In January 1997 Foreign Minister
Primakov both threatened with economic sanctions and spoke out
against signing a border treaty with Estonia as measures against the
discrimination of the Russians. The liberal Nezavisimaya gazeta
found this step very useful both for the compatriots and Russia's
prestige and did not expect the West to support the Estonians
because of their weak arguments.63

Offrcial Russia has often also resorted to military pressure. In June
1993, when the Estonia alien's law was taken, Yeltsin reminded of
"geopolitical realities" and threatened with "all necessary steps."
Troops were moved at the border, and the pullout of troops was
stopped in both Estonia and Latvia.64 The official military doctrine of
November 1993 ranged suppression of citizens of Russia in other
states among the sources of war danger. Even ex-Foreign Minister
Kozyrev in April 1995 blamed Estonia and Latvia and said that all
methods including force could be used to protect compatriots abroad.65

The presence of Russian troops in Estonia and Latvia (until
September 1994) was also used for pressure. Russia demanded not
only citizenship for military pensioners (which was partly granted)
but also for all "Russian-speaking" residents as a condition for with-
d.rawal.66 The head of the Russian negotiations with Latvia still
thinks the presence of Russian troops helped restraining the
Latvians, claiming that no protection of the compatriots has been
possible after that.67

Further, ever since 1992 Russia tried to influence the Balts indi-
rectly by appealing to the West and international organizations, charg-
ing them of violating human rights. Foreign Ministry offrcial Valery
Loshchinin, for one, refer:red to the UN Declaration, according to which
everybody has a right to citizenship, and nobody may be deprived of it.
The presidential Guidelines assured that the enumerated demands
rested on European human rights standards and were no interference
in Baltic internal affairs. Russia was interested in the widest possible
use of the cooperation mechanisms of the fIN, EU; OSCE, and CBSS
(Council of Baltic Sea States) to solve existing problems.

Indeed, many Western and international delegations visited
Estonia and Latvia. The OSCE established missions to monitor
human rights in Estonia and Latvia, and the CBSS decided to insti-
tute a minority rights ombudsman. Language instruction centres for
Russians were supported by Western states like the USA, Sweden
and Finland. Criticism was directed at Estonia and Latvia, which
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was quoted with relish in Russia.68 Lut ria and Estonia have bccrr
told that a widening of the "naturalization window" may become a

condition for EU membership.69 Russia helped keep Latvia out of the
Council of Europe until early 1995.

Restraining factors

This picture ofharsh critique and constant pressure in the question
of the Baltic Russians, however, has to be juxtaposed with an analysis
of the counterwailing factors" Just as with regard to the NATO ques-

tion, threats and linkage tactics can be counterproductive for Russia.
Thus, Latvia in 1994 with Western backing argued that the withdraw-
al of the Russian troops was a condition for improving the lot of the
Russian-speaking inhabitants, and Russia eventually had to give in.70

Support from Russia for (often extreme) compatriots can also
impair the situation for those Baltic Russians, who are already inte-
grated into society or are in the process of being so. For example,
Nikolay Maspanov, head of the "Russian Party" in Estonia and mem-
ber of parliament, is quoted saying that economic sanctions like high-
er customs tariffs would only hurt small and medium-scale trade,
r,vhich most of the Russian-speaking inhabitants are engaged in.71
As a sign of such realization on the top level, Russia's Deputy Prime
Minister Valeriy Serov softened Prirnakov's threat of sanctions
against Estonia in January 1997 by explaining that Russia very
rarely resorts to sanctions in the hope that her partners would use
only civilized methods. Remarking that sanctions would hurt "ordi-
nary people" the (Communist) Duma speaker Seleznev also pref'erred
negotiations to solve the ethnic issue.72

Another problem is that of economic r:esources, which as mentioned
are very scarce in Russia. Russian and rrther observers note that in
practice very little money and effort is spent on supporting the compa-
triots in the Baltics.T3 Two random examples from the Moscow press:
the Russian embassy in Tallinn has no department for work with the
compatriots yet and is criticized for slow processing of documents.T4
The Russian schools in Estonia do not get books from a publishing
house in Russia, even though the state has paid for them long ago, so

Estonia has had to produce new ones translated from Estonian.T5
Thus the Russian complaints of insufficient Baltic funding are hollow.

Despite all talk of "discrimination" in Estonia and Latvia, offrcials
in Russia were aware that the living conditions and prospects of the

L
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Russians were better there than Russia, and noted that the nutttlrell
of Russians leaving Estonia and Latvia are infinitely lower l,lrea

those leaving, for instance, the less democratic and stable Caut:irxtnn
and Central Asian states.76 As noted above, Russia did not ittlvlt'l
the Baltic Russians to go home and has endorsed their wish t,o gct

citizenship in the Baltic states.77 In fact, the Russian governmcttl'l
programme on supporting compatriots abroad aims first of rrll trl
facilitating their voluntary integration into the new states, wlrrll
(pri) preseiving their culture and ties with Russia.78

Sbill, the liberal economist Otto Latsis has suggested that ltrre'
sia - just like Britain when her empire crumbled - should help l.lroxe

who want to move to Russia, which would alleviate her serious dtrrrrrr

graphic problems (with sinking population figures) and be the lx'nt
*uv to make the Balts take positive steps.?g

Nor was the Russian human rights campaign in the West irnv
clear success. The Baltic states could retort that under internatiortttl
law, they were not obliged to give citizenship to occupants, which t,lte

Russians, especially the military, indisputably were in Soviet timor,
Further, Estonia and Latvia themselves referred their laws l.rr

European organs for review and made modifrcations according to l,lrrr
criticism. Both states were after all admitted into the Council ol'

Europe before Russia. Russian officials soon started to accuse tltrr
West of using double standards with relation to the Baltic Russianx,
and of giving preference to its geopolitical interest in the region.80

The independent analyst Dmitry Trenin, on the other hand, con

cluded that the demand of citizenship for all Baltic Russians is hard-
ly realistic and that the possibilities for softening the immigrant leg"

islation are practically non-existent. The sources of international
pressure were also exhausted. Therefore he recommended Russia ttr

move from general political accusations to presenting individual, but
typical cases of law violations before courts so as to limit bureaucrat-
ic arbitrariness.8l This is already being done to some extent.

Actually, the citizenship laws are rather liberal at least in com-
parison with some West European states, for example Germany.
Foreign ministry offrcial Loshchinin admitted that the Estonian and
Latvian laws correspond to international standards at least when
applied to persons from other countries.S2 Thus, Estonia allowed
non-citizens to vote in local elections after frve years'residence. In
1993 the Russian parties in fact won a majority in Russian-dominat-
ed parts, and almost half the seats in Tallinn were taken by Rus-
sians, since many Estonians abstained from voting. President Meri
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,u;sembled a Roundtable of non-citizens, and an Assembly repre-
:r.nting the Russians was registered and promised a say on draf-
trrrg laws affecting them. In Latvia, a similar Union of Non-Citizens
wrrs formed.

Further, the citizenship laws were not "ethnic" per se: about
100 000 Russians became citizens in Estonia since they or their
;rncestors had been citizens in 1940, and at least 300 000 Russians
:rnd other non-Letts became citizens in Latvia on the same ground.
'l'hus ethnic Russians do participate in the political life, sit in parlia-
rrrent, and have their own political parties. Also other immigrated
ltroups like Ukrainians, and even ethnic Balts, have difficulties in
llctting citizenship.

Concerning naturalization, Estonia made some exceptions for old
people and children with regard to language requirements, and Latvia
shortened the residence requirement from frfteen to five years. In
l,atvia, only a fraction of those few eligible to apply for citizenship
rrctually did, citing reasons as lack of language skills, fear of military
service, wish for easy travel to Russia. In 1994, both Latvia and
llstonia granted residence permits to thousands of retired military per-
sonnel. Ethnic Russians are even allowed to remain in the police force,
and in Russian-dominated parts the Russian language is still often
spoken also in semi-offrcial circumstances. There are still Russian
.r"*rpup"r", radio and TV prograrnmes in Estonia and Latvia. Etc.83

Concerning the "Estonianization" of Russian schools, the press in
Russia noted that at least the deadline was postponed flom the year
2000 to 2007. The process was gradual depending on the number of
Russian pupils and available financial resources. Primary schools were
not yet affected, and every national group was free to open private
schools. Indeed, smaller national groups tended to choose either
Estonian or Russian instead of their own languages. State colleges have
even started new groups with instruction in Russian. In Southeast
Latvia, many Latvian children still attend Russian-spoken schools, the
only schools in many places.84 In Russia, however - the Russian press
had to admit - hundreds of thousands of Balts scattered all over Russia
since Soviet times have no national schools, newspapers etc.85

Finally, it should be noted that also the Russians have to bear
some blame for their problems and the Baltic distrust against them.
As observed by Peeter Volkonskiy, a poet apparently of mixed
Estonian-Russian origin, a big people like the Russian cannot under-
stand a small people's fear of extinction, as the Balts did at the end
of the Soviet period, and their wish to restore an ethnic balance.S6 In
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tions for Kaliningrad.9z When he was in Vilnius, Prime Minister
Chernomyrdin proposed trilateral investment activities by compa-
nies and banks from Russia, Baltic Sea states and the European
Union for the development of the energy sector, ports, projects in
modern technology, and the banking sector. The former chief negotia-
tor Zotov suggested that Russia could offer not solely guaranteed
orders for Latvian agricultural products but also preferential deliver-
ies of tractors, fertilizers and automobiles.9S

Appreciating the coincidence of economic reforms in Russia and
the Baltics, Minister of Foreign Trade Oleg Davydov in 1996 noted
that Russia remained the main trading partner of the Baltic states,
accounting for about 30 percent oftheir total turnover, whereas their
share of Russian foreign trade was 2.7 percent Russia still was the
main partner of Latvia and Lithuania.94 Since 1994 the mutual
trade had grown. Russia covered from 50 to 100 percent of the Baltic
need of fuel, electric energy, metals, chemicals, wood, spare parts
and special production lines,gs whereas the Baltic states exported for
example engines, foodstuff and computer technology to Russia.
Thanks to their geog.raphic location and developed transport system
(ports, railways, roads, pipelines), they played an important role in
transiting Russian export to Western Europe, something which gave
them a large part of their currency income. With regard to Lithua-
nia, Russia was specifically interested in stable supply for the
Kaliningrad region, Davydov explained.96

Indeed, as Russia shifted export flom the CIS to the West in order to
earn hard currency at world market prices, oil export became her most
important budget income, and transit through the Baltics grew,
Ventspils accounting for 30 percent of the total.97 Russian energy giants
like Gazprom, Lukoil and Yukos also became more active in the Baltics,
providing oil for the Lithuanian refinery at MaZeikiai, opening filling
stations in Latvia and Lithuania, and engaging in the ports. Russian
export through Klaipeda expanded at the expense of Kaliningrad.gS Big
Moscow banks established themselves in the Baltics, often linling up
with local Russians there, sometimes in business of shady character.
Also regions and republics in the Russian Federation signed agreements
with the Baltic states.99 The Baltic governments and businei" "o--rr-nities (Balts and Russians) thus are interested in trade with Russia, too.
Estonia was the first to take away customs barriers for Russian transit
export and, the Tallinn port was expanded.lO0 Indeed, such economic
interdependence or mutual profit and vulnerability is quite natural
among neighbouring market economies.

1991 they found it to hard to accept that they had suddenly become a
minority in a small state instead of being a majority in a vast coun-
try. Russians further found it perfectly natural for others to learn
their great language and were reluctant to learn the small Baltic lan-
guages and to adapt to their culture.8T Indeed, besides being occu-
pied by a foreign army for fifty years, all Balts were forced to learn
Russian and were discriminated against as regards jobs, flats,
schools, while the Russians were privileged. The solution to this
problem now as suggested by Volkonskiy could be integration of
Estonia into Europe, since not only the Estonians but also a consider-
able part of the Russians has a European orientation.SS

Unfortunately, the awareness of these mental problems are not
widespread in Russia, not even in the ruling circles. True, there are
some signs of a more flexible and practical Russian approach to the
question of compatriots in the Baltics besides those already cited. In
spite of all problems, Andrey Fedorov, a member of Yeltsin's foreign
policy council, has proposed regular summit meetings with the Baltic
states like those with Finland, for example, and that a differentiated
approach should be adopted to each of them.89 Maybe Prime
Minister Chernomyrdin's participation in a meeting of Central and
East European states in Vilnius in August 1997 should be seen as a
step in the same direction. At this meeting, President Meri praised
Chernomyrdin for being so well informed and gave up his resistance
to setting up a commission with Russia to discuss, among other
things, the ethnic question.g0 The row over Orthodox church proper-
ty in Estonia also seems to be coming to a close.91

On balance, however, the ethnic relations in Estonia and Latvia
remain a big and very real problem which politicians in Russia will
long be tempted to exploit both for internal reasons and as a means
to keep the Balts out of NATO. The Balts are bound to remain
extremely wary of this combined internal and external threat to their
newly regained independence from the former occupant.

