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INTRODUCTION
The reader is holding a special issue of the journal "Humaniries and

Social Sciences. Latvia", published together with the Latvian Institute
of International Affairs, which is devoted to Baltic foreign and securiry
policy. The issue contains four chapters written by researchers from the
Latvian Institute of International Affairs and Professor D. Loeber from
Germany. The LIIA has conducted research on Baltic security policies
since 1992, and these projects have looked at these policies from a

variety of perspectives. In previous work*, authors have mostly looked
at the influence of the international environment on small countries, as

they have analyzed the security of the Baltic states. This has preserved
a certain continuity in their work, but it has also allowed the researchers
to choose specific areas of study depending on the most important
international context at the given time.

In 1997 the institute decided to turn to a very important issue in
terms of Baltic security. That issue is the integration processes which are
occurring to the East and the \(/est of the Baltic region, as well as the
question of how they affect the Baltic security situation. The specific
matters which are discussed were selected by the authors and are based

on the spectrum of their research interests.
Needless to say, integration processes are a dynamic phenomenon,

one which cannot be surveyed in its entirety by a single year of research.
The articles in this issue of our journal represent only one part of a wider
research project. The important events which occurred in Europe over
the course of the last year dictated the central issue of our research - the
fact that 1997 will go into history as an era of "major expansion". At the
beginning of the 1990s two of the most imporrant organizations of
Western countries - the EU and NATO - announced that they
would open their doors to the post-socialist countries. Latvia, Lithuania
and Estonia, for their part, announced that the goal of their foreign and
security policy is to join both organizations as full members. It was only
in the summer of 1997, however, that the first of the chosen were
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.rnnr )irt('(liur(l tl)c true process of enlargementbegun. NATO remained
,'1, 

'st'rl t. irll tl'rrcc Baltic states, while the EU chose to begin membership
rrr:gotiations only with Estonia. This rneans that if until 1997 the EU
and NATO viewed the three Baltic states as a single geopolitical unit,
then now they are applying different scenarios ro the integration of the
three.

The onset of EU and NATO enlargement is changing the overall
face of Europe, and it is encouraging to take a fresh look at the
relationship between the Baltic srates and Russia. These political
processes have also affected the overall direction ofresearch, because we
feel a need to answer two questions: \Uhat does this first round of
enlargement mean for the Baltic states, and specifically for LatviaT
Vhat will be the legacy of the expansion and its effect on the Baltic
countries?

The article by Atis Leji45 is devoted to the overall problem. He looks
at what EU and NATO enlargement will mean in terms of European and
Transatlantic security, as well as the future of new countries. Even though
the results ofthe first round ofexpansion are not particularly satisfactory
for Latvia, it is necessary to assess the resources which must be used on the
way to membership in the two organizations, as well as the national
strategies which must be elaborated to ensure that when the next round
of enlargement arrives, the Baltic states are prepared for it.

EU and NATO development is occurring in a specific internarional
context. The security situation of the Baltic states is improved consid-
erably by the fact that it is part of the Baltic Sea region, which includes
both EU and NATO member counrries and candidate countries.
Among the latter are countries which will join the two organizations
quite soon. There is also Russia, which is an integral part of the Baltic
Sea region and is also playing a major role in establishing the security-
related future of the entire European continent. The article by i-aneta
Ozoli4a is devoted to an evaluation of this regional context and to a look
at the policies of our important northerly neighbors in their approach
to the Baltic states and their movement toward the EU and NATO.

Three Central European countries - the Czech Republic, Poland
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and Hungary - are the ones which will be able to gain experience in
integration as full members of both institutions. Daina Bleiere seeks to

evaluate the way in which the accession of the three countries to the EU

and NATO will influence the situation in Central and Eastern Europe,

especially in terms of the international situation of the Baltic states. She

also addressed the issue of how the Baltic countries, including Latvia,

should develop relations with the three countries.

Aivars Stranga has spent several years in analyzing the relationship

between Russia and the Baltic states. Russia is an important player in
global and regional political processes. The present and future ofEU and

NATO enlargement are also influenced by Russia's approach to the
expansion processes and to the two organizations as such. The pace of
domestic political reform in Russia is of critical importance here. Baltic
prospects for EU and, especially, NATO membership are in large part

dictated by the way in which Moscow's relations with the two organi-

zations develop and the attitude which Russia develops vis-a-vis the
overall processes of European integration.

It is too early to predict when the Baltic states will become full-
fledged members of the EU and NATO. But it is the right tirne to
evaluate various obstacles which exist in the process and the opportu-
nities which the Baltic states have to exploite in order to speed up their
movement toward \Testern European structures. \7e hope that these

articles by our researchers will make at least a small investment in this
process.

N. B. The chapters by LIIA researchers were finished between Janu'
ary-March 1998.

* The Baltic States: Search for Security. Eds. A. Leji45, D. Bleiere, Riga, 1996.

Small States in a Turbulent Environment: The Baltic Perspective. Eds. A. Leji4i,
Z. Ozoli4a, Riga, 199?.
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THE "TWIN ENLARGEMENTS''
AND BALTIC SECURITY

The aim of this chapter is to explore the various aspects of
developments in NATO-Baltic relations since 1996 with the aim of
offering insights to the various scenarios facing the Baltics and
possible future developments. This will be preceded by a brief review
of the security aspect in Baltic-EU relations and the key American
role in enhancing Baltic security. A study of the security of the Baltic
states and the twin enlargements now reshaping the Transatlantic
space bring into poignant relief the particular "security problem" of
the Baltics as independent states before the Second 'World 

\X/ar,

"former republics of the Soviet lJnion" yesterday, and neighbors to
Russia today.

Introduction
The year 1997 was a momentous year for Baltic security: the EU

decided to enlarge by inviting one Baltic country - Estonia - to
accession negotiations while at the same time ensuring that the acces-

sion process also included the other two Baltic states, Latvia and
Lithuania; NATO decided to enlarge eastward by inviting three cenrral
European states to join and, while not setting the date for the next
enlargement round, nevertheless left the door open for other aspirant
states: the three,Baltic states were indirectly referred to in the NATO
Madrid summit declaration.

The EU and NATO concluded partnership relations with Russia;
while the character of the EU.Russian relationship is mainly political
and economic in substance, with only indirect security implications, the
NATO-Russian Founding Act and the joint NATO.Russian Perma-
nent Council is "hard" security by definition alone and has direct
bearing on Baltic security. The NATO-Russian relationship can be
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positive if it averts an East-Vest confrontation and facilitates Baltic
membership in NATO; or negative, if it does the very opposite.

Membership in the EU and NATO are the top foreign security policy

priorities of all three Baltic states and these goals have been pursued

with equal force by each successive national government since 1991.

At the same time the Baltics, driven by pre.war experiences when

they found themselves to be disunited on the eve of V/orld \TarTwo and

easy prey to Hitler and Stalin in 1939-40, have been successful in
fostering cooperation between themselves: Baltic cooperation has be-

come the most successful example of regional cooperation in Central

and Eastern Europe after the break-up of the Soviet empire.

The security implications of Baltic regional cooperation in a wider

regional context are examined in other chapters of this book; I will
restrict my analysis to the impact of EU and NATO enlargement on

Baltic security. It is the thesis of this analysis that the Baltic states are

firmly engaged in the EU integration process but less so with respect to
NATO. After the EU Luxembourg summit in December 1997 the

roadmap to EU membership has become clearer with the "Russian

factor" receding in the background; in the case of NATO membership

the "correlation of forces" (to use a Marxist term) both in the 
'West 

and

Russia does not presently favor the Baltics. Russian opposition is still
strong and the Baltic "lobby" in NATO is basically restricted to that of
the USA and Denmark. The role of the USA is key to Baltic member'

ship in NATO.
However, the insecurity of the Baltics is also the insecurity of Europe

in the sense that Russian foreign and security policy toward these

"former republics of the Soviet union" is also a barometer of Russia's

ability to distance itself from the Soviet past. If Russia considers these

states her special dornain, and that the incorporation of them into the

Soviet Union in 1940 was legitimate, then the European security model

based on cooperative security for the next century will become wishful
thinking and interstate matters can revert to those that prevailed

throughout this century.
This will happen because, as pointed out by Stephen Blank in his
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study on NATO enlargement and the Baltic states, any "threat to the
Baltic states or acceptance of their diminished security also endangers
the other littoral srares and thus Europe."r Blank cites Volker Ruhe,
Germany's Minister of Defense as saying "the Baltic states are the
practical testing groundformeeting the challenges ofreshapingNATo's
missions, territorial scope, the relations between the united states and
its European allies, the hoped for parrnership with Russia, and, in
general, for building the Europe we want to see."2

The US-Baltic Charter signed on 16 January 199g, the NATO
Madrid declaration, and continual reference to the principle of the open
door by NATO member states with reference to the right of the Baltic
states to join NATo and Russia's offers of security guarantees to the
Baltics in october 199? attests to the validity of the above cited
observations. But recognition of the legitimacy of Baltic security
interests is only one part of the Baltic security equation which must add
up to the desired end - as aptly put in the Latvian Foreign policy
concept - "the irreversibility of restored independence:" The missing
part is reconciling the hesitancy of most NATO states to actually
include the Baltic states in the second enlargement round.

If at the Madrid summir it was vital for the Baltics ro get a foor into
the doorway, then in the next round it is just as vital to step right
through. If the situation arose that the Baltics were to be excluded again
then it clearly would be in the interests of the Baltic states rhat NATO
enlargement be postponed until a consensus can be reached over Baltic
membership. Here an "unholy alliance" may develop between the anti-
enlargement forces in the \fest and Russia on the one hand and the
Baltics on the ogher hand which desire NATO enlargemenr.

The second round of NATo enlargement, for a variety of reasons,
may in any case not rake place again until 2002-2003 as will be
examined later, but at that time it is crucial that the Baltics be included
for two main reasons: NATO membership would then be possible by
2005 which could quite possibly coincide with Baltic membership in the
EU. second, the credibility of the open door would be overstretched if
membership is deferred to a later date after 2oo5 and after the south.
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eastern European states are admitted. Such an imbalance in NATO's
enlargement strategy could upset stability in Europe in the sense that
NATO's attention would not be focused on the Baltic sea region.

The imbalance could then only be resolved if, as proposed by the
Finnish statesman Max Jakobson, Finland and Sweden would join
NATO earlier than the Baltics and NATO's security umbrella would
be indirectly extended over Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania in a manner
similar to the protection of Finland and Sweden during the Cold Var.3

This option, however, would be very risky for the Baltics; the present
indecisiveness of Finland and Sweden with regard to NATO member-
ship as well as the popularly held conviction among NATO states that
the Baltics are "indefensible" - meaning that the nuclear umbrella
cannot be extended over the Balts - leaves the Baltics in a situation
which may result in the end in finding themselves isolated and hence
vulnerable.a

There are two otherpossible scenarios: Sweden andFinland together
with the Baltic states join NATO in the second round, which would
probably also include Slovenia and Rumania; the latter countries alone
join NATO in the second round on condition that the two Nordic
countries and the Baltics join in the third enlargement phase.

Belonging to the EU Family
Finding themselves placed in the unenviable "Soviet ghetto" 

- u

condition for which the Baltic states themselves are not responsible -initially delayed the Baltics from integrating into the EU. The European
Agreements with all three Baltic states were ratified by EU members

states only by late 1997 and came into force on 1 February 1998. This
was a consequence of the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1 99 1 ; the other
Central and East European EU candidate states broke away from the
still.existing USSR already in 1989.

This historically determined timetable, however, does not mean that
the Baltics lag behind the other CEE states today. An internal EU
Commission note grading the ten CEE states in late 1996 showed that
the Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovenia, Slovakia and Estonia were in
the first, most economically advanced group. Poland, Lithuania and
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l.rrtvia wcrc placed second, while Romania and Bulgaria were deemed
to bc far behind in meeting membership criteria.5

\Without the energetic lobbying of herNordic neighbours the Baltics
may have dropped "out of Europe" akogerher. On 4 October 1994 the
EU foreign affairs ministers meeting in Luxembourg decided to admit
CEE ministers responsible for foreign affairs, finance, interior, transporr
and environment to take part in the so-called "structural dialogue" with
the EU. The Baltic states, however, were not on the agenda and hence
faced the very real prospect of being split off from the rest of the CEE
states into a distinct "former republics of the USSR" category.

Due to the intervention of the Nordic countries (even before their
formal admission to the EU) the Balts were put back on the agenda. The
then Finnish foreign minister Heikki Haavisto said that "by zeroing in
on six countries that have already signed association pacts, the EU
risked excluding Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia, which share so much
tradition with Scandinavia."6

As a result, the EU Trade Commissioner, Sir Leon Brittan, promised
to speed up EU association agreements with the Baltics in order to pave
the way for membership negotiations. He "hoped that the three Baltic
states would all be in a position to sign the so-called European Agree.
ments and thus join the Central European six by the end of the year."1

Sir Brittan proved over optimistic - the European agreements were
signed in June 1 995 - but a dangerous strategic gap between the seven
central and south eastern and the three north eastern CEE countries was
averted from developing.

Mr. Douglas Hurd, the then British foreign minisrer in his remarks at
the meeting indicated the geopolitical disadvantage that the Balts faced.
According to diplomatic sources, he said that the proximity of the Baltic
countries to Russia gave rise to security problems which could make their
membership intheEU hard to accept. After the meetinghe explained "we
all have great sympathy for the Baltic states, not only in words. But we do
not know how the security arrangement will be solved."8

The reluctance to admit the Baltic countries into the EU bv
Germany, France and Great Britain has also been noted in what has now
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become the classical tredttse on the Baltic security challenge to the EU
and NATO by the RAND analysts Ronald Asmus and Robert Nurick
NATO Enlmgement utd the Baltic Sntes. They point out that after the

DecemberEU summit inMadrid "Chancellor HelmutKohl argued that
the Baltic states should not be considered in the first wave of EU
enlargement because to do so would encourage their desire for a defense

guarantee.tt9

The "security arrangement" within the EU membership framework

became clearer in the following years and to the benefit of the Baltic
states because shifting coalitions spearheaded by the Nordics within the

EU acted to the advantage of the Balts. As made clear in the RAND
report this position was also supported by the USA. However, the
Nordics have not always been united and have themselves shifted sides

when perceived national interests have so demanded.
'When it came to the question of leavingout the Baltic countries from

the first EU enlargement round altogether due to the negative attitude
of the major powers in Europe, Finland and Sweden departed from their
policy of a common start for all ten candidate states and pushed to have

at least Estonia included in EU's first enlargement phase.1o They
succeeded as reflected in the EU Commission Agenda 2000 opinion on
Estonia.

Only Denmark, Portugal and Italy maintained the struggle for a

common start for all CEE candidates until the "bitter end." According

to Agenda 2000 enlargement was to proceed in graded "A" and "B"
groups, but the Baltics were not to be in one group. Latvia and Lithuania
appeared to be placed in the same group as the south-eastern CEE states

Bulgaria and Rumania.
The rationale advanced by the Finns to support their position was

that countries such as France and Germany preferred to admit only the
three that were being admitted to NATO. "There was no reason to sink

the membership project of all Baltic states by insisting on all three."rt
This was foreseen by Asmus and Nurick - if the choice was presented

to the Nordic countries of only admitting one Baltic state or none at all,

they would opt for the first choice. Germany's support would be crucial,
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after which France and Great Britain would follow suit. They also
argued that "ultimately" it was in the interests of all three Baltic states

if one of them is included in the first EU enlargement round.l2
After the Amsterdam Commission report, however, the danger

immediately arose that only Estonia would break out of the Soviet
ghetto. Latvia and Lithuania appeared to fall into a grey area between
Poland and Estonia. Furthermore, there was the likelihood that, be-
cause of the institutional reform impasse in the Eu, Latvia and Lithuania
may slide into the "Turkish trap" and wait forever for invitations to
begin accession talks. This state of affairs ignited afrenzy of diplomatic
activity on the part of Latvia and Lithuania and compelled Sweden to
switch sides back to Denmark calling for a common start for all CEE
candidates.

The EU Commission recommendation carried the potential possi-
bility of knocking out the corner stone of Baltic securiry - Baltic
cooperation - and throwing the Baltics back to the disunity of the
thirties when each Baltic state pursued separate foreign and security
policy objectives. This contradicted the EU's professed srrong support
for regional cooperation schemes - the Barents, Baltic and Black Sea

areas, Central European Initiative, various initiatives in the Balkan
region, etc., "as factors promoting stability and security in Europe, as

well as European integration."l3
Baltic sea regional cooperation is impossible without close coopera-

tion between the three Baltic states. A free trade agreement, including
agricultural goods, is in force and non-tariff barriers were abolished by
the end of 1997.

Joint border controls are being built between Latvia and Lithuania
and the same are scheduled to be set-up between Latvia and Estonia. No
visas are required for Baltic residents travelling between their countries
and a common visa regime for third parties is being implemented. The
ideal of a Baltic common market leading to an eventual Baltic Customs
Union has not been abandoned despite the strains in pursuing security
guarantees in the wider EU and NATO contexr. Baltic cooperation
remains the "general rehearsal" for EU membership.ra
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The EU Council in Luxembourg, although it did in the main follow
the Commission's recommendation, vindicated in principle the com-

mon start approach by deciding "to launch an accession process compro-
mising the ten Central and East European applicant States and Cyprus"
which "will form part of the implementation of Article O of the Treaty
on European (Jnion."r5

The EU enlargement scenario will apparently unfold as follows: the
accession process will be launched with all ten plus Cyprus on 30 March
and accession negotiations with the five "ins" at a later stage. These,

however, will in fact mean negotiations on the conditions for their
entry, know n as acqui screening which, albeit on a slower track, will also

be done with the five "pre-ins." "Real" accession negotiations for the

"ins" may only begin in1999 unless political ambitions of Great Britain
or Austria, which will hold the presidency in 1998, dictate otherwise.

This resembles the "stadium model" compromise proposed by Ger-
many between the competing Swedish and Danish common start or
regatta and the "five only" accession model as proposed by the EU
Commission.

The significance of the Luxembourg decision is that it made ?cc€s-

sion of new states an on-going process. Vith regard to the first five it is
significant to note that the "decision to enter into negotiations does not
imply that they will be successfully concluded at the same time." The
decision continues to say that their "conclusion and the subsequent

accession of the different applicant States will depend on the extent to
which each complies with the Copenhagen criteria and on the union's
ability to assimilate new members."r6 It does give certain basis for the
"B" group of candidates to be able to overtake the "A" group. Hence no
state is left isolated in a grey zone.

However, if the first group does hold together - and it probably will
since it is not likely that Germany or France would accept Poland or the
Czech Republic to be replaced by Latvia or Lithuania - the first five
cannot in any case become full members until 2004-5. By then enough

pressure should have been built up to fulfil institutional reforms in the
EU which should enable it to absorb more than 5 new states. The EU's
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main priority 
- 

monetary union 
- 

will also have been re solved, which
should release more energy for Brussels to concentrate on enlargement.

The Luxembourg decision was hailed as a victory by Latvia and

Lithuania but left hurt feelings between Sweden and Finland. It also left
some hurt feelings between the Baltic states, needless to say. Latvia
expressed fears that Baltic cooperation would suffer if only Estonia were

to be admitted to the negotiation tablc. In addition, this would be a
signal for Russia and she would try to increase her political and

economic influence in Latvia and Lithuania.lT This ruffled feathers in
Tallinn since Estonia protested that she had no intention of abandoning

Baltic cooperation.
Vhen the EU Commissioner for Industry and Telecommunications

Mr. Martin Bangemann expressed concern about possible rivalry among
the Baltic states over prospects for joining the EU and NATO on a visit
to Tallinn, the Estonian Prime Minister Mr. Mart Siiman assured him
that Estonia's admission would boost the membership prospects of the
other two.1B

Lithuania's relations with Estonia appeared to be more strained.
Latvia, though admitting that the Commission's opinion was a "cold
shower" for her, never claimed that she was ahead of Estonia except in
some areas, for example, pension reform. Lithuania appeared to give the
impression that she was, in fact, better than Estonia all across the board.
At the close of the summit in Luxembourg the Lithuanian Prime
Minister Mr. Gediminas Vagnorius reacted to the offers of help from the
Estonian Foreign Minister Mr. Toomas Ilves that Estonia nccded as

much help as Lithuania. He claimed that Lithuania showed better
macro economic data than Estonia and Latvia.le

Yet all states should feel satisfied since the Luxembourg Council
reaffirmed the basic rationale for the eastward enlargement as deter-

mined by the 1993 Copcnhagen Council 
- 

the consolidation of
European security: "The best long-term method of ensuring peace and

stability in the region ... luy through bringing this swathe of ex-

Communist countries into the EU familv, however inconvenient and
costly the process might be."2o
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'fhe decision has practically secured tl-rc simultaneous or near-
.,irnultaneous admission of the Baltics in the EU' Certainly class "B"
,,tlrcs will benefit frorn the lessons of the first five and save valuable

( r)crgy to better prcpare themselves for accession negotiations. East

( it'rrnany's economic collapse after reunification, despite massivc money

tr':rnsfcrs from \Uest Germany, underscorcs the nced for a long'term

:olution to CEE backwardness and the need for careful and successful

l,r r'-rrccession prcparations.2 I

The Transatlantic Link - 
NATO

The Baltic statcs from the very beginning of restored independence

r;rrickly made known their enthusiasm to join NA'TO. Thc former
"..'nemy" was seen as the sole guarantor of independence against Russia,

rvhich was misrrusted and which had troops in all three states inherited
lr-orn the Soviet era until 1994. Relations with Russia were strained not

,rrly because of the prescnce of the Russian troops which were viewed

.,s symbols of the long occupation, but also because all three Baltic
srirtcs, particularly Latvia, had to accept that a large number of retired

Sovict army officers remain living in their countries as part of the deal

i r r sccuring the withdrawal of the Russian army. Even worse in the eyes

,,1 t hc Balts, Russia waged an intensive campaign against the Baltics in
rlrc international fora alleging gross human rights violations in the

l\rrltic states singling out particularly Estonia and Latvia; the latter,

rrrrlike Lithuania, did not grant automatic citizenship rights to the large

lirrssian numbers that had settled in Estonia and Latvia during the

,,( ('tlpation.

Much {ewer Russians came to Lithuania and hence could not
rrrlltrence national voting results. Only Russians and other minclrity

,',r'rrrbers who were citizens of Estonia and Latvia before the war wcre

lr':urted citizenship - 
newzcomers had to undergo a naturalization

l)r ( )ccss not unlike that obtaining in the mature democracies.
'l'wo outstanding factors effecting the security of the Baltic states

l,.rvc ernerged as a direct rcsult of the Soviet heritage and Russia's

, lr, 
'sc11 

Baltic policy: Russia links the signing of border agrq tY'

l :rorria and Latvia with citizenship rights for Russians ioitty>e c()tttt-
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tries and' though she has signed (but not ratified) a border with
Lithuania, transit rights to the Kaliningrad enclave (formerly East
Prussia) remain dormant in Lithuanian-Russian relations.

Although Russia's procrastination in signing border agreements
with Estonia and Latvia cannot hinder these countries from joining the
EU as evidenced by the Luxembourg summit to start accession negotia-
tions with Estonia, the case of unsigned or unratified borders with
Russia with regard to NATO membership is more problematic.

In addition to the paramount Russian opposition per se to Baltic
membership in NATO unsigned borders merge into the larger, rarher
diffuse image the \Uest has of the Baltics as "indefensible," which, when
compounded by the problem of Kaliningrad and transir rights through
Lithuania make Baltic accession to NATo a much greater challenge
than it was in the case of Poland, Hungary and the czech Republic.

NATO, until the launching and implemenrarion of the partnership
for Peace Program inlgg4,demonstrated a very cautious attitude to the
Baltics not unlike that of the EU. An attempt to gain supporr for a
common start for NATO partner countries floundered in 1996 at a
meeting of the Nordic and Baltic defence ministers in Lithuania because
of divisions between rhe Nordic ministers. A paragraph in the draft press
statement essentially calling for a common start which "would allow
NATO to tackle security problems in a comprehensive manner, with-
out creating "grey zones,t'was deleted from the statement released to the
press.22

until 1996 when a number of swedish anti.tank shoulder-fired
rockets were delivered to BALTBAT, the Baltic peace Keeping Battal-
ion, an unofficial arms embargo was upheld against the Baltics.2r The
\Testern powers were very careful in their relations with the Baltics: a
careful balance appears to have been struck between supporting yeltsin
and his reform policies in Russian internal politics and the nascent
Baltic states. The Russian national elections in1993 and 1996 showed
the precarious position of Yeltsin. His victory over the communists and
other reactionary forces was, needless to say, also in the intercsts of the
Baltic states.
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By the beginning of 1998 rhe security situation for the Baltic states
had nevertheless improved considerably. This is the year when the last
l{ussian military base in the Baltic states, the Skrunda ABM site in
l-atvia with several hundred military specialists will cease operations on
11 August.2a

Photographs of Kohl and Chernomyrdin - leaders of the two
countries which carved up the Baltic states into spheres of influence on
23 August 1939 - shaking hands with the Baltic prime ministers in
Riga on 23 January 1998 at the Council of Baltic Sea States (CBSS)
summit projected a mirror image of the improved security climate for
the Baltic states.

Yet - parallel to this sense of achievement the question remained
tunanswered in the Baltic and German mass media why it took the
Chancellor so long to come to any one of the Baltic states - and when
he finally did come - only within rhe context of an intemational
conference during which time he held lengthy talks with the Russian
prime minister Mr. Chernomyrdin. The obvious answer is, of course,
Germany's sensitivities to Russia, but no Baltic politician dared say this

- all praised Kohl for coming and stressed that relations with Germany
were excellent.

Yet the observation made by Asmus and Nurick in1996 in the very
first sentence of their RAND report that the Baltics and NATO
cnlargement is "one of the most delicate questions facing the Alliance"
is still valid today.25 Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbot during his
visit to the Nordic countries inJanuary 1998 affirmed the validity of this
observation by saying that ultimately, the Baltic States are "the litmus
test for the success of NATO enlargement and for our European policy
as a whole."26

The Baltic question is delicate because the three states - Poland,
l{ungary and the Czech Republic - that were invited to join NATO
in 1997 were the states least facing a possible threat from a revanchist
I{ussia and are, in addition, not militarily as weak as the three states that
need a collective defence insurance policy most of all - Estonia, Latvia
;rnd Lithuania.
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Yet the logic of winning support for NATO enlargement in the Vest
demanded, as pointed out by President Clinton, that "Enlargement had
to start with the strongest candidates or else it would not have started
at all." He said that the Baltics will be invited but in the meantime their
security wouldbe increasedby the initial enlargement because "stability
was expanded to their borders."27

A Poland in NATO will increase Baltic security simply by bringing
NATO's centerof gravity closer to the shores of the Baltic countries and
hence diminish the isolated "outer edge" or randstatus of the Baltics. Yet
this is not the same as membership. The pressing question for the Balts
is to become part of the NATO collective defence system that will
dominate Europe in the next century. The attraction of NATO is

demonstrated by the desire of its existing members not to leave the
organization despite the fall of the Soviet empire. France, after leaving
the military committee during the Cold \(/ar, wishes to be militarily
reintegrated in NATO.

In the wake of the media coverage that followed the signing of the
Baltic-American charter a senior U.S. State Department official "re-
jected a media report in the Baltic states that NATO would not invite
the three at that (1999\ time."28 Such statements show that the Baltics
are still on the NATO agenda even though they may have been issued

to deny that the Baltic.American charter was a substitute for NATO
membership and also perhaps as a parrying thrust against France and her
allies which are pushing for Romania and Slovenia.

The July Madrid summit communiqu6 states: "At the same time,
we recognise the progress achieved towards greater stability and
cooperation by the states in the Baltic region which are also aspiring
members."2e There is no doubt who these states are since Poland is no
longer an aspiring member and Finland and Sweden are not yet
aspiring members.

Though Romania and Slovenia are named specifically, the wording
leading up to them reflects a subtle difference in the perception of these

countries: "\X/ith regard to the aspiring members, we recognise with
great interest and take account of the positive developments towards
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tlcmocracy and the rule of law in a number of south-eastern European
( ountries, especially Romania and Slovenia."r0

Undoubtedly Slovenia, holding accession talks with the EU, is an

;rttractive candidate since the geostrategic logic of embracing it into
NATO after Hungary becomes a member state is very compelling. Only
:rn Austrian vote to join NATO would perhaps dilute the imperative of
;rdmitting Slovenia to NATO. Romania, strongly backed by France, has

the perceived disadvantage of being a "Balkan" country.
The Madrid declaration was a "victory" for the Balts brought about

by Denmark, Germany, the USA and Great Britain after a protracted
struggle between France and her allies on behalf of Rumania and
Slovenia. A replay of this scenario may reoccur in the next summit in
1999 with France the main obstacle to the Baltics among the NATO
rnembers.3l

Further, if Russia's opposition to the initial NATO enlargement was
;r smoke screen for the real battle - stopping the Baltics from joining,
then the stakes have been raised now that the three central European
states are in. The Russians have now fallen back to their main "line of
..lcfence."32

Apart from overriding geopolitical considerations, Baltic member-
ship in NATO hinges on two more factors: participation in the
l)artnership for Peace program and the development of effective na-
t ional defence forces.

The Partnership for Peace (PfP) program launched by NATO in
f rrnuary 1994 was enthusiastically embraced by Tallinn, Riga and
Vilnius. There was no initial scepticism as in the other CEE capitals; in
the words of the Estonian ambassador to the EU Mr Clyde Kull, the PfP
wirs an "elegant solution to a complex and evolving problem, or, in other
r.vords, the right step in the right direction at the right time (R3)."33 The
lcason was, of course, a feeling in the Baltics that they were much more
tlisadvantaged than the Poles or Czechs because of their geopolitical
vulnerability.

Interaction between NATO and the Baltic armed services quickly
sct standards which the latter had to meet in order to comply with the



Individual Partnership Programs ( IPP ) within the framework of the PfP

program. Though the Baltic armed forces had to be organized from

scratch, ingrained habits from service in the Soviet military, especially

among senior officers, could only be broken by Vestern training and

acclimatization in the Vestern military environment.34

Balts now regularly participate in P{P exercises and in September

1997 the first Pff exercise "Cooperative Best Effort" took place in the

Baltic states in Latvia. However. militarv exercises on Baltic soil with
foreign participating countries involving all three Baltic states preceded

"Cooperative Best Effort:" since summer 1996 American marines take

part in annual "Baltic Challenge" exercises together with national units
from the Baltic states now involving over 1000 troops.

Military assistance and training to the Baltic countries comes from
individual NATO and non'NATO states coordinated bv several steer-

ing committees. The latter are made up of defence attaches and other
military personnel mainly from Scandinavia, the USA, Great Britain,
Germany and, to a lesser extent, France. The steering groups, with
overlapping membership, and working together with Baltic military
representatives, are responsible for the three joint Baltic military
projects. They are BALTBAT, the Baltic peacekeeping battalion,
BALTRON, the Baltic peacekeeping naval squadron, and BALTNET,
the Baltic air-surveillance and control network. Their headquarters are

located in Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania respectfully. But this does not
mean that military assistance is limited to these three projects - there
are individual assistance programmes for the development of each Baltic
country's armed forces.

Many of the countries contributing to the development of these

three structures do so in "the spirit of PfP" as part of their commitments
as spelled out in their Presentation Documents within the PfP frame-

work, for example, Sweden and Great Britain. The main foreign

contributors are the Scandinavian countries, the USA, Great Britain
and Germany. Training of BALTBAT began already in 1994 and the
three national companies have already participated in SFOR in Bosnia
(Lithuanian and Latvian companies) and Lebanon (Estonian company)
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scparately attached to their hosts - the Danish, Swedish and Norwe-
gian battalions respectfully.

BALTBAT as a unit is in principle ready for operations if assisted by
staff elements from other countries. Its problem today is lack of money
rrnd lack of a mission as NATO reduces its forces in Bosnia. While more
rime will be needed to train and equip BALTBAT as a light infantry
lrattalion meeting all the standards of any similar war-fighting unit in
the \7est, it is now the only battalion in the Baltics rhar meets \Testern
standards and could well fit into any NATO or \Uest European Union
(S7EU) armed task force. If the concept of CJTF become a reality,
IIALTBAT could be the Baltic conrriburion.

Though the steering group for BALTRON began work only in 1996,
the squadron nevertheless will be ready in 1998 because the naval

1'crsonnel have already been trained in various \(/estern schools and
t'xercises, including the yearly BALTAP naval exercises organised by
rhe USA in the Nordic and Baltic seas. Germany's very cautious profile
in assisting the Baltic military came to an end in 1997 when she wrested
the chairmanship of the BALTRON steering group away from anorher
t ountry which wanted it - Sweden - and refitted the ships she had

l,reviously donated to all three Baltic navies after stripping them bare of
wcapons as previously described.35

The easing of the unofficial weapons embargo on the part of the Vest
:rgainst the Baltic states was signalled in the summer of 1996 when
IIALTBAT received older generation Swedish Carl Gustav anti-tank

'houlder rockem and when the USA supplied BALTBAT with M16
rifles in 1997 , together with 10.000 M14 rifles and ammunition to rhe
l.ltvian National Guard.

BALTBAT, a Baltic invention and the first Baltic military coopera.
t i ve endeavor, played a key role in the lifting of the arms embargo: Baltic
'',rldiers could hardly be sent to Bosnia or any other peace keeping or
1,,'ace enforcing mission without arms.The Israeli willingness to sell
nr.rclern infantry weapons to Estonia in 1994 and sales of Russian,
I'olish, Czech and Rumanian weapons to the Baltic armed forces
, ontributed to overcoming the 'W'est's hesitancy to arm the Balts. In
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addition, by not arming the Balts, the \X/estern democracies faced the
prospect of loosing their influence in three small, but strategically
important countries.

A new project, BALTDEFCOL was implemented in 1997 with the

aim of establishing a defence college in Tartu, Estonia for Baltic middle

level officers in 1999. The distinguishing feature of this college will be

that officers from other countries may also enrol.
The military aid programs within the framework of the four Baltic

integrated regional military projects have approached levels where

more coordinated donor efforts are called for. Piecemeal and haphazard

assistance in the form of bits and pieces consisting of leftover military
equipment is already creating a problem for the fledgling Baltic military
services. Maintenance and the growing need of reserve parts for the

bewildering array of older generation equipment received from different
donor states is becoming a nightmare for the cash-strapped Baltic
military.

In order to offset this, BALTSEA, the Baltic security assistance body

has been established bv the donor states, which, in future, will coordi-
nate military aid programmes for the Baltics. Furthermore,

individual studies by the USA and Sweden have been conducted on

the needs of the Baltic states in planning and developing their embry'
onic defence institutions in order to meet NATO standards. Particular

attention must be paid to the development of command structures'

tactics, administrative procedures and military doctrine in the Baltic
armed forces, areas which have been neglected in the P{P programme.

There is very little point in holding PfP exercises which, no matter

how successful, nevertheless do not effect the above.mentioned areas in
the Baltic national armed services.36

BALTSEA and advanced studies by donor states is a reflection of
how, in the space of a few years, an increasingly complex military
assistance program on the part of the NATO and non-NATO countries

to the Baltic states has developed and grown in scope.

Nevertheless, notwithstanding military assistance to the Baltics on

the national level, no Baltic state can yet field one, fully equipped and
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trained infantry battalion. Donor states, as a rule, spread their aid to all
three Baltic states; Finland, however, has diverted most of her aid to
l:stonia, while Lithuania has received the bulk of Polish arms and

t'iluipment.
A new aspect in the evolution of relations between NATO Partner

t ountries and NATO is the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC).

l'his institution, which supersedes the NACC (the North Atlantic
()ooperation Council) has the potential of giving an increased say to
l)artners in NATO affairs as in the planning of PfP exercises and peace

l<ceping tasks, and may also become a forum for debating NATO
,lefence policy and strategy matters. The Partner Staff Elements (PSE)

concept, authorising NATO partner officers to be stationed at the
NATO command at Mons and on the regional level could be further
,lcveloped to open up NATO command structures on the subregional
lcvel in Denmark.3T

If non-NATO Sweden and Finland were to do join the Balts in
1)enmark, the "strategic home" concept advocated by Ronald Asmus
,rrrd Stephen Larrabee in Foreip Affain and offered as an interim
solution to the problem of the "have-nots", i.e., the Baltics who want,
l)ut cannot presently join NATO, would become a reality.38 After
NATO reformed its command structure system, the new subregional
North.East Command in Denmark for the first time will be responsible
lor the whole Baltic sea region. This was proposed by Asmus and
| -arrabee in 1996 when they said that the Danish command post "would
l,c responsible for security in the region as a whole, not only at NATO's
lrrrrdefs.tts9

Sweden and Finland now cooperate with NATO through the Euro-
Atlantic Partnership Council and PfP and both states plan to increase

this cooperation with NATO in the future. According to the Finnish
lirrcign minister Ms.Tarja Halonen Finland, Sweden and Austria, by
rrot joining NATO can have a significant role to play in the interplay
lrctween NATO and aspiring NATO states.4o

Another aspect of new developments in NATO which have a

potential for augmenting Baltic security is an extension of the military



coopcration agreelnent between Denmark, Germany and poland to the
Baltic states. This agreement was implemented before poland was
invited to join NATO in 1997 and now, in anticipation of poland's
membership in NATo in 1999, the headquarrers for the established
joint Danish-Germand-Polish corps will be located in poland.

Military aid is essential if the Baltic states are to qualify for NATo
membership. Even though a furure invitation to join NATO will be
based on political considerations, underdeveloped defence will be a
strong card for anti-enlargement proponents in the USA and Europe
who will exploit the "indefensibiliry" argument. Today one can only
speculate what the effect on the development of the Baltic armed forces
had been if the NATo states most inrerested in the Baltic region
together with Sweden and Finland had stepped in with a considered and
coordinated military assistance program already in 1992.

If one takes the positive resulrs of British military training for the
Latvian National Guard begun already in that year, then the Baltic
states have lost several years in developing their defence, which can now
be counted against them in their quest for NATO membership.