Developing economic relations

Business as usual

As the third most important goal in Russian policy toward the
Baltic states, the presidential Guidelines mentioned the development
of economic ties on the basis of mutual profrtability, and advocated
strengthened border area ties and more favourable transport condi-
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Russian pressure and its consequences

There are, however, several problems hampering mutually benefi-
cial economic relations. A major problem is the widespread belief in
Russia that Baltic economic dependence on Russia could be used for
political ends. As noted above, nationalists and Communists in the
Duma were particularly inclined to such thinking. Zhirinovsky
thought that without Russia's sources of energy and infrastructure,
Estonia would be annihilated as a state, so therefore Russia would
never use force. The Estonians would soon come begging to join
Russia. Alternatively, if they could not pay their debts, Russia would
annex Esbonia as compensation for losses (!).101

The Russian government was more careful. For example, Foreign
Ministry spokesrnan Loshchinin claimed that Russian transit cargo
constituted 85 percent of Estonia's gross freight volume, which
equalled 45 percent of its GDP, so if and when restrictions were to be
irnposed, the entire Estonian economy would be affected. He regret-
ted that Russian regions had fallen prey to Estonian indirect
approaches to them, unaware of their "discriminatory" legisla1istt.102
A favourite argument is that Estonia with little raw materials of her
own has become the world's frfth exporter of non-ferrous metals.103
The Balts were said to charge more for oil transit than Chechnya"1o4
Ambassador Zotov maintained that 60-80 percent of the Baltic bud-
get incomes derived from the transit and re-export of Russian cargo,
and that the Latvian agricultural sector with the core Latvian popu-
lation was extremely dependent on access to the Russian marhet. He
observed the bank crisis in Latvia in 1995, and warned that when
Russia again would become an economic power, she would not be
indifferent to her compatriots 1L*t".105

More authoritatively, the February 7997 Guidelines complained
that the opportunities of the transit and re-export of Russian goods,

mainly fuels and non-ferrous metals, were often used by the Baltic
states to the detriment of Russia, and drew the conclusion that state
regulation and customs control had to be strengthened and transit
channels to be diversi6"6.1o6

As shown above, the Russian state has often used, or threatened
with, economic sanctions for political purposes along these lines.
When Estonia took her law on aliens, Russian gas deliveries were
interrupted. Russia did not conclude (and to date has not concluded)
a most-favoured-nation (MFN) agreement with Estonia, which meant
that Estonian food export to Russia got double tariffs and shrank
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considerably. An MFN agreement was signed with Latvia, but was

not implemented, due to the citizenship question. The MFN agree-
ment with Lithuania was not carried out until the latter accepted to
prolong the old agreement on transit to Kaliningrud.107

In order to circumvent the Baltics, Russia decided to modernize
her old ports and build new ones in the areas of Kaliningrad,
Murmansk, and St Petersburg. An oil terminal was suggested
for Primorsk in the Gulf of Finland. Furthermore, new transport
links were arranged through Finland and Sweden, and suggestions
were made to lay new railways, oil and gas pipelines directly
from the Russian North to Finland and onwards. A new gas pipe-
line is already being built across Belarus.108 (This can also be
seen as a recognition of Baltic independence.) Further, Russia
tried to play off the Baltic states against each other with regard
to transit 1tu4".109

However, as stated above, many sanctions were soon revoked and
the threats ofsanctions were often not carried out, because they were
inefficient or backfired against Russia's interests and the Baltic
Russians. They also undermined Russia's free trade principles. For
example, the raising of rail tariffs for freight bound for Latvian and
Estonian ports hurt Russian chemical industry most and did not help
the Kaliningrad port. Estonia has the largest number of Russian
banks and joint ventures, even though she has no MFN agreement
with Russia.110 16" transit and re-export of Russian raw materials
is mainly undertaken by companies from Russia and their local
(often Russian) partners in the Baltics.

Further, building new ports in Russia costs a lot of scarce invest-
ment money and takes a long time, the ports of St Petersburg and
Kaliningrad have to be modernized and reorganized, oil transport by
land costs the double of sea transport, and road transport via
Finland is also expensive.111 That explains why Russian business in
spite ofeverything has so far preferred the Baltic ports.

Most significant is the fact that Russian economic sanctions and
redispositions strengthened the desire ofthe Baltic states to reorient
their trade toward the West, to which they in all aspects wanted to
belong. Amazing progress was attained. From above 90 percent of
trade turnover with Russia in 1991, Estonia soon came down to
below 20 percent, Latvia and Lithuania to 20-30 percent, and the
process continues.112 Estonian and Latvian leaders already in
March 1994 declared that Russian sanctions did not worry them very

-n.6.113 And even in 1990, when economic dependence was all but
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total, Gorbachev's botal embargo on Lithuani'a failed to make her
abrogate the declaration of independence.

Estonia oriented itself chiefly toward her Nordic neighbours,
Finland becoming her largest partner by far (18.4 percent of exports,
29.2 percent of imports in 1996), whereas Latvia and Lithuania shift-
ed more toward EU states like Germany and Great Britain, and
toward the USA. Inter-Baltic trade grew from close to nil - a typical
pattern in Soviet times - to about ten per cent in some cases.114 1tt
1994 the Baltics concluded a free trade agreement with the EU and
actively strove for EU rnembership, which also has security political
implications. Especially Estonia and Latvia - the countries with the
worst ethnic problems - successfully implemented market economic
reforms, which soon led to growth and increasing internal stability,
despite frequent changes of governments. The EU Commission in
July 1997 agreed that Estonia qualifred for membership, and negoti-
ations will start it 1999.115

In order to reduce their lingering dependence on Russian fuels
and energy, the Baltic states started to import more and more from
Arab states and Western Europe, and Western companies were invit-
ed to establish themselves. The Balts also made deals with republics
in the Russian federation like oil-rich Tatarstan.116 At ho*e, at vari-
ance with previous environmental concerns in the late Soviet era,
Estonia decided to go on exploiting its oil shells, Lithuania its
nuclear-power station at Ignalina. Latvia and Lithuania renewed
their interest in oil prospecting in the Baltic Sea, which led to eco-
nomic border disputes. But they also started to build a common oil
terminal at Butinge which could handle oil both from the West and
Russia * with little Russian involvement. Energy consumption was
also reduced by pricing and savings measures.117

Finally, Russian economic pressure was counteracted by the sup-
port the Western states gave to the Baltic states. As shown above
they boosted trade with the latter, invested more money by far than
Russia, and encouraged market reforms and inter-Baltic cooperation.
A political reason for this probably is that many Western states pre-
fer to integrate the Baltic states into the EU, which Russia offrcially
accepts, rather than into NATO, at least at the outset.

On balance, Russian economic relations with the Baltic states are
contradictory and often subjected to other considerations. Pressure
tactics have proved inefficient or self-defeating. One can easily agree
with Dmitry Trenin that Russia should learn not only to punish but
also to reward the desired behaviour among the Balts, and that
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regional ties with the Baltic states are the most promising.118
Incidentally, this was in fact mentioned by the presidential
Guidelines, as cited in the beginning of this subchapter, but then
diluted or contradicted in action. The Baltics could also be an even
better place than before for Russian tourists.119

Legalization of borders

Russia in defence of status ouo

The fourth important goal of Russian foreign policy according to
the presidential Guidelines, was the international legalization of the
current Russian-Baltic borders. The most important problem was
that Estonia and Latvia contested these borders, specifically the
transfer ofthe Ivangorod-Petseri and the Abrene areas, respectively,
to Soviet Russia in 7944 on the grounds that this took place after the
Molotov-Ribbentrop non-aggression pact and the following occupa-
tions and the incorporation of the Baltic states into the Soviet lJnion,
which was not recognized by most Western states. When the Baltic
states were restored, so were the borders of the inter-war republics
as defined by the Tartu and Riga peace treaties of 1920, the Baltic
states claimed. In these Soviet Russia had recognized their sover-
eignty and "voluntarily and for ever" given up all claims to their peo-
ple and territory. This they wanted Russia to confrrm again, some-
thing which would be another recognition of their independence.

Russia rejected these demands. Even though the Soviet People's
Congress on Christmas Eve of 1989 had condemned the Molotov-
Ribbentrop pact, and Russian leaders occasionally deplored the ille-
gal acts of Stalin's regime, Russia officially maintained that the
incorporation of Estonia and Latvia and rhe following border changes
had been legal, since the decisions had been taken by the parlia-
ments, whereby the 1920 treaties were invalidated. The states had
also recognized Russia's territorial integrity in an agreement with
Yeltsin in January 1991 and in accepting the Helsinki Declaration of
1975 and other international agreements on the inviolability of bor-
ders. It was also emphasized that the contested areas now are totally
dominated by Russians, which probably was one of the main reasons
for the 1944 border changes in the frrst place.

The main rationale for the Russian standpoint, however, probably
is that Russia faces border claims in other directions. so concessions
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here could easily become precedents. For instance, Russia (the
USSR) has long refused to cede four Kurile islands to Japan, even
though this is a great power able to offer economic advantages.

Finally, there is a current practical consideration. The Baltic
claims hindered the demarcation of the borders and thus also the
control of the borders, across which so much Russian export *"tr1.120
The afore-mentioned Guidelines perceived an increasing criminal
threat from the Baltic states against Russia and wanted to pool
efforts against illegal migration, organized crime and the smuggling
of weapons, drugs, and strategic materials.121 Several incidents have
occurred. and blood has been shed.

Russia drove home her standpoint with various, sometimes rather
brusque, methods. The Baltic claims were criticized in Western fora,
but Baltic suggestions for the solving of the disputes by Western
mediation or through the international court in the Hague were
rejected. The claims were used as one of the pretexts for delaying the
withdrawal of the Russian troops as long as they remained there. In
July 1993, the Supreme Soviet, then in conflict with Yeltsin,
renounced the Tartu peace treaty, which according to the Estonian
foreign ministry meant that technically a state of war was pro-
claimed. In 1994 Yeltsin finally decided unilaterally to start demar-
cating the present border with Estonia. When visiting the Petseri
region in November, he assured that not an inch of Russian land
would be ceded and rejected negotiations about the border. It should
become "a reliable slield" against foreign smugglers and foreign
intelligence services. 122

Russia's border problems with Lithuania are different from those
with Estonia and Latvia. Although this state also restored the inter-
war republic, it did not dispute the borders that arose in connection
with the Second World War. Stalin gave it the Vilna region back
from Poland, when that state was divided with Hitler in 1939. As
German East Prussia then was divided and the Kdnigsberg region
became part of the Russian Socialist Federative Soviet Republic
(RSFSR), Lithuania (then Soviet) regained the Memel (Klaipeda)
region, which Hitler had seized in early 1939. Thus all Lithuanian
governments recognized Russia's territorial integrity, and there only
remained the problem of delimiting the border, especially on the
Kuronian spit and the adjacent economic zone in the Baltic, where oil
had been found.

However, ultra-nationalist Lithuanian groups claimed the Kali-
ningrad region, which they called "Lithuania Minor," on historic and
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ethnic grounds. In connection with the pullout of Russian troops
from Central Europe and the Baltic states via Kaliningrad' which
enhanced the already strong military presence even further, the first
President Vytautas Landsbergis demanded not only the demilitatiza'
tion but also the "de-colonization" of the region. After he became
leader ofthe nationalist opposition in 1992, he supported the autono-
my strivings in the area and even talked of making it an independent
state. Lithuanians also felt threatened by Russian military transit
a-cross the country, and the government, abetted by Landsbergis,
imposed strict and costly controls.

Russia, of course, rejected all territorial demands and labelled the
calls for demilitarization "interference in domestic affairs." The mili-
tary and political importance of Kaliningrad as an integral part of
Russia was stressed. But with time most Russian forces were trans-
ferred east, and the economic crisis hit the remaining forces, so that
they could hardly be seen as a threat any more. The prospective
expansion of NATO to include Poland and the Baltic states was
instead seen as a menace to Kaliningrad.