The readiness or noo-readiness status of the Baltic states to meet
NATO membership criteria has already been used in deferring their
membership to a later date and influenced political decision making in
the Baltic capitals. After the speech given by the then Secretary of
Defense Villiam Perry in Copenhagen on 24 September 1996, where
he said that the Baltic states are "not yet ready to take on the Article v
responsibilities of NATo membership"al each Baltic counrry, in the
words of the Estonian Foreign Minister Hendrik Ilves, made a straregic
decision: Estonia made joining the EU her main foreign policy goal
while Lithuania opted for the very opposite - she doubled her efforts
to join NATO. Latvia's position was "not clear.,,42

The author agrees with this assessment except that for Latvia the EU
remained the main priority which, however, was not translated into the
same level of intense diplomatic activity as carried out by Estonia until
after the Amsterdam "cold shower" as already described. Reform of the
Latvian armed services was delayed until a new defence minister was
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:rppointed in 1997 and Latvia plans to increase her defence budget,
rrnlike Estonia and Lithuania, which have already done so, only in 1999
lfter reforms have been implemented.

Estonia achieved her goal but not Lithuania. Unlike the other two
Ilaltic countries, Lithuania waged a full-scale diplomatic initiative
cliciting the support of Lithuanian parliament and even the Baltic
Assembly to convince NATO that Lithuania should be included in the
l'irst enlargement round. The Selmas (parliament) issued an appeal to all
NATO member state governments "to invite the Baltic states or at least
one Baltic state to start NATO accession negotiations together with the
f irst Alliance candidates."a3

Similarly, the Baltic Assembly at its tenth session accommodated
l-ithuania's wishes and passed a resolution two days later urging NATO
governments and the North Atlantic Council in Madrid ro "invite at
lcast one Baltic country to start the NATO accession negotiations
together with the first new members of the Alliance," and "to block the
way to any attempts to isolate the Baltic states from the full-fledged
participation in the processes of Euro-Atlantic integration."44

The Lithuanian thrust towardNATOwas based on the "Landsbergis
tloctrine." Formulated at the beginning of 1997, it signalled a shift
Ioward central Europe away from the Baltic states and the perception
that Lithuania stood a better chance to join NATO than the two other
llaltic states. It was recognised that Estonia's close ties with Finland
r.vould help her to join the EU therefore Lithuania, as a central European
state with a "strategic relationship" with Poland, would stand a much
lretter chance to join NATO if she would not be considered as an
integralpart of the Baltics. This was also the viewpointof theLithuanian
lioreign Minister Algirdas Saudargas who evolved the theory of the
" Baltic ghetto" that was hampering the national interests of each Baltic
slltte.45

There never was any doubt that the formula "at least one Baltic
slate" applied only to Lithuania. The Lithuanian parliament when
,lcbating its appeal to the NATO states, was unable to answer the
ilrrcstion raised by the former prime minister of Lithuania Ms. K.
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Prunskicnc as to whar would happen if, instead of Lithuania, Latvia or
Estonia would be nominated first to join NATO? She proposed that
taking into account the common Baltic strategic aim of securing
stability in the region all three Baltic states should be included in the
first round.a6

After the failure to gain NATO membership, Mr. Landsbergis was
subjected to much criticism in Lithuania yet it appears that there has not
been a debate on how realistic such a strategy was. Although questions
about its validity have been raised, emphasis is put on such negative
factors as insufficient time to lobby NATO stares, the U.S. Senate and
public opinion. In addition, there is a residual hope that Lithuania's
"special activeness" will bring "certain dividends in the future."4?

Earlier the Baltic Assembly in 1995 also had voted for the resolution
tabled by Lithuania that "rhe achievemenr of one of the rhree States
shall be regarded as the achievement of all three indicates that at least
Mr. Landsbergis, who headed the Lithuanian delegation, had already
formulated his doctrine.as

The Lithuanian thrusr was marched by the highest defence expen-
diture increases in 1997 among the Baltic srates. Compared to 1996
Lithuania increased her defence budget by 216o/o, Estonia by l59o/o
while the Latvian defence budget remained unchanged. The percenrage
of the GDP was 0.92, l.ZZ and 0.68 respectively. Lithuania, unlike
Estonia and Latvia, had a better base for her budget since she bought
considerable military hardware from Russia before the Russian troop
pullout in 1993. In 1998 Estonia's defence spending rem ainedatl.ZZo/o,
Lithuania was able to increase her defence expenditure to l.5o/o of the
GDP (augmented by a $35 million loan) but Latvia will only increase
her defence expenditures to 1olo in 1999 after the military reforms are
completed. However, the reforms have released more financial re-
sources for the armed services and improved somewhat defence effi-
ciency. Neither Estonia nor Lithuania were able to gain the support of
their parliaments for larger defence expenditures as requested.

Latvia's present minimal defense spending is, however, raising
concern in Estonia and Lithuania, as this may negatively reflect on
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prospects for the Baltic states to join NATO. The Estonian Foreign
Minister Mr. Toomas Ilves noted this concern in a speech on 10 March,
1998 at the University of Latvia in Riga. He based his views on the
lrssumption that in the politics of security, the Baltic states are consid.
cred to be a united block and hence not likely to be invited to join
NATO on a one-by-one basis. One Baltic country's strong points will
work in favour of the other two - and vice-versa.

The American Connection
In his speech at the Latvian Freedom Monument in downtown Riga

on 6 July i 994 President Clinton said - "And as you return to Europe's
fold, we will stand with you."ae Subsequent events have borne out this
promise. The Clinton administration is more sensitive to the needs of
the Balts than was the Bush administration. After his meeting with U.S.
sccretary of state Varren Christopher on 8 April 1993,Latvia's foreign
rninister, Georgs Andrejevs, went away with the understanding that
Clinton had departed from the previous administration's insistence on
siding with Russia, for example, over the "automatic citizenship for
I{ussian speakers" issue.50

America played the decisive role in persuading Russia to pull out of
the Baltic states. In the talks between Clinton and Yeltsin over the
rluestion of Russian troop withdrawal and bases in Latvia the lease of the
Skrunda ABM radar base was reduced to four years. Initially Russians

wanted to keep Skrunda until 2003, the Liepaja naval base until 1999,
lnd the electronics listening station in Ventspils until 1997. At Presi-
tlcnt Clinton's insistence Russia was left with only a reduced term for
Skrunda.5l

America became involved in the three Baltic military cooperation
,.'ndeavors already described, becoming the largest contributor to
IIALTBAT. More significant has been America's assistance in the
tlcsign of the Regional Airspace Initiative (RAI) leading to BALTNET
which will, after implementation, will link the surveillance of Baltic air
space to the NATO civil-military air traffic system through Poland.
[].S. bilateral assistance to the Baltic states evolved from the internal
l,olicy document" Bakic ActionPkn (which may have its origins, at least



30

in name and philosophy frorn the EU Action Plan) and led to the
"Charter of Partnership and Cooperation Betrveen the United States of
America and the Republics of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania."

This document, known popularly as the Baltic-American charter, was

signed by President Clinton and the three Baltic presidents in \Tashing-
ton on 16 January 1 998. It's essence can best by illustrated by the opinion
expressed by the US ambassador to NATO Mr. Robert Hunter at an

intemational conference in Riga: "... the freedom and independence of
this country and its sister republics is critically important for the United
States. \(/e are not about to stand still for another 51 year period of the
violation of the independence of Latvia and its two sister republics."52

This sentiment is formulated in the charter as follows: "Europe will not
be fully secure unless Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania each are secure."53

This is a strong commitment on the part of the United States but it also

underscores America's continued commitment to European security and

that the best way not the repeat the past experience of sending troops and
treasure to Europe when either a hot or cold war has broken out is to
achieve, as stated in the charter, a Europe that is "whole and free."

The recognition of the principle that the Baltic states belong to a
united and free Europe is an enormous security gain to the Balts: residual
Cold Var thinking based on the Yalta line that divided Europe in half
which had its pedigree in the infamous Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact of
1939 still influences the thinking of important segments of the political
elite in the mature Vestern democracies. On occasion this gives rise to
statements that the Baltics belong to Russia's spheres of "concern" or
influence.5a \When such attitudes dove tail with thinking in Russia,

which sees the Baltic states as a buffer zone between Russia and NATO,
the results could be disastrous for the Baltics. As the history of Europe
shows, buffer zones are a recipe for disaster.

America, despite a certain degree of domestic scepticism and even
opposition, supports the integration of the Baltic states into European
and transatlantic institutions and, in addition, also undertakes coopera-
tive bilateral relations with each Baltic country in security and econom-
ics. As stated in the Charter. if a Baltic state feels that its "territorial

l!....................
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intcgrity, independence, or security is threatened it can consult the
LjSA either bilaterally, or, together with the USA, use multilateral
ruechanisms that already exist for consultations. In the latter case, this
could be, for example, Paragraph B of the Partnership for Peace
lrramework Document.

Undoubtedly, the opportunity of security consultations on a bilat-
t'ral basis with the USA is a significant security asset for three small
states that have been more than once pawns in big power politics. Such
, onsultations can weigh more that consultations within NATO's PfP
lr:rmework. Europeans have a residual tendency not to trust each other.
After the inability of the major European states in reaching a common
stand during the Bosnian conflagration there is a generally held percep-
tion in the CEE states that an enhanced U.S. military presence is more
irnportant than any Europeanisation of NATO.

At the same time, the economic dimension should not be underval-
ucd 

- considerable American investments in the Baltic states will
greatly enhance Baltic security. Despite the many opinions expressed
that America is turning to China and the Pacific basin countries at the
('xpense of Europe the very elementary truth that Europe is by far
America's greatest trading and economics partner assures America's
l)resence in Europe.

The signing of the charter received tremendous international press
( ()verage which by itself alone is a security building element for small
,,nd weak states as the Baltics presently are. Future developments will
,lcpend on the rcview mechanism, the Partnership Commission, which
rvill be established to ensure the viability of the principles espoused in
the document. The Commission will be represented on the American
side by Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbot, which signals the
irnportance the Clinton Administration attaches to the Charter.

If historical comparisons must be made, then America is playing a

' 
irnilar role to that which Great Britain had in 1 9 1 7 and the early rwenties

irr defending Baltic independence. The USA sees the three Baltic states
.,s key to regional cooperation based on the concept of the old Hansa
trrrding area covering North-eastern Europe. Latvia, which processes the
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bulk of goods shipped from East to \7est has dubbed this concept the

Amber Gateway; the USA calls it the Northeast Europe Initiative.

This is a new diplomatic initiative launched by the USA at a meeting

of the Nordic and Baltic foreign ministers in September 1997. The

Initiative has three purposes: "first, reinforcing the U.S.'s own ties with
the countries of this region; second, helping the new democracies of the

region become stronger candidates for membership in European insti-

tutions; and third, increasing cooperation with, and the integration of,

Russia."55 If successful, through trade and commerce Russia, the USA
and Europe can compete in a spirit of cooperation in a vast area where

the Nordic-Baltic region is the cross-roads. This would finally make the

old concepts buffer states and spheres of influence obsolete.

Conclusion
The Baltic states, after a generation of occupation and almost fifty

years of life as Russian provinces have done well in building their

security since the fall of the Soviet empire in 1991. As reported in the

Agenda 2000 Commission opinions all three countries are democracies

with stable institutions; Estonia has already a functioning market

economy while Latvia and Lithuania show considerable progress toward

this end. These are data lor \996. The 1998 report might bring Latvia

and Lithuania up to Estonia's level or further. In any case this is a very

positive image for "former republics of the Soviet (Jnion," especially

when compared to the situation in Russia and the other CIS states.

Though there are few people who would say Russia presents a

military threat to the Baltics today, Russia is also the only possible

source of threats to Baltic security. The enormous power asymmetry

between the three small Baltic countries and Russia predetermines the

need for Baltic integration into transatlantic and European institutions.

The Baltic states are now well on their way towards integration into

the European Union which would bring about the desired "soft"

security guarantees. Membership in NATO is much more problematic

and will, in the end, depend on three factors: Russia's readiness to

acknowledge Baltic membership in NATO; the Baltic peoples'readi-

ness to accept the policy priority of their elites and costs of membership;
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,rnd the readiness of NATO member states to pav for the inclusion of
the Baltic states into NATO.

The most serious challenge is that posed by Russia. However, this

lactor in turn depends on the ability of the \Uest to integrate Russia into
Western modes of thinking and behavior, which, needless to say,

contrast sharply with Russia's acquired Soviet and Tsarist Russian

irnperial behavioral code. The crisis that is presently clearly evident in
rhe Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) has arisen due to

l{ussia's inability in treating her weaker neighbours as equals. Time will
rcll if the Russian-NATO Permanent Council will be a test of wills
hetween representatives of two different mental paradigms or whether

it will lead to cooperation in building a cooperative security regime for
liurope in the next century.

The test of wills has already been played out to a considerable degree

in the Baltics for the past seven years. Although it is too early to say

whether Russia has changed her behavior from threats of economic

sirnctions, various discriminatory trade measures and coercive diplo-
rnacy applied selectively against each Baltic state at different times to a

llcnuine desire to settle issues on the basis of good neighbourly relations,
there does appear to be a growing realisation in Russia that the Baltics,
:rs integral parts of the "new'West," better serve Russia's interests than
rvcak, unstable frontier states.56

The NATO - Baltic issue could be diffused if Russia simply "let the
llaltics go" and wished them every success in the quest of NATO
rrrembership. This would take off the pressure on the Baltics to rush

NATO simply for the reason that Russia opposes it. More energy and

lrcasure could then be devoted to the building of a middle class in these

t ountries, the verv backbone of democratic and secure states and the
Ioundation of a credible defence.

The next NATO enlargement may well be carried out one year after
tlrc next American presidential elections in 2000. There appears to be

rr strong case that the NATO summit in 1999 in Vashington , which
tvill mark the 50th anniversary of the Vashington treaty, will be a

"cclebratory affair, with the crowning act being the induction of three
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new members into the Alliance - Poland, the Czech Republic, and
Hungary."57 Seeing enlargement through was not easy for the Clinton
administration and it "will not want any cloud of controversy to be seen

or be heard."58

Furthermore, the new member states might need to be "digested" in
order for NATO to evaluate how it operates with 19 instead of 16

members. If so, the danger for the Baltics might arise that this stage of
NATO enlargement could turn into a very long pause, dubbed by some

commentators "apausement," which could lead to appeasement, i.e.

surrendering to the anti-enlargement lobby in the'West and Russia.

"Apausment" (with a double'p') could lead to the end of the open-door
concept and thereby "slam" the door shut to Baltic membership as

warned by the American commentator'\Tilliam Safire.se

However, the 1999 summit is managed, a measured NATO enlarge-
ment process may contribute more to the security of the recognised
aspirants Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Slovenia and Rumania through
the "third party deterrence" idea than a hastily mismanaged second
eniargement round with only Rumania and Slovenia admitted as

members. "Third party deterrence" is a new concept in the Alliance's
doctrine which is, in the words of Air Chief Marshall SirJohn Cheshire,
" the effect that NATO's deterrence posture may have on the thought
processes of a would.be aggressor who was contemplating military
action against a European country which is not actually a member of
NATO ... The more so if his target nation was adjacent to NATO's
borders and a participant in the P{P Programme."60

In commenting the U.S.-Baltic charter, the V/ashingtonPost noted
that the most important aspect of the charter was the recognition that
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania were not problems to be managed but
partners to work with.6r The question now is whether Russia is ready to
recognise them as such not only in word but also in deed? If so, Baltic
membership in the "new" NATO, resting on the twin pillars of
collective defence and collective security, should not be very hard to
accept either in the East or Vest.
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'Laneta Ozoli4a

THE IMPACT OF EU AND NATO
ENLARGEMENT ON

BALTIC,NORDIC COOPERATION

Balnc Sea cooperation is akey to economic and social stnbility

in the new demouacrc.s ud", by extansion, in tlrc whole region.

(Gerard \Talter)

Introduction
In previous articles about Baltic-Nordic relations under the frame-

rvork of the Baltic Sea Region (BSR), I have tried to find answers to
scveral questions that are of importance to the Baltic states. First of all,
I have wanted to find out whether a heterogeneous region is being
cstablished around the shores of the Baltic Sea - one in which the
ru'rifying basic principle is not only geographic location, but also

t'conomic, political, social, security and ecological interests. In 1995,

when the first processes of the BSR began to emerge, it became

irrrportant to determine whether the new region consisted only of
lt'ciprocal elements, or whether there were signs of cooperation and
i rr tcgration that would signify the establishment of a stable community
.{ nations operating in concert with the leading trends of Europe and

rlrus helping the region's countries to draw closer to the European
I lrrion. As the result of research done in1996I concluded that the BSR
,liil at that time demonstrate certain trends which signify deeper and
l,roader cooperation, but the level of full integration had not yet been

','ached. 
Right now, however, all kinds of reciprocal activities exist in

rlrc BSR - activities of various manifestation and various intensity.
l;irst of all, the region is seeing stable and increasing integration in
rvlrich Denmark, Finland and Sweden are involved through their direct

1';rrticipation in the EU. Iceland and Norway, even though they are not
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closely involved in EU processes, are nevertheless involved through
their participation in the European Economic Area. The integration of
these Scandinavian countries and the EU is proceeding at the same time
as integration among the Nordic countries themselves. Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania and Poland are currently observers of the integration process

and are at the starting line, but there are many types of cooperation
among these countries at the regional level, at the tripartite level (the

three Baltic states), and at the bipartite level. Russia is a permanent

reciprocal partner in the BSR.

There is another trend that has been emerging, however. There are

countries in the BSR which are becoming involved in the European

integration process more quickly. These are Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania
and Poland through their efforts to join the EU, as well as Iceland via
its increasing readiness to become involved in the programs of the

Council of Baltic Sea States.

The dynamics and the pace of BSR cooperation and integration have

been affected (and will continue to be affected) by the major political
events of the summer of 1997 - the beginning of EU and NATO
enlargement. These are parallel but not identical processes, and they
will have a seminal effect on the relationship between the Baltic states

and the Scandinavian countries. In this article, therefore, I will try to
analyze the changes which have occurred as the result of the first wave

of EU and NATO expansion - those which in the near future will
affect the bilateral and multilateral relationships that are occurring
under the auspices of the BSR. I will also look at the way in which these

changes will affect the security situation in the Baltic states.

In the first chapter, I will look at the current level of intensity in
cooperation among BSR countries and the future prospects for this
cooperation, bearing in mind the various contradictions which exist in
the way countries are transforming and integrating in the region, as well
as the efforts to adapt to a new and more expanded Europe. Here I will
also look at the positions taken by various BSR states vis-a-vis their
changing region in a changing Europe.

In the second chapter I will look at the relationship between the
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llaltic states and the Nordic countries in the context of EU enlarge-
rnent. Today the European Union is the most important element in the
internal and external political debates that are going on in both groups

rrf countries. The destiny of the Baltic states with respect to possible

rnembership in the EU is largely dependent upon the support of
[)enmark, Finland and Sweden as the Baltic countries undergo the
integration process. This is particularly true with respect to Latvia's and
l-ithuania's hopes of drawing even with Estonia, which will be the first
,rf the Baltic countries to begin EU membership negotiations.

In the third chapter I will analyze the attitude of Balts and Scandi-
navians toward the expansion of NATO. Even though the European

Union is the dominant topic in the BSR, the future of the military
llliance is becoming an increasingly important issue under the frame-
work of Europe's security structure. The Baltic states have said on more
t han one occasion that they see the future of their own security policies
ls depending on membership in North Atlantic structures. In Finland
rrnd Sweden, meanwhile, there have lately been debates among the
public and at the level of the political elite about the links between
sccurity policy and NATO. The first wave of expansion in the alliance
has brought to accents to the security policies of the Baltic states and the
Nordic countries alike.