Furthermore, military cargo to and from Kaliningrad went over to
sea transport. In 1995 a compromise was reached on transit, acknowl-
edging the Lithuanian right to control cargo and taking I'ees as before.
The Kaliningrad region was a free economic zone l?om 1991. In 1996
a federal law transformed it into a Special Economic Zone under fed-
eral oversight but retaining some economic favou.s.123

Odnako (however)

However, both the Russian and the Baltic border policies are com-
plex and undergoing change due to circumstances. The Russians did
in fact make some demands. In L990, Soviet President Gorbachev
had demanded that if the Baltic states became independent, areas of
compact national groups should be able to opt out by referenda.124
As we have seen, Baltic Russians, nationalist opposition leaders in
Russia like Zhirinovsky and Zyuganov and even some of Yeltsin advi-
sors still talk of both autonomy, self-determination and return to
Russia for the Russian-dominated parts, which surely amounts to
border claims of sorts.

In fact, Russia did not quite spare Lithuania. When she declared
her independence, Soviet Belarus with Moscow's blessing raised
demands on the Vilnius region, and Russian nationalists questioned
the transfer of Klaipeda from Kaliningrad to Lithuania. The border
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der defence, which is the main military service being developed
with Western assistance. Nor did the Western states support the
Baltic claims.

After the withdrawal of the Russian troops in the summer of
1994, which the Balts in their turn had used as a condition for a com-
promise, the fear of Russia abated in the public opinion and the lead-
ers began to talk of normalizing relations with Russia. Practical
steps were taken to solve problems at the borders, first by Latvia.
The Presidents more and more clearly renounced the territorial
claims and only asked Russia to recognize the 1920 treaties as legal,
thereby abrogating the incorporation of 1940. Alternatively, they
accepted to put the question on ice.130 At the end of 1996 and early
tr997, first Tallinn, then Riga decided completel-y to drop the demand
ibr mentioning the peace treaties. Border agreements with Russia
seemed close.131

However, the most important reason for the growing wish
in Estonia and Latvia to solve the border question probably was
that this had become an obstacle to being invited as members
into NATO and the EU, their chief foreign policy objectives. Precisely
this became a good reason for Russia to stall the negotiations by rai-
sing technical problems and linking the border issue with the situa-
tion of the Russian-speakers.132 16" presiclential Guidelines pro-
ffered an improvement of their lot as a condition for a border treaty
with Estonia.

This change of positions was criticized by Russian "liberals,, like
Latsis and Trenin as harmful, first of all, for Russia's own interests.
In the summer of 1997, when the Baltic states were not invited to
become members of NATO, Russia seemed to change positions again.
In connection with chernomyrdin's visit to vilnius the border negoti-
ations were resumed.

In October 1997, Yeltsin and the (outgoing) Lithuanian president
Brazauskas, who came to Moscow for the occasion, signed an agree-
ment on the delimitation of the border including the economic zone
in the Baltic, the frrst of its kind with any ex-Soviet republic.133 The
Lithuanians saw it as an historic event, showing that Russia for the
first time recognized Lithuania as an independent state, and even
Landsbergis, now the speaker of parliament, called the visit the
beginning of a new stage.

The agreement signified that Russian claims to Klaipeda had
been given up. Communist Duma Speaker Seleznev had to distance
himself from his assembly's recent attempt at claiming the area. The

agreement was not signed despite years of negotiations and small
problems, and when it frnally came close in 1997, not only extreme
writers like surikov but also the new Governor of the Kaliningrad
region, Leonid Gorbenko, protested. 125

Worse still, the majority of the Duma in October 1997 took a reso-
lution promising not to ratify the agreement, arguing that since
Lithuania renounced the 1940 annexation and (allegedly) all acts
passed by the USSR after that as well, the transfer of Klaipeda was
rejected too. The Duma recalled that Lithuanian politicians were still
raising claims on the Kaliningrad region, and that Russian-speakers
suffered from discrimination in Lithuania, too. Since Lithuania
aspired to NATO membership, which could open airfields and the
Klaipeda port for NATO use against Russia, the signing of the border
agreement would remove one of the last obstacles to that.126 The lat-
ter probably was the primary cause.

concerning the question of transit across Lithuania, Russia want-
ed as free and cheap a passage as possible, sometimes talking of a
"corridor." As noted earlier, Russia managed to get somewhat laxer
rules of transit by employing economic blackmail; she also tried to
play out Poland as an alternative, and incidents occurred from time
1e 1itt 

".127 
The just-mentioned Duma address advised the president

to link the border treaty to the transit, which cost too much, and to
aim at a transit deal similar to what the western powers once had
with respect to West 3"r1irr.128 According to the Washington analyst
Paul Goble, there is also a risk that Poland's accession to NATO may
reinforce Russian demands for transit across 1,11hrnt;..129

In fairness to the Lithuanian ultra-nationalists, who raised
demands on Russia, it must be added that they were very few,
they rejected violence and had a long-term perspective. Landsbergis
consistently denied that his demands actually amounted to terri-
torial claims.

with regard to the more troublesome cases of Estonia and Latvia,
it must be noted that most of their leaders of course realized that
Russia would hardly yield territory to them. They understood that
retrieving areas dominated by Russians would impair the states'eth-
nic balance even further, and also be an economic liability those
areas being generally poorer than the average in Estonia and Latvia.
Also Estonia and Latvia had an interest in border delimitation and
stricter border controls, not least in relation to the scandinavian
states, which demanded the latter in return for granting visa-free
travel. Moreover, unfixed borders were a problem for the Baltic bor-
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other Baltic states greeted the agreement as a breakthrough, which
would pave the way for them, 1oo.134 Even if Estonia and Latvia rep-
resent more complicated cases, this now seems possible.

Indeed, Russia cannot for long hope to block Baltic member-
ship by refusing to sign border agreements, because everybody can
see that Estonia and Latvia now are eager to sign. Signing border
treaties would be consistent with the recent Russian moves to ap-
pease the Balts by offering them security guarantees and economic
cooperation. Moreover, concluding border treaties with Estonia and
Latvia should be relatively easy, now that Russia in 1997 has proved
able to make agreements both with Chechnya, NATO and Ukraine,
and ought to be a good start to improving relations with these small
neighbours.

On the other hand, Yeltsin could also increase pressure on Es-
tonia and Latvia by exploiting Lithuania as a good example as
regards both minority and border issues. A-lternatively, he could let
the border treaty with Lithuania remain empty, since the Duma
vows not to ratify it.135

Some bottomlines

The above four subchapters show that Russian policy toward the
Baltic states after 1991 has been rather incoherent, contradictory
and inefficient. Russia has indulged in a counterproductive linkage
policy across the board. As stated by Dmitry Trenin, Russia has so
far given priority to geopolitics instead of "geoeconomics." By stress-
ing the issue of NATO Eastern enlargement, progress in other, more
promising areas has been blocke4.136 gnmia has so far tended to use
the stick rather than the carrot with regard to the Baltics.

It seems close at hand to explain this as typical great power
behaviour, where relations with small neighbours are subordinated
to grander schemes on the all-European or global level. Even highly-
placed Russians still generally find it hard to understand why the
Balts fear Russia and are looking west. Many also hold a special
grudge to the Balts, because they played a major role in breaking up
the Soviet Union.

Another explanation is that Russian foreign policy is an outflow of
domestic political strife, reflecting the vicissitudes of internal power
relations. There are often widely diverging views about policy goals,
and especially about the means to achieve them, between national-
ists and communists at the one end. and democrats and market
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reformers at the other, between people in power and those in opposi-
tion. Even the presidential administration often seems spiit.
Sometimes - as afber the Duma elections in 1993 and before the pres-
idential elections in mid-1996 - Yeltsin appeared to yield to the
nationalists' pressure, and at other times seemed to resist.

Lastly, Russia's Baltic policy is to some extent also dictated by the
conditions and policies of the states concerned, offering different
types ofopportunities and resistance. Thus, Russian policy to them is
also varied, trying to play them out against each other.

For some years Russia has been "kindest" to Lithuania, partly
because of her nationalities policy. Under the ex-Communist Pre-
sident Brazauskas, Lithuania has also been the slowest Baltic state
:rt carrying out econornic reforms and at reducing econc-rmic depen-
dence on Russia, and apparently therefore also accepted compromis-
es on the transit and border questions. It remains to be seen whether
ihis will continue, when more conservative forces and persons associ-
ated with Landsbergis regain the political power.

.Russia right now seems to be most critical of little Estonia.
TJsually led by nationalist-minded governments, this state has adopt-
ed a strict citizenship policy vis-A-vis the large Russian population, it
has succeeded best econornically, and has liberated itself most from
economic dependence on Russia, and has until recently insisted on a
border revision. On the other hand, Estonia now also off'ers the best
opportunities for Russian business.

So far Russia appears to have been a bit more "benevolent" to
Latvia despite the fact that her citizenship policy is stricter than that
cf Estonia. If this is correct, it may be attributed to the impression
that the Latvian governments in general have conducted a slightly
ilore cautious or non-confrontational policy than Estonia. It has
remained somewhat more dependent on Russian trade and allows an
expansion of transit oil export, which Russia is greatly dependent on.
Or - more malignantly - do the big numbers of Russians there make
Russia hope that they will sooner or later gain real influence?

All this said, however, this paper shows that there are also some
positive signs in Russian Baltic policy recently, which should be
seen in a wider context. After his re-election as President, Yeltsin
stopped the war against Chechnya and signed a friendship agre-
ement with Ukraine, which meant that Russian pretensions
to Sevastopol were given up. Russia signed the Founding Act
with NATO, which gave her a say but did not stop the Madrid decision
on NATO enlargement. Simultaneously, Russian proposals on security
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BALTIC SECURITY IN THE CENTRAL
EUROPEAN CONTEXT

Daina Bleiere

lntroduction

Th" start of the European Union and NATO enlargement process-
I es is a watershed for Latvia as well as the other Baltic states. T'he

stage has been set where, although the main strategic priori-
ties remain the same, their political will to join the EU and NATO
is not enough alone. Financial and human resources together lvith
a clear view of the enlargement process and prospects for member-
ship are now even more important. Different forms of cooperation
have been created which facilitate preparation for NATO and EU
membership as well as other Europe security institutions. But much
will now depend on the ability to utilize the means available with
maximum effrciency.

It should be taken into account that the accession process is
becoming increasingly individualized, especially in the case of EU
enlargement. The decision to start negotiations with Estonia first
was important for the Baltic states from the security point of view, as
it was a clear sign that they would not be left entirely alone even if
their chances to become NATO members is not an issue in the short
or medium term future. However, if during the previous stages the
Baltic states moved towards the EU at the same pace (signing of free
trade agreements and association agreements with the EU), now
each country sets its own pace. The screening procedure (evaluation
of legislative progress as well as selection of main topics for negotia-
tions of each country with EU) will be different for the frrst six coun-
tries with which negotiations will start earlier (the Czech Republic,
Cyprus, Estonia, Hungary, Poland, and Slovenia) than for the re-
maining five associated countries (Bulgaria, Latvia, Lithuania,
Romania, and Slovakia).1 This fact alone shows that it will take
much effort on the part of Latvia and Lithuania to catch up with
Estonia. The EU in its enlargement strategy is taking into account
different considerations. Internal problems of the lJnion, the prefer-
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ences of different EU countries, and global politics do play a role.
However, the performance of particular candidate countries beco-
mes increasingly important, in addition to their ability to "adver-
tise" themselves.

This is less transparent with NATO enlargement. The signing of
the US-Baltic Charter shows that the Baltic states still are looked
upon as a geopolitical entity. Although individual ability to under-
take the obligations of NATO membership and to attain compatibili-
ty is important, the decisive factor is the development of NATO-
Russian relations and NATO member countries'readiness to assume
risks involved in admitting the Baltic states to the Alliance. From
the military point of view the Baltic states form an entity. However,
there could be political considerations and special preferences by par-
ticular NATO member countries as well.

The new situation calls for more flexible foreign policies and a
revision of relations with different groupings of states as well as with
particular countries. In particular, this applies to the Baltic states
policies vis-d-vis the Central European countries, especially the
Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland, whose membership in NATO
is already secured and which have the best prospects for entering the
EU in a few years.

With these countries joining the EU and NATO, the geopolitical
situation in Central Europe will change immensely. They would
obtain not only the "hard" guarantees of NATO's Article 5, but also
the "soft" guarantees of political and economic stability that come
with EU membership. It can be expected that their economic and
social development will become more rapid, even though their inte-
gration into the EU will not be easy because of the immense structur-
al problems of their economies. As NATO and EU members they will
obtain decisionmaking powers in those organizations. Of course, they
will be weaker members, but the principles for which these organiza-
tions stand will guarantee some measure of equality regardless of the
size or the political and economic influence of member states.

Until recently the Central European countries were for the Baltic
states fellow travellers and competitors on the way to a common goal.
They were also brothers-in-arms in their frght against communist
regimes and have similar problems now, in the transition period. The
relationship, however, is becoming more complicated. As integration
with the EU will take some time, and Latvia and Lithuania, at least
theoretically, have a chance to outstrip some of the countries named
by the European Commission, it is expected that in some aspects the
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competitive relationship will become more acute. At the same time,
the three Central European countries will have a say on further:
NATO enlargement and their position on this issue is very important
for the Baltic states.

In addition, there is the problem of development of relations with
the other Central and East European countries. On the one hand,
there are those countries that have association agreements with the
EU and will be involved in the accession process alongside with the
Baltic states. Some of those countries, Romania and Slovenia in par-
ticular, have a good chance to be included in the second wave of
NATO enlargement if it will take place in the near future.

On the other hand, the enlargement process will considerably
influence also Ukraine and other countries that at present are not
aspiring to NATO and EU membership. Ukraine is gradually becom-
ing more important. Her intentions in developing relations with
NATO are among the key factors that would influence the Alliance's
further enlargement strategy. At the same time, economic develop-
ment and social stability in llkraine are decisive for the successful
development of Central and Eastern Europe on the whole.

"Contemporary history: developments in
1991 - 1996

In general, we can speak of two stages in the development of the
Baltic states'relations with the Central European post-Communist
countries prior to 1997. First, the Baltics tried to overcome the fairly
significant differences that existed between them and the Central
European states in the early 1990s and to prove that they were simi-
Iar to the latter ip terms of political development and thus equally
eligible for adaptation by the EU and NATO.2 With the signing of
the free trade and, especially, the association agreements with the
EU, and the apparent success in the internationalization of Baltic
security issues that compelled the West to consider the Balts in the
NATO enlargement debate, this goal was reached.

The second stage has been an effort to prove that accession talks
to EU should be started with all associated countries simultaneously
and that the Baltic states should be included in the first wave of
NATO enlargement. However, as the beginning of both enlargement
processes came closer, uneasiness over a possibility that the Baltic
countries could be left out of these processes because of their
geostrategic position found an outward expression in Lithuania's
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endeavours to join NATO with the help of increased cooperation with
Poland, and in Estonia to claim that in the EU accession process

each country should be looked upon individually; if one country is
invited to start negotiations it would be in the interests of all Baltic
countries. Vytautas Landsbergis summed it up as follows: "Lithuania
wants to be considered as an individual country, not as a mushroom
in a common basket that is known as the'Baltic states'."r

At this stage, the political as well as the economic gap between
the Baltic and the leading Central European countries was reduced
to a very great extent. The overall political relations were very good.

There were a series of the highest level visits by the Central
European statesmen to the Baltic countries and vice versa.

Lithuania and Poland managed to overcome their legacy and to
establish excellent interstate relations. Of course, the healing of
wounds inflicted by history as well as the solution of present-day
problems will take a long time. Differences with regard to the Polish
minority in Lithuania and the Lithuanian minority in Poland do

exist. These came to the fore at the Polish-Lithuanian Parliamentary
Assembly in January 1998. The controversial decision of the Vilnius
district municipality that the offrcial languages in the district, apart
from Lithuanian, are Russian, Ukrainian, Belarussian, Tartar "and
other langu&ges"4 did not help. Nevertheless, the determination of
the political elites in both countries to overcome differences is the
decisive factor.

Trade has been constantly expanding. Bilateral free trade agree-
ments have been reached with most Central European states'
However, except for Lithuanian-Polish political cooperation, rela-
tions generally developed more slowly than with the West, especially
the Scandinavian countries. Although the interest of each Baltic
state to improve relations with Central Europe has been different,
with Lithuania being the most inclined to do so and Estonia the least
enthusiastic, the practical results in terms of bilateral agreements,
economic relations, etc. are rather similar. Perhaps, this shows that
factors that do not depend on political will alone are at work.

Similarity and solidarity

Two words are used very often when speaking about the develop-
ment of Central and Eastern European relations: similarity and soli-
darity. "Solidarity," perhaps, is the most popular word in the politicai
dictionary ofCentral and Eastern European countries. It is said that
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they should express solidarity to each other because of their common
past under communist regimes and the similarities that arise from
their present transitional processes and their common foreign poli-
cy strategies. Solidarity really exists, but it is not backed by struc-
tural conditions.

In fact, although there is a rather high level of congruence in
behaviour on the international scene between the Central and
Eastern European countries, it depends mostly on common foreign
policy strategy and shared aims, less on efforts to coordinate their
actions. Of course, the similar external situation and the similar
domestic transitional problems help to defrne a common understand-
ing. From this point of view, similarities have a positive role.
However, in other aspects similarities can work against solidarity.
Similar economic structure increases competition among transitional
economies as do similar needs for investment and foreign aid.

The main trend for the Baltic as well as the Central European
countries has been integration with the Euro-Atlantic political and
economic structures. This has helped to a very great extent to devel-
op cooperation between the transition countries, because the ability
to cooperate and to overcome interstate conflicts inherited from the
past are regarded by the West as a test of their ability to enter
Western institutions. Poland's efforts at improving relations with
Lithuania and Ukraine, progress in the settlement of Hungarian-
Romanian and Hungarian-Slovakian disagreements etc., as well as
an overall improvement of political cooperation in Central and
Eastern Europe have to a significant degree benefited from the
understanding that such improvements are a condition for entry into
the EU and NATO.

However, there is also another side of the coin. The Central and
Eastern Europedn countries do not have enough financial and
human resources to expand their diplomatic and economic activities
in all directions. It is particularly true with regard to the Baltic
states, but also the more prosperous and larger Central European
countries are not able to cover all directions and must concentrate in
the first place on the most strategic ones.

The Central and Eastern European countries were also aware
that enhanced cooperation among the post-Communist countries
could be a trap that could hamper their integration into EU and
NATO. This is especially true for those countries that considered
themselves frttest for early admittance to NATO and the EU. They
did not want to enter into any relations that would "link" them to tho

development of the slowest neighbours. Regional political and securi-
ty cooperation was looked upon with certain suspiciousness in this
regard. Although there have been various proposals for regional
political, security, or economic cooperation between central and
Eastern European post-communist countries, none have amounted
to much. There are several reasons for this: 1) central European
countries have been afraid that successful regional cooperation might
be interpreted by the west as an alternative to NATo and EU mem-
bership; 2) a kind ofpolitical or security cooperation between central
and East European countries in which Russia does not participate
could be interpreted by Moscow as directed against it, and this could
aggravate the security situation in the region; 3) the participation of
Russia in regional security arrangements has 

^.orr""d 
fears in for-

mer soviet satellite countries that Moscow would seek to dominate
the arrangements, thus seeking to preserve the old Russian sphere of
influence; 4) the economic, financial, and miiitary resources of the
central and Eastern European countries are insufficient to make
such cooperation effective. Perhaps, the Baltic states' cooperation is
the only exception from this rule, but in this case psychoiogical and
historical reasons, as well as the awareness that their r""r.r.ity situa-
tion is much more vulnerable than that of the central European
countries, have played a significant role as well as pressure from the
west. However, as was pointed out previousry, even in the Baltic
states the enlargement gave rise to fears that they as a geopolitical
entity could be left out of Euro-Atlantic structures. Due to such
reservations about regional cooperation, their political and military
cooperation developed almost entirely on a bilateral basis.

such success as there was in expansion of economic ties is in the
form of the central European Free Trade Agreement (CEFTA). This
is the only regional cooperation structure that involves exclusively
the post-communist countries. It owes its success to the fact that the
goals of the Agreement are clearcut and limited (establishment of a
free trade zone) and subordinate to EU integration. Although
Lithuania aims at becoming a GEFTA member, il still has a way to
go.5 Estonia has not shown any consid.erable interest in this organi-
zation while Latvia's position is not as yet clearly defined. In other
cases ofsuccessful regional cooperation, such as the council ofBaltic
sea states, the involvement of the EU, as well as of other western
countries which have an interest in developing regional cooperation
and have at their disposal adequate financial i".on"."., was instru-
mental for the success ofthese endeavours.
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Reservations have also been evident in the development of mutual
relations between the cEE states due to apprehension that tlansi-
tion processes in some countries could be reversed. Developtaents
in Slovakia, and to a much more serious degree in Belarus, proved
that democratization is not an immediate and almost automatic
result of liberation from communism. It was not easy for the Baltic
countries nor for the other CEE countries to formulate their position
in those cases.

In the case of Belarus, the problem is most acute for Latvia and
Lithuania as they border with Belarus and have considerable trade
with this country. The question of whether the Belarussian President
Aleksandr Lukashenka should be invited to the Vilnius summit in
September 1997 showed that the Baltic, Polish, and Ukrainian politi-
cians viewed the political isolation of Belarus as not the best option,
because it could lead to increased anti-democratic, and authoritarian
policies on the part of the Belarussian leadership. However, Baltic,
Polish, and Llkrainian leaders have on several occasions expressed
their concern over Lukashenka's policies.

In general, one can agree that "there had been various kinds of
divisions among and inside the former Warsaw Pact counbries [...]
which remain to be overcome."6 However, since the early 1990s, the
picture has become more complicated as new lines of division appear
as results of domestic peculiarities and of economic and political
developments in each particular country. The attitude towards inte-
gration with the EU and NATO, and progress in relations with those

organizations, are decisive in this regard. At the same time, seven
years is too short a period of time to make safe predictions about
long-term economic and political trends. Furthermore, the position of
a particular state relative to the other CEE countries can change
considerably in years to come.

In spite of common political strategy goals, the CEE countries'
performance on the international stage depends very much on the
immediate external environment of particular countries as well as on

their relative strength in the international community. Voting prac-
tices in the UN in 1996 are just one example of dissimilarities in the
CEE countries'attitude to different questions (see Table 1). Since the
early 1990s, the voting behaviour of the Central European and the
Baltic states has fallen into line with those of the European Union
countries. As is characteristic of the EU countries, in 70-80 percent
of cases the voting patterns of the Central European and the Baltic
states are identical with those of the United States. / The table shows
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that there does exist a high level of congruence in the voting behav-

iour of the Baltic states on one side, and the Central European coun-

tries on the other side. It does not imply that they always have

worked out a common position, although often there may be consul-

tations, or at least concern, about the position of their neighbours. At
the same time, the Baltic states'voting pattern is clearly distinctive
from that ofthe central European countries in cases where there are

differences between the us and the EU, or between particular
western countries or regional groupings (for example, Scandinavian
countries). If the Central European countries sided with the Euro-
pean Union, the Baltics tried to manoeuvre between the US, the EU,
and the scandinavian countries. The united states are an important
factor in the policies of all cEE countries, however, and the Baltic
states' efforts to maintain equilibrium between all external actors

which are important for them reflect their relative geopolitical vul-
nerability in comparison with the Central European countries'

Apart from this consideration, it should be pointed out that coop-

eration between the cEE countries and especially, Baltic - central
European cooperation, is influenced by their differing geostrategic

situation and differing regionai interests. Poland is a big country,
and its geopolitical situation as well as its historical links call forth
involvement in different regional relationships: in the Baltic sea

region, with Ukraine, in South-Eastern Europe, and, of course' with
Ge-rmany, Hungary, Cre"hRepublic in Central Europe, and Russia'8

Hungary's interests, obviously, are directed more to South and
south-Eastern Europe. It participates in the central European
Initiative, the south-East European cooperation Initiative, and in
Italian-slovenian-Hungarian and Austrian-Romanian-Hungarian
trilateral cooperation. As regards the czech Republic, its literally
central European position and closeness to Germany are to a very
great degree influencing her priorities.

From the economic point of view, the Baltic states' relations with
central Europe had to be built almost from scratch. The Baltic
states'foreign trade with the central European countries during the

soviet era was very small, and even this was organized mainly
through Moscow. After regaining their independence, they had to
build economic ties with this region anew on different principles from
those existing in the COMECON. An overall economic decline in
cEE in the early 1990s also contributed to a disruption of economic

ties. However, since the mid-1990s the amount of trade of Latvia,
Lithuania and Estonia with the central European countries has con-
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stantly increased. For example, in January - November of 1997
Latvian exports to Poland increased by 7.5 percent, but imports from
Poland by 59 percent in comparison with the same period in 1996. At
the same time, the trade deficit was increasing with tremendous
speed. If in the first eleven months of 1996 Latvian imports from
Poland exceeded exports 2.82 times, in the same period in 1997 they
were already 4.L7 times larger.e The trade defrcit with the Central
European countries is a problem of all three Baltic states, although
the amount and significance of this trade for each country is differ-
ent. As in other spheres, Lithuania is developing its trade relations
with Central Europe more rapidly than Latvia and Estonia.