One indicator concerning the intensity and effectiveness of integra.
tion is extent to which there are organized expressions of these processes

- i.e., the creation of institutions. For that reason I will devote the
lirurth chapter to an assessment of existing BSR institutions and the role
which they play in the ongoing consolidation of the region and in efforts
to draw nearer to European structures.

1. The dynamics of Baltic Sea Region developmentin 1997
The attitude of BSR countries vis.a-vis the region as such has

trndergone several periods of increasing and decreasing enthusiasm.
'fhe logic of events in this part of the world shows that interest in
rcgional cooperation usually declines at the point when countries find
rr1 opportunity to become involved in broader and more significant
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entities such as the EU and NATO. 'When the activities of such

institutions recede, however, countries look for opportunities to pursue

their national interests under the framework of other unions of coun-
tries. I think that at this time the BSR is undergoing its first phase of
stability, because all of the political actors involved in the process have

accepted the significance of the region on the global scale (the presence

of the United States and Russia), on the regional scale (the European

Union), on the sub-regional scale (the BSR, cooperation between the
Baltic and the Nordic countries), and on the national scale (invest-

ments, markets, promotion of democracy, etc.). The attitude of theBSR
countries toward participation in a tighter or looser region is no longer
dependent upon changing extemal circumstances, because the formu-
lation of the interests of the various countries is happening in concert
with the laws of regionalization and institutionalism.

So why are the 267 political (both governmental and non-govern-
mental) actors in the BSR showing increasing and stable interest in the
nearest international environment. Onc explanation lies in the fact that
the BSR is a completely new project, one which did not exist before the
collapse of the USSR.I If after the Baltic states and Poland saw the
region as a "window to Europe" when they first established democratic
regimes, then now it has become a "window of opportunity" for all
eleven countries in the region, and no country wishes to miss that
opportunity.2

In terms of econontic development, the BSR is one of the most

dynamic regions in the world. According to data from the European

lJnion's second general directorate, in 1997 Poland experienced GDP
growth of 6a/o in 1996, and in 1997 the three Baltic states forecast

economic growth of 3.lo/o in the case of Estonia, 3.5o/o in the case of
Latvia and 5.0olo in the case of Lithuania.3 Even those fairly optimistic
predictions were exceeded. According to'V/orld Bank forecasts, the true
level of GDP growth in the three countries will turn out to be 7% in
Estonia, 60/o inlatvia and4o/o in Lithuania. Interregional trade already

amounts to more than USD 100 billion, and it is expected that the
volume may triple by the year 2000, then triple again by the year 2010.4

I
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t )rrc example of the process is the fact that over the last nine years,

l)rrnish exports to Eastern Europe have increased by 357olo, while
rnl)orts have increased by l40o/o. The trade surplus last year was DKK

' 
. 5 billion. If in l9B2 exports to Eastern Europe provided 8,000 jobs in

l)t'nmark, then now the figure is 28,500.5

Let us illustrate the increase in foreign trade through the example of
, 
'rrc Baltic state - Latvia. The reader can easily see the overall trend of

lirowth in the process (Table 1).

Table I
lroreign trade turnover with countries of the Baltic Sea Region
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Sotnce: Latuijas stnnstikas ikmenetu bile.terc (Monthly bulletin of l-atuian
\radstics). RIga:I-atuiutState StarisncalContmittee.No. 11(42), 1997,p. 111.

Economic relations are blossoming at all levels. The Union of
Itrrltic Cities, for example, brings together 65 cities around the Baltic
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Sea. They participate in a number of projects amongst th"-r.lrr"r, o. I
under the umbrella of the Council of Baltic Sea States, dealing withl
economic, environmental, cultural and other issues. Financing isl
received from the EU, and this helps the various cities in terms of I
economic development, as well as in terms of practical movementl
toward the European lJnion.6 I

The significant economic potential of the BSR on the global level I
has been described pointedly by Latvian Foreign Minister Valdisl
Birkavs: "'When I was in Southeastern Asia, I said that I was not inviting I
people to a market of two-and-a-half million people. I was not invitingl
them to the Baltic market of 8 million people. I was inviting them to thel
market of the countries of the Council of Baltic Sea States with 1151

million people. The Baltic Sea is a very active region which is continuel
to develop actively. Many business people feel that the economicl
potential of the Baltic Sea is greater than that of Southeastern Asia. For I
that reason, we need a macroeconomic identity in order to convincel
investors to participate in regional projects, to convince them that there I
are great future prospects here."7 |

Ve can say thatpolitically the Baltic SeaRegion has become an areal

of high stability, if we compare the situation with what was happening I
two years ago. This is indicated by processes in the various individuall
countries, as well as by Russia's increasing involvement in the region I
and Moscow's growing interest to participate as a true partner in thel
process. There is also the involvement of the European Union in thel
BSR, which has become real through various concrete projects, pro'l
grams and financing schemes. The BSR has become a fairly attractivel
region which has drawn expressions of interest from a variety ofl
countries which are not part of the geographical territory - the United I
States, Belarus and Ukraine among them. New countries are increas'l

ingly being called to political cooperation. During a visit to Paris inl
October 1996, for example, Finnish Prime Minister Paavo Lipponenl

expressed the hope that France might play a greater role in the BSR inl
the future. On the one hand, this can be seen as the internationalizationl
of the BSR, but on the other hand, it can also create the impression that I

I

I

I

I

I
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rt'sponsibility for the processes which are occurring in the BSR is being
*lrifted from the shoulders of countries which are involved to the

'lroulders of some that are not.8

Security issues were left off the table for a long period of time. This
\virs partly because of the initially fragile nature of the emerging region
rr t ir time when there were fears against threatening the dialogue that had
lrcen undertaken and the atmosphere of trust that was being created,
;rnd partly because of the security interests of the various countries in
the context of an uncertain future for European security. However,
since 1992, when formal dialogue began among BSR countries under
the auspices of the Council of Baltic Sea States, there has been a
lrurmonization of interests and a search for points of common interest.
l'his has been accompanied by a transformation of the intemational,
rrnd especially the European security system. As a result of this, the
sccurity of the BSR has become a permanent issue on the agenda of the
rcgion. This has occurred on the basis of several considerations. First of
:rll, the adaptation of European institutions to the new situation on the
( lontinent took place through the opening of these institutions and the
involvement of new partners in various events and programs. The
l)artnership for Peace program, for example, brings together all of the
( ountries of the BSR. Second, the increase in interdepeldsngs -something that is a result of globalization and integration - has created
:r situation where many issues that have normally been considered
rrational in nature have now become regional, and this implies a need
krr regional solutions. Examples of such problems include the environ-
rnental crisis in the Baltic Sea, organized crime, efforts to limit the
rrncontrolled flow of refugees, control of air traffic space, etc. Third,
t here have been efforts to create a more favorable international environ-
rnent in the region, and because this leads to more positive develop-
rncnts in each country individually, this is a process of interest to all of
rhe political actors in the process. This has been noted in Danish Secunry

I'olicy, a document prepared by the Danish Foreign Ministry. The
tkrcument states that if Denmark is to be able to carry out all of its
rrational interests, it must find itself in a favorable international
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environment. The same holds true of all of the countries in the region. I
The newly open Europe which has emerged since the end of the Cold I
\Var offers new opportunities to develop economic' political and I
security policy which promotes stability in the international environ' I
ment in which individual countries develop. This is especially true in I
the Baltic region.e I

Various extemalfactors have always played an important role in the I
creation and development of the BSR. The influence of these factors has I
not been uniform; it has depended on each specific structure in the I
intemational environment.loIn the early 1990s, it was undeniable that I
geopolitical considerations in particular brought the countries around the I
Baltic Sea closer together. As we come toward the end of the cetttnry, I
however, very much different factors are dominating. The intensiry of I
cooperation is dictated by institutional changes in the region itself, as well I
as by the overall triumph of institutionalism in Europe. The expansion of I
the EU and its links to the BSR provide evidence of this, as does the fact I
that the Council of Baltic States has been transformed from a debating I
forum to a structured organization which finds the EU to be an active 

I
participant in various regional projects. I

Undoubtedly, however, the most important factor which is stimulat- |
ing regional cooperation is the European IJnion itself, as well as the I
prospects for the EU's expansion. The Union has many roles to play in 

I
stimulating the integration of the BSR. I

First of all, the EU sets a good example in terms of various aspects 
I

of regional cooperation. The lesson taught by the EU is that the name 
I

of the game in present-day Europe is cooperation and integration' This 
I

begins on the sub-regional level and then merges into regional and 
I

global patterns. In other words, a sub-region can serve as a necessary pre' 
I

condition for integration into other regional frameworks. The best 
I

example of this is provided by the Benelux region, which at one time 
I

served as the initial stage for the \Testern European integration process I

that eventually turned into the European Community. Ongoing inte- 
|

gration processes at the end of the 20th century require the elaboration I

of new channels of interaction for eligible countries. Regional develon- 
|

I

I

I
I

hs."..,..,,..-..-..-..
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rrre nt has been accepted by the international community as one of the

rrrost effective of these channels.

This can be seen as an important reason for why the importance of

r,'gional and sub-regional cooperation in post'Cold War Europe has

l,t.cn on the rise. A region is usually defined as an area of geographically

proximate states which form mutually related units in the area of foreign

,rl fairs. One of the basic underlying principles is the awareness of each

prrrticipating state that it cannot reach success elsewhere until it has

,.ngaged in activity with other urembers of the region. This means that

{,ountries in the region can benefit from cooperation and integration

rvith respect to goals that have been proposed, and they can ensure both

tlrcir own development and that of the entire region.

Second, from the perspective of the EU, the BSR is an important

lt'sion 
- 

the one in which the next round of expansion will take place.

tJnderstanding the existing differences in the economic and social

,lcvelopment of the various countries, as well as the fact that institutions

irr many of the countries do not correspond to democratic traditions, the

liU sees its possible contribution to the development of the region as

bcing on two levels. first, the EU will contribute to regional cooperation

o1 the basis of bilateral relations. Second, it will support cooperation

i'nong the region's countries themselves. In the area of bilateral

rclarions, the EU has already established lasting and stable relations

rvith those countries which have applied for membership, while at the

slme time bearing in mind the special role of Russia in the region. The

liU's Partnership and cooperation Agreemcnt with Russia is seen as a

rcsource for the optimization of relations with Moscow.rI

In the eyes of the EU, the promotion of relations among the

r.()untries of the BSR can develop most effectively with the help of the
( )ouncil of Baltic Sea States. In addition to existing and well-known

l)rograms in economic development and strengthening of democracy,

rhe EU is also devoting serious attention to regional development as

such. PHARE cross-border cooperation programs, which are meant to

stimulate coopefation across borders between the EU and the transition

t'ountries are a concrete example of this.
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ln 1997, for example, the EU awarded ECU 3.2 million (Ls 2.1

million) to Latvia from PHARE program funds for the promotion of
cross-border cooperation in the BSR. In a projects competition, 235

proposals were received, and funding was granted to seven: improve-
ment of traffic safety in the Bauska segment of the Via Baltica highway;
education of local govemment employees in regional planning, project
management and EU integration; creation of a territorial planning
development zone Tampere-Helsinki-Tallinn-Riga; restoration of light-
houses and pilot lights at Latvian ports; establishment of an air pollution
monitoring network in Liepaja, Daugavpils and Riga; investments in
water management and sewage systems in AinaZi and Sigulda; and
fostering of cooperation among the Aluksne and Balvi districts in
Latvia, the Viru and Pilva districts in Estonia, and the Pechori, Pliskau
and Palkin districts of Russia.r2

Regional cooperation is also being promoted at the city level,
something that could help to even out differences in the welfare of
towns on the northern and southern shores of the Baltic Sea. The EU
has granted financing to the project "UBC Member Cities and the
European Union", and this is important in two ways: it is an affirmation
of interest in the Baltic region, and it is an affirmation of interest in
regional development among cities. The project is supposed to promote
cooperation of such towns as Sczeczin, Panevezius, Liepaja, Tallinn and
Kaliningrad with such cities as Copenhagen, Rostock, Tampere, Kalmar
and Kristiansand, to foster the strategic thinking of officials in these cities
in concert with the thinking stereotypes of EU member countries, to
promote a deeper understanding about the EU and the opportunities
which participation in EU structures can afford, and to provide informa-
tion about the roughly 200 programs in which candidate countries can
become involved, accruing benefits not only for themselves, but also for
the region as a whole. This project will allow Baltic cities to harmonize
legislation, to compare goveming structures in various areas and to assess

the effectiveness of these structures, and to consider ways in which local
government institutions can affect the EU and vice versa.13

Third, the EU is working out its future strategies and operational
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1'riorities with respect to the BSR, and this, in turn is helping the Nordic
r orrntries to develop policies in support of the Baltic states' and the
llrrltic states to harmonize their operational plans to those elements of
tlrc EU's Baltic Sea policy which can help the Baltic states eventually
to become members of the Union.

\Uhat might be the EU's activities and strategic plans in the BSR? EU
rt'presentatives have accented three major areas of activity in the near

rt'rm: first of all, the implementation of the European and Free Trade
Agreements. These documents have schedules for the effective imple-
nrcntation of mutual concessions in the trade of goods and services; for

llrlnting national treatments for the establishment and operation of
('nterprises; for liberating the transfcr of payments; for aligning compe.

tition rules and approximating legislation in general. Second, there

rrrust be progress in the pre-accession process, gradually leading to an

,rlignment of local legislation, regulations and practices to those of the
lrU. In order to implement new legislation and regulations, public
;rtlministration and institutions must be strengthened. Third, on the
l':rsis of the European Commission's report on the readiness of countries

to undertake negotiations with the EU, the Union wants to help
t ountries to speed up the integration process.ta

The direct and indirect involvement of the EU in the BSR has

,rl f'ccted the views of countries in the region with respect to the region's

I'ossibilities and future prospects. Before we come to conclusions about

tlrc significance of the region in terms of Baltic security, let us look at

lrow the BSR is seen by the more important actors in the region.

The most important changes in terms of attitudes vis-a-vis the BSR

lurve occurred in Russia. For several years, Russia's attitude toward the
llSR was dominated by unbalanced and unclear policies which some-

t iures emphasized a desire to cooperate and other times demonstrated a

ycirrning to dominate the process and to dictate rules of the game. 1997,

Irowever, was a year of positive change, and during the case of the year

l(trssia gradually began to demonstrate a desire to establish partnerships

rvith the countries of the region. Of course, the reason for this change

is still an open question. We can specify both internal and external
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factors which steer Russian policy. Undeniably one of the most impor-
tant internal factors is the fact that democratic reforms are proceeding,

albeit slowly. But a much greater role here is played by external factors.

One is the fact that America ha made clear its presence in the region -through the US.Baltic charter, through dialogue with the Scandinavian
countries, through a high volume of investment in the Baltic states,

through the various aspects of the PFP program, and through NATO
expansion into Poland. lt is also true that participation in the region
opens a wide variety of possibilities for Russia - it is the only region in
Europe in which Russia can hope to be an equal partner. 'Ihird, the
region really is a gate to Europe, both economically and politically, and

this allows Russia to integrate into international processes and, to a

certain extent, to influence them. Because the BSR is the territory
closest to Russia's borders where EU and NATO expansion are taking
place, participation allows Moscow to influence the process and to
squeeze out as much advantage as possible.

The fact that Russia's interest in the BSR has increased recently is

demonstrated by two very important but not identical events:

1) In October 199? Russia called for a discussion of Russian
proposals for a "regional security and stability pact" in the BSR. This
came along with offers of security guarantees for the Baltic states. This
was an unsuccessful package: there was no doubt that Estonia, Latvia
and Lithuania would reject Russian security guarantees, and this
overshadowed the larger question ofregional cooperation. The proposal

remains worthy of attention, however, at least because it is multilateral
and open-ended, because it proposed cooperation in a variety of fields
(the docum€nt contained five economic proposals, six in the area of
social concerns and human rights, three in the field of environmental
issues, and 11 which are military or political), and because it was based

on the principles of the UN and the OSCE - no use of force, respect

for the inviolability of sovereignty and frontiers, and the norms of
international justice.

2) Russian President Boris Yeltsin's visit to Sweden, which was

different from other visits in a number of respects. First of all, this was
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r lrt' lrirst official state visit at so high a level. Second, the visit took place
,,lrt 

'rtly after the Baltic states learned of the proposed Baltic security and
',r:rbility pact, which meant that reactions would be forthcoming. And
rlrird, during his visit Yeltsin made a series of new offers, among them,

r lr:rt Russia would unilaterally reduce its land-based and naval forces in
Ntrlthwestern Russia by more than 40olo by the beginning of 1999.
\','ltsin also proposed various trust-enhancement projects in the fron-
ti.r'regions and waters of the Baltic region. One step, he suggested,

,,,trld be the establishment of direct telephone lines between the
lrllclquarters of the Kaliningrad military region and the headquarters of
r lre Baltic militaries. Russia also proposed mutual inspection of military
, rlr jccts, the establishment of unified air traffic control systems over the
ll:rltic Sea, and to organize joint military transport aviation training.
\','ltsin also said that in the future the BSR could become a region of
l rrst, stability and security.l5

Positive accents in Russia's approach to the Baltic states were largely
ur('ilnt to demonstrate to Sweden that Moscow's democratic orientation
\\,;rs on course and that Sweden could, thcrefore, continue to develop its
rclations with Russia. Undeniablv. the two countries have interest in
, :rch other: Russia needs Sweden's support in international institutions,
,,' wcll as Swedish investments and transit. Sweden is interested in the

l(rrssian market and in the country's internal stability.
Germany has a urrique role in the BSR. Bonn was the initiator of

r , gional understanding and cooperation in 1992, when Germany, along

n'i t h Denmark, issued the first call for the establishment of the Council
, 'l Baltic Sea States, thus creating hopes that Germany might be a

l,'rrtling actor in ongoing developments. In the event, however, Germany's
lrrrks to the region have been mostly economic and cultural in nature.

| ', 
' 

I itical and security-related participation has been less active than that
,'l the Scandinavian countries. This may be partly because Germany
, lrose to focus on the countries of Central Europe as objects of
r)lcgration into the EU and NATO, determining that those states are

rrrore important in terms of Germany's national interest. It is also true
rlr:rt Germany is not involved in the BSR so much at the federal level
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as it is at the regional level through such political actors as Hamburg,
Schleswig-Holstein, Mecklenburg-Vestern Pomerania, Berlin and
Brandenburg. It is precisely from the sel-oenderthat the BSR receives the
most assistance. There is a Baltic Information Office in the Rhineland
Palatinate which coordinates these activities, and there are branch
offices which promote investment cooperation with the three Baltic
states. The state of Hesse contributes through the organization of a
large-scale health and industrial safety project. Mecklenburg-'Western
Pomerania runs an office in Tallinn from which all three Baltic states

receive legal advice. Schleswig-Holstein, for its part, has an information
office in Tallinn which focuses on environmental protection projects.
The German business community, meanwhile, has seen expanding
trade with a growth rate of between 307o and more than 50% in various
areas of exports and imports, as well as considerable investment poten-
tial. r6

Poland is the only one of the new democracies in the BSR which has

been offered membership both in the EU and in NATO. It is a country,
in other words, that will be affected by both enlargements. Logically, we

can ask whether full links with the two institutions will reduce Poland's
interest in participation in the BSR. There are two possible scenarios.