Perhaps the development of the relations of the Baltic states with
Central Europe depended to some extent on the fact that the legacy
of pre-Second World War relations helped very little. The pre-war
pattern of relations was rather complicated and was determined very
much by the Polish-Lithuanian and Polish-Czechoslovakian conflicts.
Lithuania's cooperation with Czechoslovakia was developed exactly
because her relations with Poland were hostile. Estonian and
Latvian relations with Czechoslovakia were dependent mostly on
their attitude to Poland. In general, "relations among the countries
[in Central and Eastern Europe] were [...] worsened by various con-
flicts in their midst, and there was never any real convergence of
interests among the countries."l0 Today the pattern of international
relations in Central and Eastern Europe is absolutely different from
that of the 1920s and 1930s. Although historical examples of political
cooperation are often cited - such as Latvian and Estonian relations
with Poland, and Lithuanian relations with Czechoslovakia - the
Baltic states have actually no historical pattern to fall back on.

Prospects after the start of the enlargement processes

Four problems related to the Central European countries are par-
ticularly important for the Baltic states in the enlargement context:

1) Czech, Hungarian, and Polish support for Baltic membership in
NATO;

2) Military cooperation with the Central European countries with-
in the framework of Partnership for Peace, Euro-Atlantic Partner-
ship Council, peacekeeping and peace enforcement missions, etc. on a
multilateral as well as a bilateral level;

3) Exchange of experiences and consultations on EU pre-acces-
sion problems;
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4) Development of cooperation with Central Europe in the
economic sphere, as well on the Maastricht second and third

An immediate result of the start of the enlargement processes is
an increasing interest in mutual CEE cooperation. The beginning of
the enlargement processes give a free hand for those countries
admitted to the first wave of expansion to pay more attention to the
development of relations with their neighbours since they are no
longer afraid that this cooperation could delay their membership in
NATO and the EU. It has also led to increasing interest from other
candidate countries for cooperation with the Czech Republic,
Hungary, and Poland, as well as with Central and Eastern Europe
on the whole.

Already in December 7997, the foreign ministers of Poland and
the Czech Republic agreed that "their countries will jointly and swift-
ly react to any moves that are intended to delay their accession to
NATO."11 Parallel to such political cooperation joint actions on prac-
tical military matters are under way. For example, the Polish, Czech,
and Hungarian defence ministers agreed on 30 January 1998 to form
a joint consultative group to coordinate military infrastructures
along NATO lines and cooperate in the upgrading of equipment.12

Political cooperation has increased also in Central and Eastern
Europe on the whole. The joint meeting of the Estonian, Latvian,
Lithuanian, Ukrainian, and Polish presidents on 27 May 1997 in
Tallinn was the beginning. It is expected that similar meetings will
take place. The second important event was the Vilnius conference
Good Neighbourly Relations as Guarantee of Stability and Peace in
Europe on 5 - 6 September Lgg7. In both cases there was a "turn to
the East" - towards cooperation with Russia and Ukraine, and
towards closer observation of developments in Belarus.

Suggestions for the improvement of Russo-Baltic relations sub-
mitted by the Russian Prime Minister Viktor Chernomyrdin
in Vilnius, Iatter appeared in the form of President Yeltsin's proposal
of a Baltic stability pact which was received rather warily by Baltic
politicians: the proposal was linked to a very basic condition -
the Baltic states must renounce their goal of joining NATO. How-
ever, some aspects, e.g. on confidence building measures, were con-
structive and are being considered seriously. Of course, it can not
be expected that such multilateral fora as the Vilnius conferenco
can influence the Russian position on Baltic membership in
NATO, nevertheless they help the confidence building that is es-

sential for Russo-Baltic relations, as well as help the identifying of
common interests.

The participation of Ukraine in the Tallinn meeting demonstrated
the awareness of the Baltic states and Poland that Ukraine is the
corner-stone of stability in Central and Eastern Europe at present.
The involvement of Ukraine in different regional initiatives in
Central Europe as well as in Black Sea cooperation is beneficial to
regional stability as well as to the raising of the country's interna-
tional profrle.

Although the practical results of the Tallinn and Vilnius meetings
may seem modest, nevertheless a very important result is that they
happened at all which would have been impossible only a couple of
years ago. Still, the main problem is to convert common understand-
ing and ideas exchanged at meetings into practical cooperation.

It may be predicted that Baltic economic cooperation with the
Central European countries will increase. However, it is unlikely
that there will be any dramatic changes. The Central European
countries, as well as the Baltic states, have insufficient economic and
financial resources to expand economic cooperation in all directions.
For Latvia and Estonia, Germany and the Scandj.navian countries as
well as Russia, will remain the major economic partners. Probably
Lithuanian cooperation with Poland will increase considerably, but
Vilnius'main attention seems to be focused in the same direction as
that of Latvia and Estonia.

Consultations between the CEE candidate countries on the EU
enlargement problems are a pressing issue. So far there have not
been such consultations on a regular basis. The role of non-govern-
mental activities, such as possible consultations between CEE right-
of-centre parties as discussed in July 1997 during the visit of the
Chairman of the Czech Parliarnentar;, pu1"ut .e and Foreign Re-
lations Committee to Tallinn may be expected to grow.13

When we discuss Baltic relations with the Central European
countries in the context of NATO enlargernent, we must separate two
aspects of the issue. The frrst is cooperation in various frameworks
that are meant to help candidate countries come closer to NATO
(Partnership for Peace, the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council, etc.)
as weII as on bilateral cooperation. The second one is support from
the Central European countries for Baltic membership in NATO.

Since the Madrid summit the Central European countries have
promised that they will enhance cooperation with those countries in
the region which are not in the first group of states to be invited to
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begin membership negotiations. However> we should take into
account several limiting factors. The interests of the central Euro-
pean countries in the central and Eastern European region are not
ii-it"a to the Baltic states. The Czech Republic, Hungary, and
poland have expressed first of all their interest in Romanian and

Slovenian NATO membership. Although they support the Baltic
states' membership in the Alliance, their position probably will
depend mainly on what the older members say. It must be expected,

furthermore, that their resources will be scarce and their influence
within the alliance limited, at least for some time.

One can also doubt the ability of the Baltic states to take advan-
tage of all opportunities available. In addition to building up their
military capabilities, the Baltic states need to intensify their political
activity, and in particular to lobby for their interests not only in
Brussels and Western capitals but in Budapest, Prague, and Warsaw
as well. However, once again, they are confronted with the problem

of scarce resources.
From the Baltic point of view, Poland plays a special role in the

region. It is a Central European and Baltic Sea country at the same

time; it is the biggest country in the region and has considerable
political, military, and economic potential. Poland may end up play-

ing a very active role in the region, and this indeed has been expect-

ed by the Baltic states. Poland, however, has a wide range of inter-
ests also in central and Eastern Europe as mentioned earlier. we
should take into account that relations with the Baltic states cannot
be an exclusive priority in Polish foreign policy. But it could be aiso

argued that the integration of Poland (as well as the czech Republic
and Hungary) into NATO and the EU will increase the already exist-
ing asymmetry wilh the Baltic states.

The Polish-Lithuanian strategic partnership is very important as

it stabilizes the relations between the two countries, thereby con-

tributing to the development of stability in central and Eastern
Europe as a whole. On the other hand, there may also be negative
implications for Baltic cooperation. There is a fear that Lithuania
will abandon Baltic cooperation in favour of a central European ori-
entation in order to seek earlier admission to the EU and NATO with
Poland's support. However, Estonia's probable integration into the
EU and the developing regional cooperation in the Baitic Sea region
will work to equalize this tendency. still, an enhanced partnership
with Poland is of major interest not only to Lithuania but also to
Latvia and Estonia. Cooperation with Poland is a natural extension
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of Baltic cooperation, although there is a problem of resources and

political will on all sides.
It should be expected that bilateral cooperation will remain the

leading form of political, economic, and military cooperation' It seems

that regional cooperation will develop most successfully within the

already existing regional patterns, i.e. Baltic Sea, Central European,

South-East European, and Black Sea cooperation' Perhaps a link
should be created to connect these regions. If such projects should

enjoy support from European and Transatlantic institutions, and if
thly ptove to be of practical importance the CEE countries, then they

wili develop and grow. Linkages already mentioned would be the con-

necting or cnn countries' electrical grids, and the Baltic air surveil-

lance system BALTNET with the analogous system in central Europe.

As iegards the possibility for the Baltic states to become CEFTA

members, it must be admitted that cEFTA',s future is rather cloudy.

At the Portoroz (slovenia) summit of CEFTA countries in Autumn
1gg7, it was decided to start talks on Bulgarian accession and a plan

was adopted that will help llkraine to join CEFTA. However, nothing
definite was said about cEFTA's future. There have been declarations

that CEFTA ought to play a role in bhe preparation of candidate coun-

tries for EU membership. l'our of the six actual ctrFTA members -
the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovenia - wili, however,

have to terminate their membership in cEtr'TA as soon as they
become members of the EU. If CEFTA is to survive as a separate free-

trade entity, it must take in new members or be transformed into a

different kind of organization. we must remember, of course, that the
EU integration process for the frrst candiclate states will take some

time, and for the time being CEFTA can continue to play its present

role. still, the possibility that cEFTA's importance may diminish may

reduce the interest ofthe Baltic states {br this organization"
In a recent stud.y on the effects of enlargernent on bitrateral rela-

tions in cEtr, it was highlighted that "protection of the EIJ's external
trorders and visa regimes may present ser"ious.problerrs for the devel-

opment of relations between 'ins' and 'outs'."14 It could be expected

that existing visa-free regimes of the Baltic states with the czech
Ilepublic, Hungary, and Poland could create difficulties for those

countries to enter the shengen agTeement. However, it seems that
this problem could be solved comparatively easy. At present the Baltic
states are rapidly expanding a network of visa-free regimes with EU
as well as non-EU countries. Expanding cooperation on the "third pi1-

lar" issues will help to overcome possible difficulties in this aspect.



200

Already border control cooperation is increasing, especially in the

Baltic sea region. on 28 May 1997, the frrst meeting of border guard

chiefs from eleven Baltic sea states took place in Helsinki. It was

acknowledged that "the countries bordering the Baltic sea have dif-
ferent border guard systems, but this is not seen as a barrier to coop-

eration.',15 In June 1997, there was a meeting in Tallinn of heads of

the custom serwices of the countries bordering the Baltic Sea in which
it was decided to step up regional cooperation and an agreement on

joint action was reached. Bilateral and multilateral cooperation of
cEE countries on the "third pillar" issues is likely to develop rapidly.

In conclusion, we must agree once again with the Hungarian
scholar Andras Inotai who pointed out that successful regional coop-

eration in central and Eastern Europe must be seen as a conse-

quence of successful int_egration into the world economy, not as a pl'e-

condition for doing so.16 This notion is true also with regard to politi-
cal and security cooperation. Thus EU and NATO integration creates

the necessary conditions for establishing closer relationship between
the Baltic and the central European countries even though competi-

tion in the race to join the EU and the possibility that Baltic NATO
membership may be delayed also create conditions for rivalry.
Although there is a political will on all sides to collaborate more

effectively, a more integrated relationship cannot be achieved in the
short or even medium term.

In order to raise the level of integration of the Baltic states with
the central European countries several developments are necessary:

1. The Baltic states must catch up with the countries now about to

enter the EU and NATO in economic and political development in
order to minimize the asymmetry that exists in the economic, poiiti-
cal, and military gpheres.

2. Some form of cultural integration is indispensable. Even for
Lithuania, which has closer historical and cultural ties with central
Europe, would be hard put to find much in common with, for example,

Slovenia. The Estonian and Latvian historical and cultural orientation
is towards the Nordic states and Germany. The Austro-Hungarian
heritage has little appeal for them. Perhaps the common experience

under communist regimes is the most important unifying factor; how-

ever, it is a transient one. It seems that cultural integlation is possible

only through ,,Europeanizatiorr," through consciousness of their being

bearers of a common European cultural heritage, since there is no

helpful historical background for the building of a CEE identity'
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3. An integrated system can not be built from above solely. A multi-
layered network of bilateral as well as multilateral relations on inter-
state as well as on local level. and on an interinstitutional and inter-
personal level, is indispensable to achieve regional or subregional coop-
eration. Such a system is already being formed in the Baltic littoral.

The Baltic as well as the Central European countries need only
time, frnancial and human resources, and determination to do this.
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REMOVINC THE LAST WALL :

RETHINKINC THE BALTIC SECURITY
CONCEPT

Lewis J. Carrafiello & Nico Vertongen

lntroduction

I t is the responsibility of every state to take measures to insure its
lown survival and that of its citizens. The measures taken are what
we term a security policy, tL:re motivating philosophy behind them we

call a security concept. with their regained independence the Baltic
states are not only confronted with formulating a security policy but
also - and more importantly - establishing a security concept. For it
is from the foundation of a concept that a policy is built'

This article then addresses the issue of a security concept for the

Baltic sea region. we do not have the pretension of designing a secu-

rity policy, that is the task of the respective decision-makers. what
*u 

".td"unour 
to do is to stimulate a discussion concerning the secu-

rity concept of the Baltic sea region and therefore, hopefully, lead to

the rethinking of said. security concept. A step that we feel is essen-

tial, bearing in mind the geopolitical changes of the Baltic sea region

and the changing nature of security in general since the fall of the
Berlin WaIl.

For us the nation-state still remains the key actor in todayis secu-

rity environment, but it now finds itself confronted with a new secu-

rity agenda on which the security issues and their respective impor-
tance has been thoroughly reshuffled. In order to insure the security
needs of today and tomorrow, states will frnd it benefrcial to increase,

broaden and deepen their interaction and cooperation with each

other. Thus the old concept of security which relied heavy on a mili-
tary approach will have to make way for a new approach which
encompasses all the aspects of security today. This will, of course,

require a change in the mind. And this is particularly evident in the

Baltic Sea region.



1. The Baltic Sea region

Since we purport that the security issues of each of the Baltic Sea

region states/provinces are intertwined and thus cannot be viewed
separately from one another, security in this area must be addressed
at the regional level. Hence, the Baltic Sea region, in our view, is a

security complex. I And therefore, it behooves us frrst to defrne the
Baltic Sea region. The term itself implies the need for two defini-
tions: frrstly, what is a region and secondly, what is the Baltic Sea

region. In the concept of a region two dimensions of interaction of
and between regions can be distinguished: internal - taking place
within the traditional boundaries of the nation-state (i.e. federalism)

- and external2 -- taking place at the transnation-state level. In the
case of Baltic Sea region we are namely concerned with external
regionalism, in the first place: interaction between the three Baltic
states themselves and second interaction between all the members
that constitute the Baltic Sea region.

Having defrned external regionalism as our realm of concern it
now becomes necessary to determine the conditional attributes which
constitute regionalism. We have chosen to take what might be called
the minimalist school approach. Thus in order to state that regional-
ism is present in a given area, three conditions have to be met: gen-
eral geographic proximity, a regularity of interaction, and a shared
perception within (to a lesser extent outside) the area in question as

a distinct theater of operations.S Thit implies a willingness to inte-
grate and participate in the regional cooperation, a feeling of commu-
nality, i.e. a we-feeling.

What one notices, currently, is an increasing amount of regard
being given to regions and the concept of regionalism in the field of
international relations. With greater attention now being given to
the security dimension of regionalism. Owing in part to the stabiliz-
ing effects that regionalism - at the macro level - had on Western
Europe after World War IL And to the cessation of the Cold War,
which afforded the regions within the various nation-states the
opportunity to profile themselves more aggressively. This new found
security dimension of regions is of particular importance, since it can
be used as means to security issue problem solving in the Baltic Sea

region. Theoretically speaking, a region - in security theory - is
strictly a level of analysis between the state and the system levels of
security interdependence. In which a region is merely defined as a
distinct and significant subsystem of security relations existing
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among a set of states whose fate is that they have been locked into
geographical proximity with each other.4

What then is the Baltic Sea region? On the one hand, it has been

broadly defined as consisting of all the countries boarding on
the Baltic sea.5 In such a definition the entire Russian Federation
would be included with its 150 million inhabitants, along with
Germany and its 80 million, Poland and its 40 million not to mention
the Nordic countries and the Baltic states. Clearly one has to ques-

tion if this can be termed a region. It would be extremely difficult to
find a common regional identity in a region that ranges from the
Arctic Circle to Euro-Asia. On the other hand, it has been narrowly
defined as consisting of Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia. we therefore
have chosen to define the Baltic Sea region somewhere in between
the two. Accordingly the Baltic Sea region includes Denmark,
Sweden (excluding the Arctic provinces of Vdsterbotten and Nor-
rbotten), Finland (excluding the Arctic provinces of Oulu and Lap-
land), Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, t},e oblasty (districts) of St Peters-
burg and Kaliningrad (Russia), the Liinders of Mecklenburg-Vor-
pommern and Schleswig-Holstein (Germany), and the vojvoidships of
Szczecin, Kozalin, Slupsk, Gdansk, Elblang, Oistyn and Suwalki
(Poland).6 There are approximately 35 million inhabitants within
this area. /

That there exists a reflex among some to call this defrnition of the
Baltic Sea region too encompassing, bears proof to the influence that
the Cold War has had on our perception of the Baltic Sea region. The
Iron Curtain divided the region into three units: an eastern (the
Warsaw Pact countries), western (the NATO countries) and northern
(the neutral countries). As a result of this division and the Bloc
antithesis of the time, only a limited amount of cross-border contact
existed for fifty years. The regional development of the Baltic
remained latent under the overlay of the Cold War. It is only since

the end of the Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet Union that one

witnesses the rebirth - with the three units reunited - of the Baltic
Sea region and the importance of it in the changing European securi-
ty architecture. One only needs to look beyond the Coid War to frnd
historical proof of prosperous regional cooperation around the Baltic
Sea area. The Hanseatic League,8 for instance, is one example that
comes to mind.9 The question then is, if we know that the Cold War
image of the Baltic Sea region was faulty - in the broader historical
sense -, why did the tri-subunit view prevail? The answer can in part
be found in the Cold War security concept.

Lewis J. Carrafiello & Nico Vertongen Lewis J. Carra{iello & Nico Vertongen
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2. The Cold War security concept

When one thinks of the Coid War period, some of the first things
that come to mind are terms such as: missile counting, Kremlin
watchers, doves and hawks, NATO, and MAD, to name but a few'
During this period security was achieved through a balance of power,
not in the classicall0 sense, but rather through two superpowers
whose security policies incorporated that of their respective align
"partners." Furthermore the advent of nuclear weapons gave balance
of power a completely new dimension: t}:'e balance of terror' It is
therefore not surprising that security, taken to mean the protection
of a stateis physical boundaries, its territory, and its people from
aggression by armed force, rested predominantly on a military fo,un-

aaiion after World War II. One could term it a military overlayll in
security thinking. The resulting pattern of behavior between the two
superpowers and their blocs was one of distrust and confrontation.
Flexibility ceased to exist, in part due to the nature of bipoiarity'Flt
to a larger extent because the CoId War became a zero-sum game-L2

This view of the international order which characterized the
stances of the two Cold War adversaries was both derived from and
reinforced by the realist school of international relations.13 Realism
views the nation-state as the primary actor in an anarchical world in
which a worst-case scenario is always assumed' The only means,
according to Realism, in which the nation-state can cope with an anar-
chic and conllict-prone system is through self-help and the competitive
pursuit of power. Cooperation is very difficult to achieve and sustain
because states do not trust each other and because a competitive set-

ting makes them concerned with relative as opposed to absolute
gains.l4 States therefore rely on their own resources to provide for
security, unless forced to do otherwise. According to the realists, states

have two principal means of providing security in an anarchic setting:
balancing against others through domestic mobilization (self-help) or,

when necessary, balancing through the formation of temporary
alliances. Even though states cannot escape from the Hobessian
world, balancing behavior - at least in theory - allows states to keep
pace with each other, maintaining a balance of power that deters
aggression. Deterrence operates because states confront each other
with relatively equal military capability. Stability is thus the product
of antagonism and confrontation, as was the case in the CoId War
security order. In the East-West antithesis there was no room for the
concept of common security.ls The CoId War seemed irreversible and

so too our traditional security paradigm. When he was secretary of
state, Henry Kissinger warned his countrymen that *today, for the
first time in our history, we face the stark reality that the (commu-
nist) challenge is unending."16 The Helsinki process of the conference
for security and cooperation in Europe (cscE) also embodied this
thinking perfectly. It recognized spheres ofinfluence, and closed bor-
ders, albeit with the inclusion of human rights, as if the Cold War
would last forever. Turning the security variables of the cold war into
constants. In a sense this preoccupation with the military aspect of
security was somewhat understandable since the advent of nuclear
weapons confronted man for the first time with the idea of mass
destruction. until this point war was always seen as controllable.

The reality ofinternational politics has never totally corresponded
to the realist model. Even during the cold war not ail security rnat-
ters were purely of a military nature. viewed closely one can frnd evi-
dence of a multi-dimensional security policy. The Marshall pran for
the reconstruction of Europe, for instance emphasized as early as the
1950is the role of economic welfare to national security. The later
establishment and expansion (both vertical and horizontal) of the
then European community further illustrates this point. By working
jointly on a wide range of soft security issues the Community
increased its overall security.lT The oil crisis in the earlv 1920s
heightened the dimension of natural resources in security planning
and demonstrated to all that security was no longer exclusively a
military issue.

The transformation of the Soviet Union's society from a largely
peasant society into an industrial country with the emergence of a
civil society also had security ramifications. yet few Kremiin
watchers placed emphasis on this important sociological aspect of
security.lS Largely due to the fact that the realist school does not
take into account long-term societal changes. According to realism,
the world order is based on the sovereignty of states, not the sover-
eignty of peoples.19 Another neglecteJ factor was nationalism in
central and Eastern Europe. under the soviet hegemony nationalis-
tic and ethnic conflicts remained latent for half a century. The
warsaw Pact countries were therefore portrayed as a monolith bloc,
with no diversity of opinion and all having one and the same political
values. The reality was quite different, as the events of ihe late
1980s made very clear.

still not many researchers went beyond the cold war security par-
adigm. An exception was Karl w. Deutsch who in 1966 wrote an arti-
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cle entitled The Future of world Politics in which he focused on the

transformation ofglobal society, a process he saw taking place because

of the growth ofliteracy and urbanization, diminishing income

irr"qrr.fti"r, and the increasing involvement of the masses in politics.

From these trends he forecasted that autocrats would find it more dif-

ficult to govern, that the costs of intervention in foreign countries

would mJunt, that threats would carry less and less credibility, that

nationalism would erode ideological blocs, that economic influence

would become more rmportant than military force and that, in,the end,

a more matgre condition of international society would deveiop than

the one that had existed throughout most of the twentieth century-20

The developments of the late 1980s and the early 1990s proved

this vision. wittr ttre end of the cold war in 1989 and the collapse of

the soviet union in 1991, the thinking about security has finally
changed. scholars are now willing to leave the military focus and

have started identifying security as a multi-dimensional concept.zl

The end of the cold war became year zeto for international politics,

the point were all questions and answers have changed' The prior

.""oiity concept *m rtigttty militarized, confrontational and nation'

al, the .rrrr"rrCi, multi-dimensional, cooperative and transnational.

3. The "new" multi-dimensional security

Security has changed profoundly, both the game itself and the

actors. And as the game allers, nation-states are finding that they no

longer have a monopoly on security matters. Nor possess the ability
to Jperate effectively ai all its levels. This is in part due to the world

transformation taking place and in part to the new found awareness

of the multi-dimensional aspects of security'
Security has changed, because the world has changed' Security

does not exist in t rr."orr*, it is affected and altered by the world in
which it exists. Hence it is not a constant. The concept of security has

changed throughout time - the fortress security of the middle ages

was iendered obsolete in the nuclear age. Security therefore is

always linked to the world and its evolution. The geopolitical land-

scape of the Baltic sea region illustrates one aspect of this transfor-

*uiiorr. poland, for example, is now since the fall of the Berlin Wall

and the collapse of the Soviet Union bordered by completely new land

bound neigh-bors. A reunited Germany lies to her west, the new

czech and slovak Republics to her south, the newly re-independent

Baltic states to her Northeast, a Russia exclave (Kaliningrad) to her

north and an independent Ukraine and Belarus to her east. And
even though her farther northern neighbors have remained the same
in name, they too have been modifred. Finland has shed itself in part
from Finlandization and has become, along with Sweden, a member
of the European Union. In addition the former East bloc countries
have moved from autocratic government and a state run economy to
a directly elected government and a free market economy. In short
the political character of the Baltic Sea region has experienced an
outright metamorphous.

The world transformation does not end with the nation-state how-
ever. It is more profound, for the nation-state centered world no
longer dominates all areas of interaction. New players - multi-
nationals, non government organizations, regions and region states -
have entered the arena and more often than not their actions have
an indirect if not direct effect on the nation state. Which in turn
erodes the authority of the state. The state can no longer control all
the domains which affect the well-being and security of its citizens.
One of the consequences of the nation-stateis inability and transna-
tionalism is that the loyalties of the individual are not always given
to the state. A trend which left unchecked, in its extreme, could lead
to separatist movements more often than not along ethnic lines. All
of this serves to undermine the classical national sovereignty and
creates an authority crisis.