The more pessimistic (and less likely) of the two is that Poland's interest
in the BSR will decline because geographically it is close to Central
Europe, and because it does not want to participate in groups which
involve Russia and where conflicts or factors that hamper the imple.
mentation of Poland's Europe policy might arise. Poland has been the
country which most actively promotes security discussions at the
Council of Baltic Sea States, but it has not managed to carry the debate

beyond societal security. The fact that the CBSS and other institutions
in the BSR simply cannot resolve security problems in any practical way
may reduce Poland's interest in regional cooperation.

The second, more optimistic and, in my view, more likely scenario
is that Poland's interest in the BSR will remain level or even increase,

because \Tarsaw will have greater influence in the region, as well as in
the various countries of the region. There will be an opportunity to

))

participate in activities which are closely linked to NATO expansion,
including the PFP program. The BSR has become a European region, so

by merging with the European Union it becomes a region of various
opportunities for Poland.

Since very beginning of regional cooperation, the Scandinavian
countries have been thc most active participants in the process. On
some occasions they have been more interested in establishing the BSR
tl-ran have the Baltic states, preoccupied as they are with expansion of
the European lJnion and NATO. After Finland and Sweden joined the
h.U, pessimists forecast that Scandinavia's activities in the area of
rcgional cooperation might recede, something that would be thrcaten-
ing to the Baltic countries for whom the Scandinavians are rhe largest
investors and most active supporters.lT In the event, however, quite the
opposite happened. Membership by the two Scandinavian countries in
the EU enhanced regional cooperation. That happened for several
reasons: multiplication of power, as well as financial issues (EU mem-
bership provides countries with an opportunity to obtain EU funds for
cooperation with eligible countries, especially in terms of cross-border
cooperation and regional development).

The EU's Baltic Sea Region Initiative itself is being carried out
rnostly through the offices of the Scandinavian countries. The interest
of the Scandinavians in the region is also dictated by the presence of
Russia in the Baltic Sea 

- 
something which during the Cold \Uar was

the primary issue in Nordic security policy. As Europcan structures are
opening up, therefore, it is important to establish rational relations with
Russia, which is drawing nearer to Europe rather than distancing itself.
In this situation, the Baltic states are very useful as a buffer against
Russia's occasionally unpredictable policies. This has become particu-
larly important since NATO's Madrid summit, where NATO an-
nounced its expansion plans. The issue concerns how to keep the Baltic
states from slipping into the Russian sphere of influcnce if they are not
admitted to the \Testern alliance. Russia respects the Scandinavian
countries, because they provide a bridge for involvement in \Western

institutions. Other countries, except for Germany, are not as interested



56

in bringing Russia into \Western integration processes. For the Scandi-

navians, the most complicated question which surrounds efforts to

improve the Baltic security situation is how to merge two goals -
ascertain that the Baltic states are not left behind the gate in terms

European security structures, while simultaneously integrating Russia

to the point where it would no longer be advantageous for Moscow to

take any steps against the Balts, as that would destabilize the situation

in Russia, as well as in the region.

If we look at the Scandinavian countries as a group' however, we

must beware of being too mechanical in seeing them as a single block.

In fact the investment of the Nordic countries in the region has been

considerably varied. The involvement of Denmark, Finland and Swe-

den cannot be compared to that of Norway and, especially' of lceland.

I would like to note, therefore, that even if Norwegian activities in

regional projects are on the rise, then Iceland's links to the region are

very weak. This is indicated both by the volume of investment and by

the volume of trade and tourism. The last few years, however, have seen

a small but positive increase in Iceland's desire to integrate more

actively into the Baltic Sea Region. Preparing for a visit to Finland,

lceland's president, Olafur Grimsson, expressed a few fundamental

positions in his country's foreign policy. He said that first of all, small

countries must be integrated into European security structures' thus

admitting that the Baltic states should be in NATO. Second, Iceland is

planning not only to draw closer to the other Nordic countries,

especially now that Finland and Sweden have joined the EU, but a

to strengthen contacts with the Baltic states. In an interview in the

newspaper Hufvudstnlsblnfut,the president said that "... now Iceland

wants to emphasize that the Balts are our closest relatives in the Nordic

community. Therefore I shall not plan any more visits to European

countries until I have visited all three Baltic states'"r8

The Baltic states themselves, of course, have the most to gain lrom

regional cooperation - economically, politically and in terms of

multilateral security. This is proven by the rapid increase in invest-

ments, if nothing else, and I shall illustrate this rise by pointing to Latvia

brg*........
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( Iable 2), which among the Baltic states is somewhere in between
l'stonia with its particularly favorable position and Lithuania, which is

lrrgging somewhat behind its Northern neighbors. For comparison, let
rrs choose 1994, when after the withdrawal of Russian armed forces from
Lrrtvia, a more favorable climate for investment flow was created.

Table 2
Direct investment of Baltic Sea countries in Latvia

(,000lats)

Country 1994

Denmark

Norway

Finland

Germany

Sweden

Source: Latvijas statistikas ikmenela bifetens (Monthly bulletin of
Latvian statistics), Riga: State Statistical Committee of the Republic of
Latvia, No. 11(42), 1997, p. 40.

According to statistics, investments from all of the countries in the
BSR have been on the rise, and countries which at one time were passive

have become more active. The interest of Norway, Finland and Sweden

in Latvia has increased to a particularly large extent, and if we look at
the dynamics of these developments, then we can conclude that as
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Latvia draws closer to the EU, the investment activities of the Nordic
countries will increase. Although investments are only one indicator of
cooperation, they do represent a significant factor for the promotion of
stability, one which provides overall improvements in the security
situation of the country and its regions.

One of the specifics of the Baltic Sea Region policies of the Baltic
states is that they have all three been fairly cautious in this area so far.

There are two main reasons for this. First, there has been no clear sense

about Russia's activities and possible policies from Moscow which could
hamper the efforts of the Baltic states to draw nearer to European

structures. Second, the Baltic states have been careful not to demon-

strate an excessively active interest in the BSR, lest this be perceived as

a signal in the Vest that the Balts might accept a new but insufficient
security solution in place of the EU and NATO. This is why the Baltic
States had regional policies which consumed what was available but
were not particularly active in the process. Changes in the attitude
toward the BSR emerged in 1996, when Latvia became the presiding

country of the Council of Baltic Sea States, and in the summer of 1997 ,

when Denmark, Finland and Sweden lobbied on behalf of the Balts at

the Amsterdam summit. This was particularly true of Latvia and

Lithuania, because more rapid integration in the region will shorten
their path to the EU. Speaking at the conference "The Baltic Sea

Region and the European lJnion" in Riga on 22 May 1997, Latvian
Foreign Minister Valdis Birkavs illustrated this change in policy which
has led to new accents in Latvia foreign policy - accents with a bit of
modification would also be applicable to the other Baltic countries. If
until 1997 integration was a concept that was seen as a fairly abstract
process which is taking place in the EU, leaving candidate countries to
act as passive observers who want to join the process but do not have the
resources for it, then as the actual enlargement process began to
develop, Latvia, too, undertook a special responsibility toward the
integration process, understanding itself not only as a national unit in
international processes, but also as a part of the political processes in the
region and even in Europe as a whole. In Birkavs'words: "First, we are
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r,'sponsible for direction our internal reforms towards the context of
lirrrope and accurately fulfilling all membership criteria. Second, we are

involved in Europe's relations with Russia, and as a part of this
rt'lationship we are equally responsible for the further development of
tlrcse relations. Third, we are responsible for cooperation among the
slutes of the Baltic Sea rim."re

The Baltic states are currently undergoing a self-identification

l)rocess in terms of the region in which they are located. Estonia already
, ,rnsiders itself to be part of the Nordic group of countries, and it does

rrot have particularly active BSR policies as a result of this. Lithuania
is at a crossroads between Central Europe and the union of the Baltic
states, and it sees participation in BSR projects as a necessary element
irr foreign policy, but not as a major priority. Latvia, which is located in
tlrc center of the southern shore of the BSR, is actively seeking to be
irrvolved in the region and even to search for new development models.
I he Latvian ambassador in the United States, Ojars Kalni45, proposed
tlre idea of Latvia being an "Amber Gate". The idea is based on a

srrggestion from American officials that the Hanseatic League could be
rcestablished. A formal proposal to that effect was made in the spring of
1996 by then the American ambassador in Finland, Derek Shearer.2o
( )nce the enlargement of EU and NATO strategy got underway,
Irowever, any regional initiatives were postponed, because as long as it
rvas unclear whether the Baltic states would be invited to start member-
ship negotiations in the first round, any other policies were seen as

,rbstacles on the path to the two institutions. It was only after the
lristoric events of the summer of 1997 

- 
events which were only partly

pleasing to the Baltic states 
- 

that new consideration was given to the
t'valuation of expanded opportunities for regional cooperation. The
1'roposal to renew the Hanseatic League, as set forth by the Balts and the
Americans, drew a certain amount of responsiveness, but the reinstate-
rnent of the old name 

- 
the Hanseatic League unacceptable to

rhe Nordic countries. It was at that point that the name "Amber Gate"
\\'as suggested. The very idea of finding a new name for BSR cooperation
was seen as something positive 

- 
an attempt to make regional coopera-
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lrr,il ilr,rtr ,r( lt\'('. lrr ltrr'l, lrowever, there is no real clarity about the
r ilrrtr rrl ,'l tlris i,lt':r. lior tl're time being, it would mean nothing more
tlr.rrr rrrrg'lcrrrt'rrting a ncw and more colorful name for the Council of
I l, r I t i t Sr'; r S t i r t cs. The Latvian ambassador in America himself feels that
I lrt' " A rrrbcr Gate" could be established on the basis of the CBSS, giving
tlrlrt organization a new mission. It is not clear, however, what exactly
that rnission might be. Ojars Kalnigi has emphasized the promotion of
cconomic cooperation and the development of transit routes, as well as

the fact that the project would help to establish a regional identity.Zt
Latvia's uniquely great interest in regional projects is linked to two

factors. First of all, among the three Baltic states, Latvia is the most
oriented toward regional cooperation. Second, it was the presiding
country in the CBSS in 1996 and 1997, which obliged it to act as a

regional initiator. Latvia wanted to leave something as its legacy, as

Sweden did during its presidency via the Visby and Kalmar documents
which awarded Sweden a leadership role in the region.

The only new nuance in the "Amber Gate" idea which would set it
apart from existing forms of cooperation is that the plan is to involve in
the region countries which do not belong to the region in terms of
geography, but which have expressed interest in participation. Chief
among these is the United States, which is already an observer in the
Council of Baltic Sea States. There is nothing to prohibit America from
becoming a fully fledged member of the CBSS.

Even though the United States are not directly involved in the
region, they have an undeniably increasing and significant role. This
has been affirmed by politicians of various levels, and America's
practical presence in the region has come through investments, partici-
pation in the establishment of security and military structures, and,
finally, the signing of the US-Baltic Charter. At a seminar organized by
the Swedish Institute of Foreign Policy in Novembe r 1997 , US Deputy
Secretary of State Ronald Asmus announced that America had began

to implement a new Nordic initiative which involves three of the basic
principles of American policy in terms of promoting regional security:
help for the Baltic states in their efforts to become powerful candidates

6l

lor integration into \Testern structures; promotion of relations between

Northern Europe and Northern Russia 
- 

something analogous to the
,'ltl Hanseatic tradition, when the Baltic Sea was open for free trade 

-
.,rr.l increasing contacts between the United States and Northern
l'rrrope in the form of an all-encompassing coalition. America has

invited France and the United Kingdom to participate in the coalition,
l,t'cause the Baltic Sea Region is not solely the responsibility of the
Nordic countries.22

America unveiled a new element in this initiative in January 1998

rlrrough the person of Strobe Talbott, who was then on a visit to
lrinland.23 He said thattheessence of the new elementwas to linkRussia
irrto European integration processes. The rational nucleus of this policy
is to ensure that factors which would hamper or even halt democratic
lt'forms in Russia are not given the opportunity to come to the fore, as

rvcll as to promote Baltic efforts to implement their Europe policies 
-,,ornething that until now has been hindered by the unsettled relation-

'lrip between the Baltic states and Russia, as well as by Moscow's

irnplacable opposition to any steps which the Balts take toward Europe,

.rnd especially toward NATO. The BSR is the favorable environment
rrr which Russia could be involved in highly varied and mutually
.r(lvantageous forms of cooperatibn 

- 
a process which would be

:,rrpported by the United States by all possible means.2a

According to Gerard Valter, who is the speaker of the Baltic Sea

Srates Sub-regional Conference and Minister for Justice, Federal and

lrtrropean Affairs of the Land of Schleswig-Holstein, the BSR will have

to face up to five major tasks in the near future: "region-building" will
lrrrve to be built through three action programs; EU member states in the
lcgion will have to organize their interests in Brussels in a way which
l)ctter suppor$ the interests of the BSR when it comes to enlargement,

rrraking certain that Baltic Sea cooperation will be supported in the
Irrture, when the EU's financial policies and structural funds are

'e 
formed, and forming interest groups to promote further integration;

rrrpport for EU membership for all three Baltic States will have to be

yliven; the idea of an EU Baltic Sea policy will have to be promoted
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further; and an approach will have to be found toward security matters

in the widest sense of that word.25

Closer integration in the region helps to establish the international
environment in which the more narrow dialogue between the Baltic and

Nordic countries can take place, along with the political process which
involves EU expansion and more active cooperation with NATO.
Because both sides in this process are organic components of the BSR,

they must consider not only their own political interests, but also, to an

equal extent, the international setting in this area. As can be seen from
the foregoing analysis, there is consensus among the countries of the
BSR with respect to two important conditions for Baltic security: a

commonunderstanding on the significance of the region at the national,
European and global level, and an understanding of the need to increase

mutually advantageous cooperation in all areas, including the security
sector, as well as of the positive influence of EU enlargement for all
individual countries, irrespective of whether they are in or out of the
lJnion, and for the region as a whole.

2.The beginning of EU enlargement and its impact on the
relationship between the Baltic and the Nordic countries
The onset of EU enlargement was a test of the claims which had been

made in various political forums to the effect that the Baltic states are

one of the main foreign policy elements of the Nordic countries. If we

look at the brief history of the restoration of Baltic independence, and

at the reaction of the Scandinavian countries toward that process, then

we see several changes in attitude, beginning with very careful initial
attempts to establish bilateral relations (the exceptions here were

lceland and Denmark, which supported the Baltic states even before the
restoration of their independence and which did not hesitate to offer
them international recognition), and then proceeding gradually toward
a much greater interest which eventually went so far as to include the

claim that Baltic security is also Nordic security.26

EU enlargement was not only a test of political rhetoric, however. It
was also linked to a whole range of purely practical issues. First of all, two
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, 'l the Nordic countries became members of the EU only in 1995. This
nrt'lnt that Finland and Sweden themselves had to integrate into the
rnstitutional system of the EU and to adapt to the various economic,
',,rcial and other processes which this entailed. Simultaneous national
,rtl:rptation and the involvement of new candidates in the EU meant the
I ilst real step in the move from simpler forms of cooperation to a process
,,1 all-out cooperation. The decision by Denmark, Finland and Sweden
t, r help the Baltic states to become members of the EU was the result of
rlrc regionalization policies which had been begun earlier and which
\v('re expressed by the political elites of these countries in various
lorcign and security policy documents. In my opinion, a good expiana-
tion of the role of the Baltic states in the foreign and security policies
,,1 the Scandinavian states 

- 
a role which also dictates the increased

intcrest of the Nordic countries to support Baltic membership in the EU
is given by the Swedish security issues expert Ingemar Dorfer, who

lrrrs used a classification of national interests that was first elaborated by
l{AND researcher James Thomson to divide interests into vital inter-
{'sts, essential interests and general interests. This distribution helps the
lllltic states to avoid any excessive and unjustified illusion that they are
tlrc center of the BSR, and it also helps to remind actors in the region
rlrat the interests of countries lie above any sympathies which they
rrright have toward freedom-loving small nations. In the Nordic coun-
rrics this is expressed in the following way: Vital interests are the
,lcfense of the nation and of Nordic neighbors; the US presence in
lrrrrope; and the preservation of a viable NATO. Essential interests are
tlrc security of the Baltic states and Poland; the cohesion and integrity
, ,l the European union; and the expansion of the EU to include Central
l:rrrope and the Baltic states. General interests are peace, liberty and
prosperity in Europe, including Russia, and non-proliferation of weap-
,,ns of mass destruction anywhere in the world.27

In other words, the Baltic states are part of the essential interests of
rhe Nordic countries, as is support for efforts by the Baltic three to join
thc European Union. This is a complicated task, at least compared to the
t)rocess whereby Finland and Sweden joined the Union. It is worth
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rrot inlg tlrrrt tlrcir path to the EU was relatively smooth, given the level
,,1 rlr'nrot rircy, wclfare and social development in the two countries, as

rvt'll rs thc fact that they had had links with the EU since the 1960s.

llot h lirctors prcpared the way to the European lJnion long before 1995.
'l'hc latcst wave of expansion, which will include 1 1 countries, will be

vcry much different from the previous one, and not in any better sense

either. This enlargement will involve countries that are not fully formed

in terms of their economies, their policies, and their societies. In terms

of some statistical indicators, they are far behind existing EU member

countrieszs, and the enlargement will be considerably more expensive

than the previous one, in which countries basically paid for their own
admission. The overall cost of the expansion is difficult to calculate,
given that there will be enormous social and agricultural expenditures

and that there is no clear understanding of the future of the EU's
cohesion funds, its regional development promotion funds, etc. It is also

true that the previous enlargement did not involve any fundamental
institutional reform in the EU. Now it is very difficult to foresee what
changes might have to be implemented, how the process will proceed,

what might be its overall outcome. During the last round of enlargement

it was clearly known that the result of the negotiations would be

positive, but now it is difficult to predict the results. An important role
will be played by the development of domestic policies in each of the
candidate countries, and that means that the expansion will take a long
time. Finland submitted its application in 1992 and was admitted in
1995; the experience of Spain, however, proves that a long period of
time can pass between the start of negotiations and a country's admis-

sion to the Union. Spain first expressed an interest in joining the EU in
l9TT,butjoined only in 1986.

In the previous chapter we discussed the high level of mutual
dependency among the countries in the BSR. As EU expansion began,

some people asked whether the rapidly developing Baltic states might
not become competitors of the countries which are located in the North
of the EU. A group of Finnish researchers conducted a comparative

analysis of the economic development levels of Finland and the Baltic

r)f

,r,rrcs in the broader EU context and concluded that from the perspec'

trvt'of the EU, accession by the Baltic states would not cause significant
r r,nomic problems for European countries, even small ones such as

l irrland. In 1995 Finland's gross national product amounted to USD
l,'(r billion; the overall GNP of the three Baltic countries was only
I l.)o/o of the Finnish level. Baltic imports amount to only 2\o/o of
I irrnish imports, while exports are at only 15.5olo of Finland's exports.