As the world changes so too does our concept of security. The
"new" societal, political, economic, environmental and individual
dimensions of security have all added to the difficulty of obtaining
security for the state. Military means alone are no longer sufficient
to guarantee security. Even if such means were abundant, nuclear,
chemical and biological warfare coul.d cancel out the advantage
offered in former times by numerically larger forces, space and dis-
tance to enemy. Furthermore the transnational nature of, in particu-
lar, the economic and environmental dimensions proves that no state
- no matter how large or small - can remain isolated. And under
such circumstances, states will have to learn to develop a more coop-
erative approach to security issues. Figure 1 illustrates the various
levels and dimensions of security.

While the levels of security are fairly self evident, we would -
before proceeding - briefly like to define the dimensions of multi-
dimensional security.

Military security deals with the ability of the state to defend itself
against armed aggression, to protect the life of its citizens, to ensure
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the integrity of its borders and to guarantee the sovereignty of the
nation-state. Military security is therefore often the synonym of
national security. It still remains the core of security today, but the
accent has changed since the end of the cold war. Military security
is no longer seen purely in a reactive role, it is now perceived to have

a more active and engaging role in areas of conflict prevention, the
prevention of conflict escalation, the support of humanitarian aid
-perations (i.e. Albania) and peace keeping (i.e. IFOR and SFOR in
former Yugoslavia).

Economic security at the state level is ensuring that the state has

access to the resources, finances and markets necessary to sustain
acceptable levels of welfare and state power.zz Built into the free

market economic model, however, is a certain degree of insecurity.
Especially at the individual level, as either gToups or individuals
become the victim of a liberalized market. Particularly in central and

Eastern Europe, iridividual insecurity will run high during the transi-
tion period from state run economies to the free market economies

and the problems inherent in that transition. while in western
Europe one notices economic anxiety as due to its confrontation with
the post modern society and the economic ramifrcations that accompa-

ny it. such as, the displacement of labor intense jobs to areas where

the labor force is cheaper has created tension between the individual,
various labor organization and the government. The nation-state fail-
ure to protect the laborer, its inability to affect multinationals policy

making has brought its authority into question. The decision of a
multinational to relocate has often enormous consequences for the
nation-state. Not only does the state loose a source ofrevenue, corpo-
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rate taxes, but the multinational departure spills over into other
areas. At the human level, individuals who were once gamely
employed are now unemployed. They no longer contribute to the
state, i.e. taxes, but they take from the state, i.e. unemployment bene-
fits. Various other enterprises which make their living from the
multinational, such as the local printer, will be negatively affected.
Job security and job creation (through retraining programmes, early
retirement incentives, etc.) have become highly sensitive issues. They
have in turn brought into question the statesi social security policy.

Other intruders in the traditional nation-state economic security
realm are the transnational capital movers. This includes banks,
investment houses, and money brokers engaged in the distribution of
capital. These transnational actors frequently transfer huge frnancial
investments in and out of countries to take advantage of demand
shifts and in anticipation of currency devaluations or revaluations by
particular countries. The tremendous amount of money flowing
around in these transactions of currency speculation changes hands
so fast that the whole thrust of a countryis domestic economic policy
can be derailed overnight.2S Moreorrer, the spread of mass communi-
cations (television, telephone, e-maii, internet, tourism, student
exchange programmes, and other instruments of mobiiization) have
led to the so-called "skill revolution" and to a dramatic international-
izationof all economic affairs.24

Political security refers to survival of the state institutions. The
very essence being the legitimacy of the government and its institu-
tions. In Europe, for example, one notices two tends taking place.
First in Central and Eastern Europe the various nation-state are
building new institutions after years of either Soviet rule or domi-
nance. It is a painstaking process and certainly not all of the coun-
tries in this area have obtained politicai security. Some have fallen
short and have settled into a quasi democracy. IJnsuccessful democ-
racies are a threat to stability, not only for the country itself but also
for the region as a whole. Meanwhile in Western Europe the old state
institutions are coming increasingly under attack due to alienation,
corruption, disillusion and a lost ofconfidence in the political leaders.
This is apparent in the rise of extreme voting, single issue parties
and an increased political disengagement. A clear example of this
trend is the recent events that have transpired in Belgium.25

Societal security refers to the ability of a society to persist in its
essential character under changing conditions, the substance of such
security being identity.2O f, is what one may term their "way of life,"
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meaning their set of beliefs, folkways, language, art forms and reli-
gious views. The enormous technological advancement coupled with
the skill revolution is threatening many traditional communities
today. Some cultures, in particular that of the West (the increased
use of English as the international language of transaction is just
one small example), seem to be more dominant or at least appealing
than others. Societal security also refers to the standard of living
that the nation-state provides for its citizens. Russiais society, for
example, is presently at risk. The birth rate has dropped off consider-
ably and has been surpassed by the death rate. The life expectancy
for men has fallen to 58 years of age since the collapse of the Soviet
Union. Scientists calculate that Russia is loosing one million citizens
every year due to the decrease in living conditions, the rise of crime
and the abuse ofalcohol. The consequences ofthis trend are profound
because they affect every level of security.

Environmental securify concerns any threat to the well-being of
a given society and its population from internal or external sources
to the quality of environment itself and the supply of various natural
resou.ces.27 It includes, among others, soil quality, grazing lands,
forest, water supply, fisheries and air quality. The environmental
regulations that each of the countries, in the region, have in
place affects the other countries and the quality oflife ofits citizens.
The calibre of the water of the Baltic Sea is of importance
for every country in the region. Pollutants that various indus-
tries emit into the atmosphere do not remain confined to their coun-
try of origin. An estimated annual loss of agricultural production
due to air pollution- is 2.7 billion dollars in Poland and 4.7 billion
dollars in Germany.2S

Individual security refers to dignity and the quality of life. It
includes such things as housing, food, water supply, education,
literacy, crime, migration, health and healthcare. An acute problem
is the growing differences among the haves and the have nots. A
wide gap between the rich and the poor is an extremely dangerous
element in a society. As the chances to escape poverty become dimin-
ished, the poor are likely to become resentful. Such resentfulness
could be transformed into an extreme right-wing orientation and./or a
turn towards criminal activities. In either case, a negative effect for
society as a whole.

With all these dimensions the internal measures taken or not
taken here have an external effect. An effect that is felt at the vari-
ous levels of the world svstem. What we now risk however. in our
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need to be aII encompassing, is security overkill. where everything
including your next cup of coffee becomes a security issue'
Moderation is therefore advisable.

Before we can analyze what effect this new multi-dimensional
security has had on the Baltic Sea region, however, we have to frrst
take a look back at the security measures the three Baltic states
have taken since their regained independence.

4. The bid for securitv and the security dilemma in the Eastern' Baltics

Analyzing the security complex - the interdependency of security
relations - in the Baltic Sea region one notices the existence of antag-
onistic security policies between the three Baltic states and Russia.
On the one hand, Estonia's, Latvia's, and Lithuania's antagonism is
rooted in their feeling of insecurity towards Russia. While on the
other hand Russia's antagonistic policy is based on an old geopolitical
style, only guised in a different terminology of the "near abroad."

The point of departure for the Baltic policies vis-)-vis Russia is a
strong feeling ofinsecurity. A feeling ofinsecurity or subjective inse-
curity, in contrast to objective insecurity, does not deal with concrete
threats, i.e. military intervention, border violations, but is part of the
personal affective repertoire and must be viewed as a socio-psycho-
logical phenomenon. These beliefs are formed on the basis of person-
al- expeiiences, pre-existing knowledge and available information.29
It is the fear of Russia and the asymmetrical security relationship
between them that drives Baltic foreign policy. This feeling of weak-
ness, powerlessness versus a big revanchist neighboring power is a
central factor in decision making. The self-fulfrlling logic of insecuri-
ty feeling is that when you feel insecure - no matter if you are objec-
tively secure - you actually become it as well. A feeling of insecurity
is always real in its consequences, no matter the (in)correctness of
the feeling. If you feel insecure, then you are insecure. This is the key
problem of Baltic relations with Russia.

Since their regained independence the three Baltic countries' for-
eign and security policies priority has been the protection of their
new found freedom. Strengthening of independence became almost
synonymous with foreign policy. In doing so, Baltic sovereignty was
exclusively set against Russia (viewed as being one and the same as

the former repressor the Soviet Union), which was seen as the only
and overwhelming threat to Baltic independence. An underlying fear
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of Russian revanchism, based on their shared traumatic historical
experience, has made the Baltic states feel that Moscow never would
except their independence and, due to natural Russian geopolitical
conditions, would strive to re-conquer the Baitic coastline.SO Hence,
the Baltic states declared themselves threatened by Russia and
Russian expansionism. A fear which was further amplified by the
presence of a large Russian minority in the Baltics, which was
viewed as potentially becoming a so-called "frfth column" in support
for Russia, which was further reinforced by the presence - until 1994

- of Russian troops in the Baltics.
This feeling of antagonism marks a drastic change in attitude, for

in the period 1987-1991, both Russians and Balts had been partners
in the struggle against the Soviet power. Boris Yeltsin as president of
the Russian Soviet Republic was struggling against the Soviet centre
and its president Michail Gorbachev, sought political allies in the
regions. He pleaded for a policy of regional autonomy and called upon
the regions to accumulate as much power from the centre as they
possible could. In defiance of the centre, he went so far as to order
Russian troops to disobey Moscow's orders and not to use force in the
Baltic Republics. Yeltsin, therefore, was among the first to recognize
Baltic sovereignty. Since independence, however, the mutual feeling
of interest disappeared and Balts and Russians became adversaries.
Yeltsin no longer acting as a periphery frgure but as a power holder
of the centre himseif, became an advocate of the interests of the polit-
ical centre in the Russian Federation. On the one hand he resisted
the deepening of regional autonomy, i.e. Tatarstan, and vigorously
challenged regional independence, i.e. Chechnya. On the other hand
he began promoting - due to pressure from the nationalist/right wing
parties in the Russian parliament and the public opinion - for the
rights of the Russians living in the former Soviet Republics. What
was to become known as Russia's "near abroad." In developing a
"special" relationship with the former Soviet Republics, Russia is try-
ing to make the transition from a former empire (Soviet Union) to an
informal sphere of influence.31 Hetc", Estonia, Latvia, and Lithu-
ania fear becoming "frnlandized," which would mean not being com-
pletely free from Russia in the orientation oftheir foreign and securi-
ty policies. This feeling of insecurity feeds the security dilemma, in
which measures taken by one party to increase its security, simulta-
neously decrease the security of the other party.32 The Baltic coun-
tries for their part declared themselves as belonging to the West, the
Western nations, in deep contrast with Russia which was regarded to
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be the East. They emphasized the existence of a "cultural curtain" -
that of the West - which ends on their respective Eastern borders.33
Therefore, they wanted nothing to do with the Commonwealth of
Independent States and sought security guarantees and cooperation
with the Western Europe, i.e. NATO, (W)EU. The foremost being
NATO membership. The logic being that once members, the security
problems of the Baltic states would automatically become those of
the West. In doing so the Balts underlined the belief that there was
no other policy option other than one based on an antagonistic
approach in dealing with Russia.

This approach, obviously played a part in Russian Foreign
Minister Primakov's request for guarantees from NATO that it
would not extend membership offers to the Baltic countries, stating
that Russia would otherwise be obliged to reassess its relationship
with NATO. This leads one to question if Russia will ever respect the
complete sovereignty, as defined by international law, of Estonia,
Latvia, and Lithuania. And also why Russia fears NATO member-
ship for the Baltics. What remains a fact though is: the more that the
Baltic states search for security in the West, at the expense of
Russia, the more Russia will feel threatened. This will in turn inten-
sify the Russian priorities in the Baltics and will increase the Baltic
feeling of insecurity. Resulting in a vicious circle of insecurity. The
only beneficiary of an antagonistic security relationship would be the
hard right in Russia.

Neither the Baltic peoples nor the Russians can win this zero-sum
game. This being the case it is then certainly wiser to play a different
game. Since in our opinion, the issue is largely psychological, the
solution lies in a mental change. We have to remove the wall in our
mind and stop thinking about East versus West, we versus them,
good versus bad. The new security paradigm requires a different atti-
tude, one more geared to the future and more focused on
cooperation.34 The Baltic people should therefore strive for go.rl
neighbourly relations with the Russian regions of Lenittllt rrrl,
Novgorod, and Pskov as well as with the city of St. Petersbrrrli. All,'r
all, the regions are not the centre and one notices withirr llttrr,t,t ,,

move towards regionalism, which means that the regions will pr,,lrl,'
themselves according to their own needs. Regional itrl,r'tlrrlrr lltr'r,
fore will not always correspond with those of Moscrtw. lrr llr'. ll.'lt'
Region of the Russian Federation there exists a Tlirltil'11'r'lrril "' l

willingness for cooperation. Naturally this new s('('r r r'r I t l, , r t I

Sea region also implies a strong Scandinavirttr itrr','l ,,', ,,'
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region. sweden and Finland can no longer hide behind their status of
neutrality and should openly discuss their security policies with their
Baltic neighbours. The connection between Nordic and Baltic securi-
ty has to be made. Finally, Germany and Poland should also deepen

their commitment to the Baltic Sea region, through developing their
Baltic identity and policies, thus becoming real actors in the region.
After all, every country in the region is affected by the post Cold War
security realities.SS The realities of today demand a comprehensive,
transnational, cooperative approach to security.