These comparisons show that with their low level of GNP, and with
tlre ir rather modest volumes of foreign trade, the Baltic states cannot
, ,ruse any major disturbances in the EU framework. Estonia, Latvia and

I itlruania have overall exports of some USD 6 billion a year, which is
,rlrout one-sixth of the Finnish export performance.ze The volume of
lLrltic exports to \Testern Europe is very modest. \Uith an annual export
.rnount to the EU of less than USD 3 billion, the Baltic states canhardly
( nlse any market disruptions.lo One of the most sensitive issues in the
lrLJ, including its approach to candidate countries, is the issue of
.rlgriculture. In the Baltic states, the agricultural sector accounts for a

l.r irly large share of GNP, and some think that this will be a controver-
',ill issue in the context of EU enlargement. Agriculture, forestry and

r lrc fishing industry have a total value of USD 1 .15 billion in the three

lJlltic states 
- 

again, a very modest figure when compared to Finland's.
lrr 1995, in Finland, agriculture represented l.7o/o of GDP, which
l('presents a value of USD 2.1 billion, while forestry representcd2.To/o

.,nd USD 2.5 billion. In other words, the total value of agriculture and

Iorestry in Finland is four times higher than the analogous value in
lrstonia, Latvia and Lithuania taken together.rl If we put these figures

into a wider EIJ context, they look even more modest. The combined

t iNP of the three Baltic states is approximately equivalent to 0.15olo of
rhe combined GNP of the 15 EU countries. Therefore, close economic
( ()operation between the Baltic states and the EU can hardly cause any

srrbstantial disruptions in the EU region.sz

The enlargement could have some negative influences on coopera-

tion among the Nordic countries with respect to the Baltic states, and

', lack of coordination is already visible. Before luly 1997 , when the
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,'rrlrr 11t'urt'rrl lrt't :rrrrc a truc political process, the Scandinavian coun-
trics rvlrir'lr rrrt' lr(J rncrnbers (Denmark, Sweden and Finland) main-
t;rirr.rl :r rrrrili.rl p.sition vis-a-vis Baltic membership in the Union.
Sirrt t, tlrt' Arrstcrdam summit, however, the unified position, as well as

llr. ,vcr.ll attitude t<lward enlargement, have proven to be an illusion
r.vlritlr collapses as soon as the primary interests of the respective
corrntrics come into play.

After the European Commission announced its conclusions about
which candidate countries are ready to begin membership negotiations
in the EU (Estonia, as we know, was the only one of the Baltic states to
make the list), there were the first signs of a split in views in the Nordic
countries. In September, the Baltic and Nordic foreign ministers met at
Bergen, and during negotiations over the final communiqu6 of the
meeting, Finland took a different position from Denmark's and Sweden's.
Finnish Foreign Minister Tarja Hallonen stressed the need to support
rapid accession for Estonia, while the other two countries, accusing
Finland of diverging from the common stand, emphasized a necessity to
put political pressure on the EU and its member countries to encourage
a simultaneous start of negotiations for all three Baltic states.3l

The fairly strict position which Denmark and Sweden took against
Finland was criticized in a variety of press publications. One of Finland's
most influential newspapers, Helsingrn Sarwm.at, commented that "sweden
has good reason to look into the mirror and ask whether the result is more
important than its internal political reason or image."34 Offense was also
caused by Norway's clearly stated position that the Baltic states must be
kept togethe r. Helsingin Sarnmat sniped that a country which itself voted
down a referendum on EU membership has no moral right to push views
upon EU member countries.3s Finland based its arguments on the idea
that Latvia and Lithuania are not as prepared for EU membership as is
Estonia, and unrealistic pressure on the EU might hamper early member.
ship for the one Baltic country which is more highly developed. Finland
sought to portray its own position as a consistent implementation of
realpolitik,while arguing that its rwo neighboring countries were idealistic
in their approach. The result of the Luxembourg summit, however,
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;,roved quite the contrary - 
that even in a seemingly hopeless position,

:r country which implements balanced and farsighted policies can reach

thcir intended goals. Thus Denmark and Sweden scored a victory over

Iiinland's cautious approach to the idea of putting all three Baltic states on

,'r'r equal starting line. Even though after Luxembourg Finland claimed

that it had never wavered from the idea of a unified start, Helsinki's

statements between Amsterdam and Luxembourg testify to the opposite.

Irr an interview with the Latvian newspaper Dera, for example, Finnish

l'resident Marti Ahtisaari said that the European Commission had stated

its views, and Finland agreed with those views. "Those countries are

closest to membership, and negotiations, therefore, must be started with
lhem," he said.36

A lack of coordination and unified policies has appeared in other

rrreas, too. In the summer of 1997, for example, the Nordic countries

could not reach agreement on whether to recognize non'citizen pass'

ports from Latvia. Only Denmark recognizes these passports for travel

into Denmark under the auspices of the visa-free regime. There is also

competition in the trade area. Swedish exports to the Baltic states

lmount to SEK 3.5 billion, while Denmark's exports amount to SEK 1

billion less. Swedish imports from the Baltic states amount to SEK 6
billion, while Danish imports tally up to only one-third of that sum.

l)evelopment trends, too, indicate that Denmark will not succeed in
reaching Sweden's levels any time soon.3?

There have also been several instances of conflict between indi-
vidual ministers. The Norwegian and Danish defense ministries, for
cxample, have been unable to agree on coordinating military coopera-

tion with the Baltic states. In 1996, when Sweden was establishing an

international Baltic Sea Council under the auspices of the prime

rninister's office, it drew complaints from Finnish officials that it was

Finland which first started to establish such an institution.
At the 48th session of the Nordic Council, Finland's minister for

Nordic cooperation, Ule Norbak, accused Swedish Prime Minister
Goran Persson of wanting to grab all BSR policies for himself by

claiming that Sweden could coordinate the cooperation.ss
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l.r' noil-governmental organizations, and help in the educational,
,,rlturalandscientificfields.EachBalticstateswillalsoreceivebilateral
',rrpport. Analyzing the abilities of the Scandinavian countries to
, onsolidate, we see that the EU and the Baltic states both are causative
l;rt'tors in the process. Denmark, Finland and Sweden are playing the
,lt'cisive role in the integration of the Baltic states with the European
I Jrrion, and that is impossible without coordination of operations. It is

rrr this way that the Baltic states have become a factor in unifying the
Nordic countries and in creating a new identity for Nordic cooperation.

How is Nordic assistance in promoting Baltic strategies for eventual
l'U membership occurring now, and how might it intensify in the
luture? The most important element is assistance in preparing the Baltic
',trrtes for membership negotiations. The Baltic states do not have the
r,t'cessary knowledge and experience in this area, but Denmark, Finland
.,rrd Sweden do. If the Baltic states have "Europe policies" which are six
ycars in the making, the Nordic countries can look back on 20 years of

' xperience. The next level involves the expression and defense of Baltic
r)terests at the bilateral level between Nordic countries and other EU
rrrcmber countries, as well as in such EU structures as the European
( )ouncil, the European Commission and the European Parliament. lt is
,rlso important to continue to increase investments and to develop
rrrrrltilateral cooperation forms, including in the field of security and
rrrilitary issues. At the political level, it is important to maintain regular
, lillogue among themselves and with other Baltic Sea Region countries,
,lt'rnonstrating that stability, security and economic welfare in the BSR
(rr region which is becoming an inseparable part of the EU) is an
irnportant issue in terms of Scandinavian interests.

As can be seen from the foregoing analysis, the Nordic countries
lr,rve made an important investment in helping the Baltic states to draw
nearef to European structures. \7e must also, however, look at the
irrvestment which each individual country has made in implementing
tlrc European policies of the Baltic states.

Denmark, which is the only Nordic country that is a member of both
rlrc EU and NATO, has helped the Baltic stares in their efforts to join

oorn" 

process of coopcration ancl competition among ,n" t.ro,.l
countries in their relations with the Baltic states have been character- I
ized by Norwegian specialist Olav Knudsen as follows: "Prevailing in ail |
of these various Nordic policy-making contexts in 1996-1997 were I
exceptionally strong national competitive tendencies between the I
Nordic states, rarely seen before in inter-Nordic relations: There was I
competition to be perceived as the 'leading nation' in organizing Baltic I
Sea cooperation, competition to be seen as the most solid aid provider I
for the Baltic states, competition to maintain the Nordic link to the I
United states, etc., etc. The combined effect of these frictions was to I
make Nordic cooperation more chaotic in 1997 than at any time in I
living memory."re I

There are problems not only with the competition among the Nordic I
countries, but also with conflicts among various government structures I
within a single country. This has been noted by British expert Clive I
Archer, who has written with respect to Scandinavian involvement in I
the Baltic states that "complementary elements and those of overlap are I
stronger than those of competition in the Nordic policies. But within I
the Nordic countries there is some indication that ministries of defense I
that cooperate with other defense ministries on Baltic matters have not I
always been in harmony with their own foreign ministries. There can I
even be differences between the operative element in defense - the I
defense command - and the policy side in the ministry."ao I

EU enlargement may have a consolidation effect, because ut " Ipolitical and regional institution the EU is linked to the desires of each I
individual country or group of countries to maximize its resources in the I
achievement of various goals. If Denmark, Finland and Sweden operate I
within this system as a unified bloc (which eventually might also I
include the Baltic states), they have more significant political power. I
That is the reason for Nordic efforts to use EU enlargement ur u .unt" I
for consolidation. At a meeting of Nordic and Baltic foreign ministers I
in Brussels in March 1997 , a cooperation plan for this year. The Baltic I
states will receive DKK 5 1 million for the implementation of 3 1 projects I
in such areas as upgrading of legislation to meet EU standardr, r"OO*, 

I
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both institutions from the very beginning. At the same time, however,

we must note that Denmark has not had equal opportunities to support

Baltic interests in the EU and Baltic interests in NATO. Looking at

Denmark's support policies, we see that they have been more active in
the direction of NATO; this is logical, given that Denmark is the only
country among the immediate neighbors of the Baltic states which is

involved in that organization.ar

Denmark has helped the Baltic states to draw nearer to the EU in
several ways. First of all, Denmark has consistently increased its
presence in the Baltic states with economic, political and cultural
methods. This is affirmed by the overall volume of Denmark's invest-
ments, as well as the regular nature of the investments and their even

distribution among the Baltic states. Danish assistance to the Baltic
states in 1996 amounted to DKK 2 billion.a2 Assistance has been

granted in several areas, starting with joint business ventures, continu-
ing with military assistance, and ending with ecological and educational
programs. In environmental protection projects alone Denmark in-
vested DKK 650 million in 1996, and over the next two years the
investment will increase to DKK 2.5 billion.a3

An important new element is financial assistance aimed directly at

bringing the Baltic states nearer to the EU. In 1997 Denmark granted

DKK 100 million to promote the involvement of the Baltic states and

Poland in the EU.aa Proof of the special status which the Baltic states

enjoy in Danish foreign policy is the fact that in 1997 Denmark offered

a total of DKK 1.8 1 04 billion in aid to Central and Eastern Europe. In
1995,44o/o of assistance went to the Baltic states (7.47olo for Estonia,

17.43o/" for Latvia and 18.680lo for Lithuania; for comparison's sake -
17.27o/o went to Poland and 14.63o/" to Russia), while the rest was

divided by the other countries. In 1997 the percentage increased.a5

Secondly, assistance is also being granted at the political level. This
was reflected most directly by events associated with EU expansion,

starting with Amsterdam and ending with Luxembourg. It was Danish

Foreign Minister Niels Helveg Peterson who, in commenting on the

Eurooean Commission's decision to invite onlv one Baltic state, Esto.
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rria, to begin membership negotiations, said that Denmark, Finland and

Srvcden are in total disagreement with the "Agenda 2000" document.

tlrrite a while before the Commission report, in March1997 , the Danish
,'rnbassies in the three Baltic states released a report on the condition of
rlrc Baltic states and their readiness to integrate with the EU. The
tlocument offered precise and in-depth information about processes in
tlre three countries, and the aim was to help the European Commission
irr preparing its own report. lt was stated that Brussels devotes too much
;rltention to shortcomings and to the minorities issue, while economic

,rt:hievements are given short shrift. Denmark's representatives in
llrussels maintain regular and effective contacts with Baltic diplomats.
( llose contacts have been established at all levels, starting with ambas-

':rclors 
and continuing through various officials at other levels. The

rt'sult is the Balts have an opportunity to follow what is happening in EU
\tructures. The Baltic states are also invited to participate in Nordic
rrrcetings in Brussels.a6 Undeniably, however, the main indicator of
,'lf'cctiveness and success in Danish and also Sweden's policies vis-a-vis

tlrc integration of the Baltic states with the EU is the compromise

,lecision that u,as taken at Luxembourg with respect to two types of
rrcmbership negotiations 

- 
a process which will also involve Latvia

,rnd Lithuania in the integration process. The six-month diplomatic
rnarathon that occurred after Amsterdam ended in Denmark's and
sweden's favor, and the greatest benefits of this will accrue to the Baltic
.,1lltes.

Sweden has been able to aim its Baltic states policies directly at the
l'Ll, because the future prospects of NATO are still a matter of
,lornestic political debate in Sweden. Sweden's activities in the EU
,'rrlargement question correspond to Denmark's position, but the
,rr tivities have been more single-minded and purposeful. This appar-
, rrtly is the result of Sweden's desire to become a leader in the BSR 

-.,r,rnething that Sweden has sought to achieve ever since 1996. An
r rricntation toward the EU gave this process true content. One way in
,,'lrich Sweden has supported the efforts of the Baltic states to draw
n('urer to the EU is promotion of economic activity in the Baltic states



wlriclr woultl hclp thern to reach a higher level of welfare. On the one

lr:rrrrl, it rnight not bc worth emphasizing this particular aspect of
t:oopcration, but given the caution which Sweden displayed during its
slow cntry into the region in 1995 and 1996, the activities in the last
ycar can be seen as an increasing and long-lasting interest in the region
and in the Baltic states.

Although economic support has increased, however, Sweden's de-

sire to serve as a leader is difficult to reconcile with the way in which
processes have been developing. Only 4% of Swedish exports end up in
Eastern and Central Europe (the figure for the EU is two times larger).
1,700 Swedish companies are registered in the Baltic states, but consid-
erably less than one-half of them were actually in operation in 1996. Of
large companies, only some 50 have dared to enter the new democracies
that exist around the Baltic Sea. Despite political signals, Swedish
business circles are hesitating with investments in the Baltic states,

Poland and Russia. Swedish investments account for only 3olo of total
foreign investment in Latvia.aT

Recently Sweden has changed its investment policies to resemble

those of Denmark. Swedish assistance to Eastern Europe, which has

been approximately SEK 1 billion a year in the years up to and including
1998, and now the assistancc is aimed mostly at helping the Baltic states

to prepare for EU membership. Vhat's more, the aid has been focused
on programs which seek to enhance security - cooperation among
customs departments, police agencies and armed forces. Of interest is a

comment by Pierre Schori that assistance to Eastern Europe is a good

deal for Sweden, because 90olo of the money ends up back in Sweden via
the purchase of goods and services.as

If in the economic sector there has been a move from caution to
active operations, then in the political sector Sweden's support for the
Baltic states on the road to EU integration has been just as significant
as Denmark's. It should be noted that it is more difficult for Sweden to
implement the active supportpolicies, because Sweden's political forces

are not as unified as Denmark's on the issue of beginning membership
negotiations with all three Baltic states simultaneously. At a meeting of
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Slveden's EU Council in September, for example, representatives of the

lvloderates supported the European Commission recommendation that
ncgotiations be started with Estonia" lt is significant that among those

r( ) zrgree with this position is Carl Bildt, who has been a great supporter

,,1 the Baltic states. Swedish Foreign Minister Lena Hjelm-lVallenn has

'rrid that she cannot understand the position and rejects it. She has gone

,,, far as to complain that Bildt's party colleagues in Germany and Spain

rrrc those who are most active in objecting to simultaneous negotiations
rvith all candidate countries.ae The Baltic states feared that when the
Social Democrats came to power, Sweden's favorable policies toward
rhe Baltic states might change, but the enlargement of the EU has

1'rovided affirmation that the governing party is not only maintaining
t he same overall policy course, but it has gone even further 

- 
maintain-

ing a strict position in lobbying on behalf of the need to start member-
ship negotiations with all of the candidate countries at once.5o

Sweden's official position in favor of simultaneous membership

ncgotiations will all of the candidate countries is based on the following
irrguments: If the Baltic states are split up and some countries are raised

;rbove others, this will not promote the pace of reform and will cause

s()me countries to fall behind. For them it will be practically impossible

Io catch up with the countries that have been put in a more favorable

situation This, in turn, will facilitate the creation of first-class and

.ccond-class countries, and this will promote a negative attitude toward
the EU, as well as increased social tension. This is despite the fact that
rhe decision taken at Luxembourg, which theoretically allows for a

rrnified starting position for all candidate countries, should make all of
the candidate countries more active in dealing with various EU-related
issues. ln 1998 Swedenwill establish a special working group at the level
of civil servants which will aim to improve Latvia's and Lithuania's
situation in the negotiations and to speed up the reform of legal systems

in the two countries. It is significant that Sweden is convinced that with
its help, all three Baltic states will make considerable progress in a

comparatively short period of time. After 1998 Sweden is planning to
sl-rift aid from the Baltic states to Northwestern Russia, the Kaliningrad
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l)r(,\ i.( ( , ;rr(l rllc northern part of the Barents Sea. That will be done
l',',;rrrst'lrllcr ir ycar the 5+3 relationship should turn into normal trade
rt'l:rriorrs, irncl help will be needed only in specific sectors.5l

lrr .rclcr to help the Baltic states intensify their policies on the way
t. tlrc ELJ, at a meeting of scandinavian and Baltic foreign ministers in
scptember 1997 in Norway, sweden came up with a proposal to marshal
all possible forces in order to establish a special ."r"ur.h group which
would develop recommendations on ways to overcome difficulties faced
by executive structures in developing EU-related policies. Help would
be granted in the form of advice, as weli as financing.52

After a longer period of silence, the Baltic sea council which was
established in 1996 under the auspices of the swedish prime minister,s
office has become more active again. one of th" -ortl-portanr areas
of its activities involved the distribution of sEK 1 billion awarded by the
swedish government, the priority being projects aimed at helping
countries ro draw closer ro the EU. 400 candidates applied, which
means that interest in links with the region is high.53 priority will be
given to those applicants whose projects are linked to such sectors as
food production, energy systems, education, infrastructure and the
environment, who can identify functioning local institutions in the
regions where the projects are to be carried out, and whose projects wilr
promote business development and foster democratizati,on in local
governments.5a

A concentrated statement of Sweden's policies vis-a-vis the Baltic
states was expressed by Prime Minister Goran persson in an interview
with the newspaper Dierwelt. He said that the main priority is support
for the Baltic stares to speed up their integration with the EU, imple-
menting this support through industrial projecrs, through helping in the
battle against organized crime, and through promoting border treary
negotiations between the Baltic states and Russia.55

Finland is definitely the one Scandinavian country which has gained
the most from joining the EU. This is true in terms of the country,s
economy' security, social aspects and regional considerations. \7hat has
Finland gained in its two years as an EU member? Food prices have

t)

,l,, lined by 10%, the unemployment lcvel has fallen, 60'000 new jobs

1,,,.,,c bcen created, and Helsinki has gained a chance to participate in

rlrt. taking of decisions on pan-European issues and to influence those

,lircrrssions in a real way. Finland has taken advantage of various EU

,r..sistance funds to help develop regions of the country which are in a

[.ss advantageous position than others. Finland has promoted its

r';rrious regions and their cooperation with other EU regions' The

I t r I crnationalization of the country has increased. Summing up Finland's

r,,lltivelybrief history in the EU, PresidentMarti Ahtisaari has said that

r|ithout the EU, Finland would need 10 years to achieve in the

lrtcrnational arena that which has now been done in less than three

y.,urs, esrablishing relations not only with Brussels, but also with other

l,L.l regions.56 The positive regional experience has facilitated Finland's

l,r cak with the tradition of concentrating solely on Estonia. Over the last

I wo yeafs, the country has moved very swiftly toward the South, and it has

.,lso established a new type of relations with Russia. in 1996 Finland's

irrvestments in the Baltic states evened out, and the dynamics of the

l)rocess changed. In 1996 the Finns were the greatest investors in the

rt'gion. Since January, the ENSO company has operated a packaging

( ()mpany in Riga at a volume of FIM 45 million. Nesrc has built a chain

,,1 gasoline stations, and together with Sratoil it is building an oil terminal

i rr Riga that will be worth nearly FIM 0.5 billion. Telec omFinlandishelping

ro shape the telecommunications networks of Latvia and Estonia. Finns

lrlve made considerable investments in the development of sawmills in

r.rrralLatvia (atan overallvalue of FIM 95 million). AndNeste, Statoiland

\hell control 50% of the Latvian gasoline market.5i Trade between Latvia

,,rrd Finland is increasing by 20'25o/o a year.58

Although Finland has been more active in the South of the BSR in

0conomic terms, however, in political terms Finland has reaffirmed its

yrosition in favor of Estonia, even if ithas generally stayedwith Denmark

,r1d Sweden in support of EU membership for all three Baltic states'
'fhis can be explained in various ways. First of all, Finland, compared to

r[e other Scandinavian countries, has been able to implement its own

Ioreign policy, without considering Russia, only since the late 1980s.
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l l tr'. rrr,,rr r'. r l r,rr r r r .r',l r. rr r Pt'i'tl .l r irrrc Hclsinki has had to prove the
r llr,lttr nr',, r'l tl'. l,'tt iyllrpglity i1grclcrtOObtainareSpeCtedplaCein
r l rr r r r r, r r,r r r.n,r l :,\'sr ( rn. I iirr llrncl's economic and political resources do
r *,r 1,, r rr r t r r t, ltt t',lurr l ly irctive throughout the BsR, or even in a group
, rl r .rrrrIr it's irr tlre r-cgion, so it has chosen the one country to which it
rr t l,st sr , lr.t lr gcographically and in terms of culture. That country is
l'sr.rr i,. sccond, from the first days of Estonian independence, Finland
lr:rs bccn cconomically and financially active in the country. More rapid
E,U mcmbership for Estonia would mean that Finland's investments in
the country would go into vestern circulation, and that in turn would
mean more rapid and greater profits. Third, Estonian membership in the
EU would be seen as a direcr result of Finnish activities, and this would
increase Finland's prestige in the EU, as well as the number of its allies
in the Union.