5. Cooperative security

In contrast to the antagonistic approach to security, cooperative
security as the term itself implies, encourages an open and construc-
tive mindset, one less likely to be inhibited by the familiar discipli-
nary boundaries and the traditional state-centred security thinking.
The term tends to connote consultation rather than confrontation,
reassurance rather than deterrence, transparency rather than secre-

cy, prevention rather than correction, and interdependence rather
than unilateralism.3G Within the cooperative security system, states
identify positively with one another so that the security of each is
perceived as the responsibility of aII.37

One of the first steps towards cooperative security is the estab-
lishment of a security regime in which principle, rules, and norms
permit nations to be restrained in their behaviour in the belief that
others will reciprocate. This concept requires norms and expectations
that facilitate cooperation that goes beyond short term self-inter-
est.38 In order to obtain this state five conditions have to be met:

1) the participating nation-state must want it, that is to say, they have to
prefer a regulate{ environment to one in which all states behave individ-
ualistically. This also requires that a subjective we-feeling among the
member of the regime exists;
2) all the active members of the regime must believe and trust that the
other members share the same high level of value that they place on
mutual security and cooperation. In an atmosphere of distrust the mem-
bers of the regime will find themselves in the classic prisoner's dilemma,
and thus revert back to decision-making mode based on self interest;
3) all of the actors of the regime must view security as multi-dimensional.
That security issues can spill over, can turn from soft to hard issues;
4) in order to have a security regime none of the active members can
believe that their security is best served through expansion. By conduct-
ing a policy of security through expansion the states risk becoming vic-
tims of the security dilemma; and,
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5) all of the regime member states have to believe that war and the indi-
vidualistic approach to security is too costly. Otherwise they will not be
inclined to cooperate in the said regime.

In the Baltic Sea region today, these conditions for regime build-
ing do not exist. Two facts must be remembered though: firstly, these
conditions are of a high standard and therefore extremely demanding
and secondly, cooperative security and regime building are not over
night processes. Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania have just only
recently regained their independence. Since that time they have been
primarily pre-occupied with the establishment of their national iden-
tities and the nation-state building process. The resulting conse-
quence is that there exists only a low level of interaction between the
three Baltic states and an overreliance on a bilateral approach to pol-
icy making. This individualistic approach runs counter to conditions
one and five and is not conducive for the creation of a we-feeling in
the Baltic. Finally there exists a clear level of distrust - varying from
state to state - between the three Baltic states and Russia. This obvi-
ously runs counter to condition two.

Looking beyond the Baltic states and to the Baltic Sea region, one
has to take the Council of Baltic Sea states (CBSS) into account.
Founded in l-992, the CBSS is a regional entity which consists of
eleven participating countries - the five Nordic countries, the three
Baltic countries, Gbrmany, Poland, the Russian Federation and the
European Commission. The main areas of cooperation are assistance
to democratic institutions, economic cooperation and environmental
issues including nuclear and radiation safety. Still, the Nordic mem-
ber states, Germany and Poland have not developed a strong affrnity
with the region and the CBSS as of yet, preferring instead the tradi-
tional bilateral approach to diplomacy. For this reason the CBSS
remains a rather weak organization.

Russia's willingness presently to cooperate in a regional security
regime can be questioned. It is still struggling with its transition
from an empire to a federation. Russia still wants to be perceived as a
great power and enjoy all the trappings that come with it, i.e. a

sphere of influence. This holds especially true for the territories that
once belonged to the former Soviet Union. This posture naturally cre-
ates distrust in those countries which fall under what Russia vit:ws
as her "near abroad." It also decreases the level of willingness to coop
erate. The Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperatior) rrrrl
Security between NATO and the Russian Federation (27 Mav I1)l)'/),
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including Russian minority rights in the new treaty. The minority
issues belongs and requires a different approach.

The status of the Russian minority population in the Baltics has
received a great deal of attention in the recent years. Organizations
such as the OSCE, especially the High Commissioner for National
Minorities, Council of Europe, European Union (Stability Pact), and
even the NATO have addressed the problem of the minorities in the
Baltics. Progress has been made in the integration a process.
Immediately after the Baltic independence the condition was
extremely rigid, but since it has become more flexible. Both the state
and the minorities themselves have seen and taken into account the
others position. It is a positive development which in the future could
be built upon. For instance the Russian minorities could serve as
bridge building function between the Baltics and Russia. The intro-
duction ofvisa-free travel for people living in the border areas, could
be a frrst step in this process. The Russian minorities would then be
allowed to travel freely back and forth to Russia but still remained
tied their land of residency. This integration process would be benefi-
cial to all: it would lessen Russian fears of the treatment of Russian
minorities and it would enhance the state loyalty of the Russian
minorities for their state of residence. The resulting effects of this
measures could lay the foundation for a formal treaty on the mutual
recognition of sovereignty and rights between the Baltics and Russia,
to be recognized by the international community.

Another regime building measure, the military transparency of
Russian armed forces in the Russian Baltic Sea region, should dimin-
ish the fear of a Russian military attack. This is particularly important
for the Kaliningrad Oblast. Thus, military manoeuvres in this area
must be of a defensive nature only, a command should be opened up
between the oblast and the three Baltic 'nilitary commands, the estab-
lishment of a joint military airspace control zone also involving
Germany, Poland and the Scandinavian countries, and the exchange of
fleet visits between those countries and Russia too. At the same time
the Baltic countries themselves have to make a realistic assessment of
the Russian military capabilities. For several reasons a Russian mili-
tary attack in the region is highly unlikely: Russia cannot not afford to
loose international support, such and attack would result in it; mili-
tary occupation by Russian forces was proven in Chechnya to be very
in effective and highly unpopular and Russia's real security priorities
lie in the south. Furthermore the security problems of the three Baitic
countries do not lie predominantly at the military dimension.

concluded largely to appease Russia's resistance to NATO enlarge-

mentonlyServestoindirectlydecreaseRussia'scooperativeposture,
In essence, it recognizes, de facto, a Russian sphere of influence in

the area that Russia perceives to be its "near abroad." The limited

"rrlurg"-"nt - 
Polani, Hungary and the Czech Republic - of the

Altiance as determined at the NATO Madricl Summit (8-9 JuIy 1997)

will divide Europe into NATO members and non members' It wiII

fragment not integrate the European continent. while it may

inciease the security of the new members, it will certainly decrease

that of those nations left out. In this sense it is not a true cooperati-

ve security policy. NATO offers security through membership - arti-

cle 5 - howlver, obtaining this membership is a rather paradoxical

process. Candidacy revolves around the concepts of a security con-
'Sumerand'asecurityproducer.NATOisonlywillingtogivemember-

ship to states that pose no security risks, security producers' and

,rn*lttirrg to extend membership to those who do pose a risk' security

"orrrrr-"i.. 
In other words NATO will only extend article 5 to those

states to which it is certain wili never have to make use of it. For the

Baltic states, helas, they do not belong to this group'And this is in no

small part due to the antagonistic security relationship with Russia.

Reg1ml building, unlike that of NATO, offers security through a long

gradual building process and is thus more durabie. Another paradox

in the NATO membership debate is the budgetary question. In a time

when most westeln 
"ootttti". 

ale decreasing military spending (the

Netherlands and Belgium have combined their navies, for example),

the NATO is asking ils new candidate members to increase their mil-

itary budgets. The question remains whether these countries would

not be beiter of applying these funds for more social purposes as they

make the changeover to a free market economy'

Some suggestions for regime building can be found in confidence

building measures. For instance, President Yeltsin's statement, that

the Russian Federation never would attack the Baltic states, after

the Helsinki summit in March 1997, should be formalized and made

official by a decree from the Russian state Duma. This implies, of

course, the recognition of the sovereignty of Estonia, Latvia' and

Lithuania over their territories. It also involves the resolvement of

the existing border disputes, the negotiations should be strictly limit-
ed to the issue of the borders and not broaden to include of non-bor-

der related. issues. Estonia and Latvia have already taken positive

steps by renouncing their territorial claims {?om the Peace T?eaties

of igZO, Russia on the other hand has to drop its insistence on
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Not only military transparency, but the diversification of the use of
the armed forces of the countries in the region, engaged in more
humanitarian operations, would serve to enhance regional cooperation

and the establishment of a regime. within the frame work of the
partnership for Peace, the possibility to involve all the states of the
Baltic sea region exists. It is an opportunity that should not be missed.

cooperative security needs a strong economic impetus. The Baltic
sea region should be looked upon as an economic region state with
common transnational development priorities.39 In order to establish
itself as an economic region state the core members of the Baltic sea

region - Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania - have to develop and deepen

their economic ties. In many ways like Belgium, the Netherlands,
and Luxembourg did when forming the BENELIIX. This entails the
establishment of a free trade and custom union, in close cooperation
with the immediate regional members, which in itself implies the
Euro-pean union since four of the regional actors in the Baltic Sea

region are also members of the EU. Furthermore, the EU has signed

"Europe Agreements" with Poland, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania
which established bilateral associations between each of the countries

and the EU. In July 1,997, the EU-Commission decided to deepen the
EU's commitment to the Baltic sea region by initiating the process

for membership negotiations with Poland and Estonia. The involve-
ment of the EU will therefore increase in the near future. within the
framework of the council of Baltic sea states the EU has launched

the ,,Baltic sea Initiative." Three areas of priority are addressed in
order to enhance regional cooperation. First, strengthening democra-

cy and stability (building civil society, promoting human rights, frght-
ing organized crime). The second priority is regional economic devel-

opment. The goal of the EU is to become the motor in activating bilat-
eral trade amongst all regional partners to the level they have estab-

lished bilaterally with the EU. The alignment of practices, rules, leg-

islation and standards throughout the region should be a priority,
especially in relation with the Russian Federation. An example of a
regional infrastructure initiative which has the interest of the EU is
the via Baltica project. Finally, the Baltic sea Initiative aims to
strengthen the environment through various concrete progTammes.

The involvement of the EU in the regional cooperation around the
Baltic Sea could be an important factor in the incrmlse of transna-
tional contacts and the promotion of a regional identity.

All these confrdence building measures should lead to the incre-
mental development of a security regime. A security regime being
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those principles, rules and norms that permit nations to be restrained
in their behaviour in the belief that others will reciprocate. It promotes
cooperation between states, the non-violent management of their dis-
putes and hence limits the chances of falling prey to the security
dilemma. An example of such an incremental step which has already
been taken toward the process of a security regime is the so-called
"Spirit of Vilnius." Where the leaders of eleven of the regions countries
committed themselves to ovelcoming the differences between East and
West.4o This proves, although it will require a greaL deal of time and
good will that, the development of a security regime is an attainable
goal for the Baltic Sea region.

Conclusion

If conclusions can be drawn, then the following can be said: we
have attempted to show that the old Cold War concept of security is
outdated and no longer corresponds to today's multi-dimensional
security needs; that in such a security environment the best way to
obtain security is through an regional approach to the security issues
active in the said regional. This therefore demands a cooperative
approach - in order to avoid a security dilemma - to security, with
the ultimate goal being the establishment of, a security regime.

Looking specifically at the Baltic Sea region, we noticed a rather
weak commitment towards the concept of regional security, with
more reliance being placed on the traditional bilateral approach to
diplomacy. Together with a strong preference for institutional security
options. While initiatives and institutions exist in which the regional
approach can be extended and deepen, they remain for the moment
underdeveloped. More striking, however. is the antagonistic position
between Russia and the three Baltic states and visa-versa. A posture
which greatly hinders the overall security improvement in the Baltic
Sea region. A readjustment in security policies, especially those of
the three Baltic countries and Russia, is desirable. Estonia, Latvia
and Lithuania cannot escape their asymmetrical geographic relations
vis-i-vis Russia, but an antagonistic security policy will not enhance
their own security. It will decrease it, by making the Baltic states
less appealing, security consumers not producers, to the partners they
are courting in the West. Hence it is in Estonia's, Latvia's
and Lithuania's own interest to under take the initiative to install an
cooperative security policy approach.
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