Even though each Scandinavian country which is a member of the
EU has its won solutions concerning more rapid links between the
Baltic states and the EU, we must conclude that the cooperation which
began even before Finland and sweden were admitted to the Union. and
before the Baltic srares were invited to begin talks about membership,
created a favorable environment for ascertaining that once the Euro-
pean integration process began in earnest, there were more unifying
elements than differing elements between the Baltic states and the
Nordic countries. EU enlargement will not only bring together in a
single institution countries with similar values, but it will also enhance
security and stability in the BSR as a whole, because the reform process
will be promoted in the candidate countries, as well as in Russia through
its special agreement with the EU. A new test for Baltic.scandinavian
cooperation will be implementation of the Luxembourg decisions.

3. NATO enlargement and the reaction of the Baltic and
Scandinavian countries

The beginning of NATO enlargemenr does nor play as significant a
role in relations between the Baltic and Nordic countries as does EU
expansion. This is first and foremost because of the interests of the
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Nordic countries themselves. Only one of the three Nordic countries

rllrich are in NATO 
- 

Denmark 
- 

has consistently supported Baltic
rnL^mbership in Transatlantic structures, while the others have been

rrrtisfied with internal debates about the future of the alliance about the
r ight of each country to define its security and defense policies indepen-
,lcntly. Second, irrespective of a country's membership in one or
,rnother region, it was clear from the very beginning of NATO's
,lcvelopment of an expansion strategy that the Baltic states would not
lrc among the first group of countries to be invited to join. Excessive

Iocus on the Baltic states in this process, in other words, did not promise

,rny political victories. Third, Denmark chose a policy of "active
internationalism"5e vis.a.vis the Baltic states despite a lack of objective
( onditions for the policy to have any effect. This political choice was

linked to the possibility that Denmark might increase its influence in
rhe BSR and obtain a new identity within NATO.

If there is regular dialogue among the Nordic countries with respect

t o EU enlargement, along with coordination of activities at the regional
,rnd the EU level, then the countries have largely stood apart from one
;rnother on the issue of NATO expansion and the future prospects of the
llliance. Only Denmark and Norway are active in NATO structures.
l-his has to do with the historical tradition of not discussing security
issues under the framework of Nordic cooperation, choosing to leave

those in the hands of the individual countries. 'S7hat's more, Finland
rrnd Sweden still have not made clear their attitude toward the alliance.
All of the Nordic countries are unified in the idea that the Baltic sates
rnust be free to choose their own relations with NATO, Because the
llaltic states, since 1995, has consistently said that their security policy
is aimed at NATO membership, the Baltic Sea neighbors of the three
rnust take this into account. For that reason, it is important to study the
rcaction of the Baltic states to this aspect of Baltic security policy 

- 
the

Inovement toward NATO.
As the turn of the century approaches, Denmark has become much

rnore active in its foreign policy, and this can be seen as a yearning to
rcach and maintain a high international profile. The main way to



' l'i" ' rl'tr rr'' "1" ' rrr, rr.igrr[l()ring countries of Estonia, Latvia and| 'l"r''r,' l'irr rr , , , ,1,rrrily trLrc with respect to many different kinds of
r'r""' rrrrr'rr'rr.rr trrc Ilaltic Sea Region. Another test of the high_
g'r,'lrl, r,,r, rl:rr r',,lity carnc when Denmark, at the united Nations,
' rr' r ' ,1 ( lrirr;r r.rr hurnan rights violations. This was a one-off event,
l" '11 ' 1 r r , ;'rrl l)c'rnark does not have the support of other countries,
r rr 'r llr{' ,('( cssilry resources to influence china. The Baltic states are a
'lrllt'r.rr casc altogether, because they can serve as a systematic and
'r rg.i 

'g 
ficld of operations in a favorable international environmenr _

rlrc []SR' This means that any investment serves the EU and NATo
cnlargement strategy.

Even though Denmark is the most active supporter of the Baltic
states in security and defense issues, it, like the other Nordic countries,
does not want to guarantee Baltic security. This is rargely because of the
overall understanding of Europe's future security structures. An o{ficial
document from the Danish Foreign Ministry states that ,, ... they willnot be able to accept such a task. Security in Europe cannot be
regionalized, but the regional cooperation structures can make a usefulcontribution to general stability."60 This is a far-sighted policy, because
Denmark has chosen to offer a replacement for alriance-oriented
policies. Rather, it has offered to heli the Baltic stares to draw nearer
to NATo and to prepare for full membership in the alliance. Denmark
has actively participated in the deveropment of various assisrance
programs in this area. Copenhagen has revealed an initiative to establish
a_coordination group on Baltic security issues, the goal being to make\il/estern assistance more effective. The group would be a form for
consideration of Baltic security issues, ur-rd i, would coordinate assis-
tance in concert with Bartic desires. such a form, if it existed arong with
other activities that are already in prace, such as bilatcral.oop.iutio.,
agreements in the military sector and the partnership for peace pro-
gram, would help the Baltic states to come closer to western security
structures' thus speeding up their preparation for NAT. membership.
The group would include the Scanlinavian countries, as weil as poland,
Germany, the united Kingdom and the united states.6r Denmark arso
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, ,l lcrs regular assistance in purely practical activitie s. For example, 100

ll,rltic soldiers were included in the Nordic-Polish brigade which is
t';rlticipating in peacekeeping operations in Bosnia. In 1998 alone there
,rrc plans to implement some B0 joint projects in the field of military
, ooperation.

Norway, although it is not the most active support of the pro-

NATO policies of the Baltic states, has recently been more active in
,rssisting the Baltic countries to establish their security structures. In
l()97 Norway proposed a series of ways to intensify cooperation,
, specially in the military aspect. In May 1997 Norwegian Foreign
Minister Bjorn Tore Godal proposed a new foreign policy initiative for
tronger relations with the Baltic states, under the auspices of which,

rvith Norwegian and American support, cooperation, especially in the
licld of security policy, could be expanded considerably. One result of
rhis initiative was that the issue of coordinating assistance was on the
tlble in September 1997, when a meeting of foreign ministers form the
llaltic Sea countries met at Bergen. The discussion focused on concrete
cooperation projects in economics, politics, security and environmental
protection.

Finland is one of the Scandinavian countries which must define its
,,wn attitude toward NATO in the new post-Cold \Var world and the

1'ossible role of the country therein. Just a few years ago Finnish
rnembership in NATO was not seen as a security policy alternative.
IJven though a document that was signed on May 29,1996, under the
luspices of an intensified dialogue between Finland and NATO stated
ttrat Finland is not planning to join the alliance and will guarantee its
security with independence defenses and a policy on military non-
alignment, Finland is well aware of its responsibilities in the security of
the region and Europe as a whole. Finland is especially interested in the
cffect of NATO enlargement on Northern Europe and the BSR.62

Not long after, in late 1996 and early 1997, domestic debates about
this issue intensified in Finland. One reason why the possibility of
Finnish membership in NATO was put on the table precisely at this
time was the preparation of a report on European security policy
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developments and on preparation of a Finnish defense conception. This
report was turned over to the Finnish Defense council and was not
meant for public consumption. This created suspicions about whether
plans were afoot to make some kind of shift in the country's traditional
security policies. Looking at ideas which appeared in the press and in
statements by Finnish politicians, one can conclude that Finland will
continue to rely on its own strengths in the defense area, but it will
participate in crisis aversion and peace strengthening operations and in
the establishment of Europe's future security structures, including
perhaps the \Testern European Union and NATO. From Finland,s
perspective, NATO membership is not an end unto itself. cooperation
with the alliance is much more important. Politicians have sought out
a number of metaphors for this i5sus - "the door is being kept ajar",
"NATO is at the distance of one step by a rooster", "all that remains is
to put the plug in the socket", etc.63 NATO has already become part of
Finnish security policy, in other words, albeit only at the level of
discussions at this time. There is complete truth in the statement that
for Finland, NATO is an issue of political will, not of readiness.

An important shift in the process is the fact that this time the
discussion is being supported by the country's political elite. Finnish
Defense Minister Anneli Taina, offering a positive assessment of the
discussion on potential Finnish membership in NATo, has admitted
that the government is keeping several political alternatives in mind,
depending on the way in which the security situation develops in Europe
and the world. Discussions about the role of the alliance in the future
are vitally important to Finland as it deals with security issues.6a

Finland's cooperarion with the Baltic states in defense and security
issues has been concentrated on Estonia, which receives help in officer
training, defense planning, optimization of administrative structures ar
the Defense Ministry, and in other areas. Latvia and Lithuania have
virtually no contacts of this type with Finland, which can be explained
as a result of the self-identification of Finnish security policy in a new
world, as well as the result of limited resourccs.

Sweden is the most cautious of the Scandinavian countries in
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,1,'l'ining its attitude toward NATO. Ideas held by the country's political

,'litc, as well as its overall society' have been shaken up, however, by the

, rrrset of NATO expansion and by the fact that both NATO and the EU

llrve come into the BSR in which Sweden wants to be the leader. In
,liscussions about Sweden's foreign and security policies, faith in
ne urrality is still cited very frequently, but since 1996 there have been

irrcreasing suggestions that Sweden might undertake a special role as a

tllarantor of security in the BSR. Reaction to these ideas has been

lrositive in the sense that Sweden obtained a positive image in the eyes

, rlr the international public. In Sweden itself, however, the suggestions

rvcre rejected.

Sweden's unwillingness to join the alliance is based on a number of

irrguments: it is easier for Sweden to be active in BSR cooperation if it
rcmains ourside NATO;65 the fact that Sweden is not in the alliance

,rllows it to have a more relaxed dialogue with Russia; the BSR is not a

NATO project, but the EU is, so it is better to concentrate in that one

,lirection.
In late 1996 and early 1997, discussions in Sweden about the

country's relations with NATO became more active. Along with the

well-known position of Carl Bildt that Sweden should reject neutrality

rrnd integrate in security structufes, other and less traditional views also

('ame to the fore. The newspaper Sueruka Dagbladct, for example,

lrublished the view that discussions about the theme are duplicitous

hecause for the entire post-war period Sweden has based its defense on

the idea that the'west would quickly come ro its aid. Neutrality, holds

that view, is a lie.66 The same issue of the newspaper also contained the

rcsults of a public survey which showed that 61olo of respondents would

accept the idea that Sweden's military defense in the future woulcl

become part of the pan.European armed forces. 33olo rejected the idca.

55o/o of respondents felt that Sweden should deepen its cooperatiorr

with NATO.67
In February lggT , ata debate about foreign policy, Swedish Forcign

Minister Lena Hjelm-Vallen introduced the new term "sustairrllrlt'

secufity", but she did not specify what that term means. Thc tle[rrtt's
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revealed the difference in the views held by Sweden's two
important political parties 

- the Social Democrats and the Modera

- with respect to NATO. Unlike in previous debates, however, the
was a marked shift in the thinking of the governing party, which is
beginning to devote more frequent attention to the future of the allia
and to Sweden's relationship with it.68 The government's foreign policy
declaration says that Sweden is developing cooperation with NATO i
all sectors except those which involve territorial defense or mutual
defense links. In 1998 Sweden will update its defense guidelines, and

these will be based on an evaluation of the new intemational system.

Inevitably, Sweden will have to define its attitude toward NATO and

its enlargement. The Moderates have released a party announcement,

"Security in a time of openness", which stresses that Swedish participa,
tion inNATO is a natural thing and a logical continuation of Sweden's

traditional efforts to strengthen security. The Moderates say that
Sweden must cooperate with the Nordic countries in the military as well
as in other sectors, because cooperation with the air forces of Norway
and Sweden in the North, as well as with the air force of Denmark in the

South and the'West would be only "natural".6e
In the current situation, it must be decided how the ongoing

expansion of NATO will influence Sweden, as well as Finland. There
are at least four parallel processes which both of the countries must take
into account. First, NATO will enlarge to include Poland, but not the
Baltic states. As compensation, the Baltic states are already being

offered, and will continue to be offered, expanded cooperation with
NATO. Sweden and Finland have been invited to participate in this
process. Second, the Partnership for Peace program will be expanded

and deepened with respect to countries which are not in NATO. Given
that the Baltic states, Sweden and Finland are among the more active

PFP participants, these processes will bring the Baltic and the non,
NATO Scandinavian countries closer together in military cooperation.

Danish Defense Minister Hans Haekkerup has spoken of a "decentral,
ized PFP-plus". Third, Sweden is one of the most active participants in
international peacekeeping operations. Through the "Europeaniza,
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rir,11" ef the Combined Joint Task Force and NATO, Sweden will be

,llrrwn closer to NATO, as will other non-NATO countries. And
l.r111fi, by remaining outside the alliance, the Baltic states, along with
\rvcden and Finland, become an area of strategic interest for the
,rllirrnce, a region whose security can be facilitated through the fostering
,,1 rcgional security cooperation.To

A new turn in the process is Sweden's active involvement in the
,I.'vclopment of the armed forces of the Baltic countries. Sweden has

, 'llered to help develop the Baltic air forces, and it plans to donate used

rmining fighter planes. In connection with a program to reduce the size

,,l its own defense forces, Sweden is going to close three air force bases,

,rrrd it will no longer have use for approximately 30 SL-60 and Saab-105
trrrining aircraft. Sweden also has a great deal of interest in creating a
It:rltic Sea monitoring system, and it has presented the Baltic states will
tlrrce sets of radar equipment for this purpose. Sweden also is interested
rrr mine eradication operations, as well as maritime border control. In
l.:rtvia the Swedes are helping with territorial defense planning, and
.pccialists from Sweden participated in the elaboration of the national
,lefense plan for the country. One important Scandinavian-Baltic
t txrperation project which will take place in the near future and which
rvill play an important role in bringing the Baltic states closer to
lrrrropean structures and NATO will be the establishment of the Baltic
| )cfense College (BALTDEFCOL), where middle-level officers will be

trrrined. Instructors, as well as training programs, will come from
Seandinavia, and the goal will be to prepare specialists for work at

NATO headquarters. All of the Nordic countries are involved in such

i r r te rnational military cooperation projects as BALTBAT, BALTRON ,

I }ALTNET and BALTSEA.TI
Sweden's approach to Baltic defense shifted at the beginning of

| 
()98, when the Swedes decided to provide Bofon rockets and launching

.tluipment, as well as aBilI anti-tank system worth SEK 20 million, to
rlrc Baltic peacekeeping unit.72

If we look at the attitude of Baltic Sea Region countries toward
NATO and the future of security developments in the region (not
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rrrt lrrrlirrg in tl'ris consideration Russia, which is alone in seeking to
.t'it'ct I lrc idca of NATO enlargement), we can specify three possible
st't'nlrios for these developments: (a) a soft-security or security regime
is cstablished within the BSR; (b) sweden and Finland join NATo and
cxpzrnd their influence in the Baltic states as member countries of the
alliance; (c) Finland alone joins the alliance, while sweden decides to
preserve its neutrality and thus is linked to the Baltic states because of
the logic of implementing its securiry policy. vhich of these scenarios
will come to pass is dependent on several considerations - the success
of the first wave of NATO enlargement, not only from the perspective
of accumulating new members, but also on the basis of the alliance's self,
identification in the new situation; on Russia's future attitude toward
the enlargement of the alliance; and on domestic processes which will
be reflected in the foreign and security policies of the various countries
which are involved. In any event, the regional security links which have
already been stabilized in the military sector, both at the bilateral and
at the multilateral level, as well as the cooperation programs which have
been offered by NATO - all of these will help to promote rhe
integration of the Baltic states into European security structures,
including NATO.

4. Adaptation of organizations which are active in the Baltic
Sea Region to the enlargement of the EU and NATO

Formalized forums for international relations are beginning to play
an increasing role in the activities of the Baltic sea Region. If only a few
years ago the council of Baltic sea States was usually viewed skeptically
as a talking forum without any real levers of power which was oriented
mostly toward ecological projects, then in 1998 we can speak of a

significant unit which perhaps is not really an organization, but it is a
union of countries among which there are more unifying than differing
views and approaches. lf in the early 1990s the Nordic council was a
classic institution involving five countries, then now representatives of
the three Baltic states are also active in the organization. If only recently
there was discussion about whether the Nordic council was of any use
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,r t rrll, then the rapid institutional expansion of Europe has now provided
r lrc organization with new areas of activity. it is difficult to compare the
trvo institutions in that the Baltic states are fully fledged members of the
( louncil of Baltic Sea States and only observers at the Nordic Council.
lrr the context of Baltic security, however, it is of course important to
rvirluate the formalized international relations, and perhaps to utilize
tlrcm in pursuit of security interests.

After several decades of successful cooperation among the Scandina.
viirn countries under the framework of the Nordic Council, splits
,r1'peared in the organization when Finland and Sweden joined the EU.
S,rrne Scandinavian politicians began to question whether the Council
rvould remain useful in the future and whether ongoing cooperation
rv,ruld be effective. The fears which were given voice in the early 1990s
lrlve proven unfounded, however, because as the diversity of the Nordic
r ountries and their interests vis-a-vis the EU have increased. the Nordic
( louncil has gained a second wind. This is all the more so because of the
( louncil's special responsibility for the future of the BSR. According to
tlrc secretary general of the Nordic Council of Ministers, Soren
( lhristensen, the participation of Finland and Sweden in the EU along
rvith Denmark allows the Council of Ministers, as well as the Nordic
( )ouncil, to serve as a platform for discussions and for the search for
( ommon ground on a variety of issues. It is precisely the European
,lirnension which gives new content to Nordic institutions (Iceland and
Norway are not in the EU). This means that countries which are not in
rlrc EU can follow the course of events with the help of Nordic countries
rlrat are in the Union, and they can implement their European policies
rrore actively. The Nordic Council can also serve as a forum for
lrrrrmonization of the views of EU member countries so that later they
r rrn act as a unified political force within the Union - something that
is already being done successfully by the Benelux countries, as well as

rlrc Mediterranean states and France.73

The Nordic Council has expanded its activities in the BSR, and as

the range and volume of responsibility has increased, the Council has
trrrned to discussions about its strategy vis-a-vis the neighboring coun-
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tries. This is being done with the purpose of separating out those
programs which can be carried out at the bilateral level and those which
require a multilateral approach. In spite of the fact that there is active
cooperation between the Nordic Council and the Baltic states -cooperation which involves the strengthening of democratic institu.
tions, help for the Baltic states in preparing for membership in the EU,
business development, improvements in legislation, etc. - the desire of
the Balts to become full members of the Nordic Council and the Nordic
Council of Ministers has not been fulfilled. The language barrier is cited
as a reason why the Baltic states cannot be admitted to the two
institutions. This is not a serious argument, however, because the days

are long gone when regions were based on geographic, cultural and
linguistic considerations. National interests and mutual advantage are

much more important factors today. This has been noted by Icelandic
President Olafur Grimsson, who has said that even though he is fluent
in the "Scandinavian language", Scandinavian unity is not based on
language, but rather on the structure and values ofthe various societies.
He added that it is a myth that all Nordic peoples understand each
other's languages.Ta The fact that the Nordic Council does not want to
admit the Baltic states as members has more to do with the fact that the
role of the three countries in Europe is not yet clear, as well as the fact
that intemal reforms have not been completed and remain unclear, and
that the Baltic states do not have sufficient political experience to work
inside international institutions.

The Nordic countries themselves are not, however, particularly
interested in bringing external problems and tensions into their com,
paratively harmonized cooperation model, which has been developed
over the course of many years. Even in the current situation, coopera.
tion which occurs under the auspices of the Nordic Council must adapt
to new challenges in the BSR. There is a network of multilateral and
bilateral relations at the level of governments, ministries, sectors and
non-governmental organizations, and this is network is virtually impos-
sible to survey. In this context, the issue of what is to be done with
traditional institutions such as the Nordic Council and the Nordic
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( louncil of Ministers arises quite naturally. \7e can only agree with an

,' \ l)crt on the BSR, Norwegian Foreign Policy lnstitute researcher Olav
K nudsen, who has written that the two institutions tried to adapt to new

' ircumstances in that in 1995 they put on their agendas consideration
,'l foreign and security policy problems. But these reforms coincided
rvith regional diversification in the policies of these countries: they had

t, 
' 
deal with the interests of the BSR, as well as the region of the Barents

Sea. A lack of coordination appeared in the cooperation process, and

priorities were divided up according to problems and regions, thus

reducing interest in the content of cooperation and future prospects

,unong the Nordic countries themselves. The most important conse-

(luence in terms of organized Nordic country cooperation was the fact
tlrat a great many ad hoc organizations sprang up which were not
r,'sponsible to the Nordic Council or the Nordic Council of Ministers.
Strch structures as the Council of Baltic Sea States, the Barents Sea

( louncil and the Arctic Council, as well as meetings of prime ministers,
;rnd meetings of foreign ministers and defense ministers 

- 
all of these

()ccur outside the framework of traditional institutions. If we add the
cxisting and emerging committees and commissions that are being

.stablished in the context of NATO expansion, the PFP, and the Euro-
Atlantic Partnership Council, then we see that there is a veritable
jtrngle of structures, the rapid development of which does not involve
, oordination mechanisms with existing organizations.?5 Olav Knudsen

lras concluded that the increase in the number of missions facing the
Nordic countries has been beneficial first and foremost for the govern-

rrrents of the Nordic countries in that it has created a new and more

independent space for activity by political leaders in creating new

institutions. This means that many tiny insider groups 
- 

e.g., the

1'olitical advisers to ministers 
- 

have been able to establish small
('rnpires with little or no political control or liability. Even Nordic
( ooperation has not been able to keep up with these developments.T6

No radical changes in the attitude of the Nordic Council and the
Nordic Council of Ministers toward the Baltic states and the Baltic Sea

I{cgion are to be expected in the nearest future. Unquestionably, all
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|\'r'',(,l (()()lx'r'irti.rrwillbcfostered,butitisdoubtfulwhetherthatthe
rr'. N.rtlit irrstitrrtions will invite their Baltic counterparts (the Baltic
( ',rrrrrt il:rrtl rlrc lJalticCouncilof Ministers) to jointheexistingmodel
,,1 Nttr.tlic coopcration.

I Jrrlikc the NordicCouncil and theNordic Council of Ministers, the
(iorrncil of Baltic Sea States is going to face dynamic changes in its
luture development, especially in the context of EU enlargement.
There are more than 500 projects under the framework of the CBSS at
this time. The most important of these: efforts to overcome economic
differences between the Eastern and \Testern shores of the Baltic Sea,

and creation of a macroeconomic identity for the region, which would
mean that the BSR is perceived as a unified economic region. Several
projects important to Baltic Sea countries have also been launched: the
creation of a Baltic Sea electricity ring, and research in the possibility
of a gas ring, too.

During the Swedish presidency in 1995 and 1996, the CBSS elabo,
rated an "Action program" which Latvia, in turn, sought to implement
during its presidency in 1996 and 1997. This was the first effort to turn
a discussion forum into a platform for practical cooperation which would
promote the emergence of the organization as a regional structure.iT
Vhen Denmark took over the presidency of the CBSS in 1997, it
inherited several fully operational working groups: 1) economic and
technical cooperation (chaired by Germany) ; 2 ) a democratic institutions
support group (Latvia); 3) nuclear safery and radiation (Finland). A very
active special working group, which was established at Visby, deals with
organized crime. The initiator of that process was Germany, which
expected an inflow of criminal structures into Germany through its
eastern border. That group operates at the highest level of government -interior ministers, their deputies or state secretaries, and advisers to prime
ministers. The effectiveness of this group is linked to the fact rhat a very
clearly defined goal has been ser, and a specific time table has been
declared. The brief of the group was extended after a meeting of heads of
government in Riga in January 1998.

The second important element which Latvia created during its
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prcsidency was political activity toward the establishment of a perma-

ncnt secretariat for the CBSS. Discussions about the site for the

sccretariat took up about a year. One of the applicants was Denmark,

rvhich argued that its existing Secretariat of Democratic Institutions

,rnd the Human Rights Commissar could serve as a basis for the

l)crmanent structure. Another recommendation, however, was that the

sccretariat be sited in one of the Baltic states, which would accrue

greater benefits in political and economic terms. The recommended

choice was Estonia, given its geographic links to the Scandinavian

('ountries and Russia. A secondarY aim was to avoid an excessive

concentfation of governing structures of international projects in the

I-atvian capital city of Riga. Many structufes are placed there because

,rf the city's advantageous geographic location. In the end, however,
'fallinn withdrew its candidacy, and the final decision in the diplomatic

game was to put the secretariat in Stockholm, which is now the leader

in of the BSR not only in terms of involvement, but also from the

institutional aspect.

A third project, which Latvia inherited from Sweden' was the

regular meeting of the heads of government of the CBSS, which was

supposed to take place in the summ er of 1997 . By tradition, the meeting

sfiould have been held in Denmark, which had already taken over the

presidency. But, understanding the importance of such meetings for

Latvia, and taking into account the country's accomplishments during

its presidency, Denmark yielded in favor of Latvia.

The meeting finally took place in January 1998, and before it there

was a forum for the business elite of the Baltic Sea countries. This

rneeting was supposed to prepare an agenda for the heads of government.

The summoning of a forum of this type proves that the BSR is no longer

a project just for the political elite; non'governmental actors are

becoming more actively involved. As has been seen both in theory?8 and

in practice,?e economic cooperation is the most effective factor in

promoting integration. The forum was the second of its kind. The

initiator of the first was the Swedish businessman Peter \Wallenberg.

The goal of the forums has been to focus the attention of the heads of

:1
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government on the creation of a favorable environment for business
development, something that in the long term promotes stability in the
region and in Europe. The forum adopted a document which was
recommended as a set of economic guidelines for the meeting of heads
of government. The fact that the forum was assembled before the
meeting of political actors proves the great influence of economic
groups on the effectiveness of cooperation in the BSR, because the
possibilities of implementing any project, of course, are closely linked
to the availability of necessary financing.

Politicians in Riga vested great hopes in the meeting of Baltic Sea
Region prime ministers. For one thing, the event increased Latvia's
international prestige, as well as its investment in the promotion and
development of BSR cooperation. It was precisely during the presidency
of Latvia that much attention was devoted to increasing the dynamism
of cooperation occurring under the framework of the BSR. Secondly,
the event marked the first visit ever to Latvia by Russian Prime Minister
Viktor Chernomyrdin and German Chancellor Helmut Kohl. Never
before had there been a meeting of such caliber in the BSR. Third, it was
a challenge for the council of Baltic sea states to prove how well it can
adapt to the expansion of the EU and the extent to which it is ready to
turn words into deeds. Because four CBSS countries are already EU
members, and four more are waiting for membership, the CBSS has
become something of a waiting room for the EU. This dimension helps
the countries which are in the first group to increase their influence in
the region and to accent the northern dimension of the (Jnion.8o How
this will play out is not clear at this time. Russia, for one thing, is not
particularly interested in accenting EU policies in the CBSS, and this
means certain difficulties in speeding up the integration process for the
Baltic states.

During preparations for the meeting, several stumbling blocks were
encountered. One involved the question of whether the Russian
premier would agree ro participare in the work of the CBSS ar rhe
highest level. A second involved rhe issue of whether the united States
would be present at the forum. In terms of scandinavian and Baltic

9l

ir)tcrests, there is no question about whether America should be in the

rcgion, because that is already a reality which has been underpinned

with practical projects. This was affirmed by Latvian Foreign Minister
Valdis Birkavs, who upon returning from the meeting of Nordic and

llaltic foreign ministers in September of 1997 said that a new and

irnportant formula of relations - 5+3+1 - had appeared. The "1" in
lhat equation was represented at the meeting by senior diplomats -
Assistant Secretary of State for European and Canadian Affairs Mark
(]rossman and Deputy Assistant Secretary of State Ronald Asmus. In
tl-re presence of the American representatives, important issues were

,liscussed about the future of the BSR - how best to prepare the Baltic
srates to prepare for membership in NATO, and how to involve Russia's

northern regions more actively in the various forms of Baltic Sea

trooperation.sl Active involvement of the United States in the region

was not supported by Russia and Germany, so America was not
rcpresented at the meeting in Riga.

There were also differences of opinion about the agenda for the
rneeting. Sweden proposed that the group discuss factors which hamper

,levelopment of trade among the BSR countries. Denmark and Finland,

lor their part, wished to stress that in light of EU expansion, trade

liberalization issues should be handled by that group' not the CBSS.82

l)espite difficulties in the preparation of the meeting, however, the

lcaders of the CBSS countries discussed a number of very important
issues, not least the question of EU enlargement, both in terms of the
ability of candidate countries to undertake EU membership obligations

rrnd to survive the pressures of competition, and in relation to the

I)artnership between the EU and Russia in the context of the BSR. The

rnajor reports in that group were presented by Russia and Lithuania.
Other issues involved opportunities to expand economic cooperation

lnd investments (Estonia), and the establishment of a unified electric.

ity ring and natural gas network in the BSR (Germany and Norway).

From the perspective of regional security, the extension of the mandate

,rf a Swedish-chaired working group on the possibility of establishing a

special task force in the BSR was an important step.
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what can we say about the results of the CBSS summit of January 23,
1998, and have they satisfied the hopes of Latvia and the other Bartic
states? Looking at the decisions which were taken, we cannot deny that
the meeting in Riga marked a new phase of cooperation in the Bartic sea
Region. A series of fundamentally new positions were formulated in a
concentrated way in the Presidency Declaration of the meeting. onc
important point in that declaration is the unanimous statemenr by all of
the represented countries that regional cooperation has become an
inviolable part of national policies. second, the BSR is now seen as a
European region. Cooperation in it, therefore, is an investment in thc
development of a stable, democratic, welr-off and inseparable Europe.
Third, the heads of governmenr noted that EU enlargernent is one of the
elements in BSR policy. Special support was expressed for the decision
taken at Luxembourg to launch the accession process with all candidate
countries simultaneously, for the implementation of the partnership and
cooperation agreement between Russia and the EU, and for the inclusion
of a northcrn dimension in EU policies.si For the first time in the brief
history of the CBSS, there was talk of developing an identity for the BSR
which would be based not on the desires of government leaders, but rather
on "ties of neighborhood, common history, common cultural heritage,
democratic values, respect of human rights and fundamental freedoms,,.8a

The final document also noted the areas of cooperation which,
according to the heads of government, are of high priority at the level
of regional cooperation. These are: the strengthening of democracy,
human rights and civic security, which .^r b" u..o-plirh.d through
the operations of the CBSS commissar on democra.y u.d minority
issuesl the fight against crime via the extension of the task force
mandate; elaboration of a policy on refugees and asylum-seekersl
participation by Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and poland in two loint
Actions of the EU on combating Trade in Human Beings and Sexual
Exploitation of children; and work in the fierds of join, ."r..," agree-
ments and early warning systems. Second, the document addressed
economic cooperation, and from the perspective of Baltic interests, of
particular inrerest is the establishment of the Baltic electricity ring,
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'r 
lrich would reduce the dependency of the Baltic states on Russia for

,'r r('rgy resources. The same is true with respect to a proposal concerning

r l',' establishment of a gas ring. Also in the area of economic coopera'

rior1, 1f1s declaration spoke of investments, as well as development in
r r,rnsportation, environmental protection and information technolo-

rlit's. Another specially accented field was higher education, in which,

'..,itl the heads of government, reforms mustbe continued and sped up.85

All of these issues were addressed in the EU context, which means

r lrlt Baltic Sea Region institutional arrangements are subordinated to

rlrt: European integration process. The field of operations for the Nordic
( louncil, the Nordic Council of Ministers and the Council of Baltic Sea

ljtltes is expanding. In addition to efforts to supervise and support the

, x isting cooperation network, these institutions must now deal with the

r rrrious aspects of EU and NATO expansion. The main processes in the

r,'gion in the near future will be closely linked to the transformation of

rlrose two institutions and their admission of new member countries.

I lrc effectiveness of the BSR institutions, therefore, will be dependent

irr large part on the extent to which its agenda will be in concert with
r lrc process of European integration.

Conclusion
Over the last several years, there have been qualitative changes in

r lre relationship between the Baltic and the Nordic countries. No longer

,, simple question of reciprocal activity, the relationship has grown into

lrighly varied cooperation, and the volume of this cooperation contin-

.('s to expand. These fundamental and progressive changes are linked

I irst and foremost to increasing cooperation within the BSR, both at the

lrilateral and at the multilateral level. If five years ago the heterogeneity

'rnd varying security interests of the countries in the BSR served as a

' 
cason for limited cooperation, then now this heterogeneity is a unifying

lirctor which helps countries, via the various scenarios of enlargement,

ro specify their role in the future security structure of Europe. This helps

ro explain why countries as different as the United States, Belarus and

t.lkraine all want to participate in BSR projects.
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Secondly, the enlargement of the European Union is the single most
powerful factor in promoting cooperation between the Baltic states and
Scandinavia. This is partly because the Nordic countries are interested in
strengthening the EU's northem dimension and, with the help of the
Baltic states, to eliminate the view that they are small countries with
limited resources of power. It is also true, however, that as one of the main
trends in contemporary international processes, regional cooperation
offers great opportunities for countries to become involved in these
processes' identifying their specific place in the international system and
adapting to the dynamic changes which are taking place. This process has
been described vividly by Monika \Tohlfeld, who has writen that ,,one

of the most important conclusions from the debate on enlargement is that
evolution of the European security environment requires that all the
countries involved contribute to intemational stability as much as they
benefit from the explicit or implicit projection of security from the
existing institutions. Accession thus implies security benefits but also
greater obligations, particularly with respect to new members'neighbors.
Vhen institutional reform and enlargement occur, they will not in
themselves provide a solution to all post-cold \Uar security concems.
They must be supplemented by specific arrangements on several levels; in
particular' sub-regional cooperation will play an increasingly important
role. Interlocking sub.regional groupings which include EU andNATO
countries, prospective members and other states will have an important
contribution to make to regional stability and cooperation, by cutting
across potential new dividing lines."86

Third, institutionalization of cooperation among the BSR countries
is in and of itself a progressive factor which promotes and coordinates
reciprocal activity. At the present time, however, we are seeing an
explosion in the number of institutional forms, but there is a lack of
resources to carry out all of the intended projects. The most important
near'term question concerns how to utilize existing resources. Fre-
quently misperceptions occur when institutions and processes are given
non-existing functions and identities. The phenomenon of rising ex-
pectations can then be found in societies and among politicians, and if

l

I
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tlrc cherished hopes are not reached, the process, as well as its necessity

,rl cffectiveness come into question. Olav Knudsen has written that
"Nordic cooperation is sometimes presented as if it were an irresistible
{)nslaught of the forces of harmony. But the everyday experience of
, ooperation is also to deal with disagreements and to seek to reconcile
, , rnflicting interests. Therefore, the task of constructing regional coop-

t'nrtion is as concerned with the handling of conflict as with the

I rrrrnessing of harmony."s?

Fourth, the EU serves as a unifuing factor complete with financing,

irrcluding the BSR initiative. Still, as the EU increases its presence in
tlrc region, more concrete and practical mechanisms for involvement
rvill be needed. Even though the EU has elaborated documents and

irritiatives with respect to the BSR, the region is not yet a permanent

prrrt of the EIJ's ever-developing policies, which tend to be aimed at the
rcaching of specific goals. Rather the involvement is at this time a

rt'action to the integration processes which are taking place in the
lt'gion, as well as an expression of political will 

- 
a reminder that the

lrU was among the founders of the Council of Baltic Sea States. One can

,,nly agree with Olav Knudsen, who has been quite critical of the EU's
irrvolvement in the region: "...despite the documentary exercise and

tlrc considerable assistance programs offered, the EU has not formulated
:r satisfactory overarching policy on the BSR as such, whether in
tccurity terms of otherwise."88

Fifth, Russia's presence in the Baltic Sea Region has increased and

l,ccome more concrete and rational. In the near future, Russia's role in
tlrc region will increase. This is because both the EU and the BSR want

r() integrate Russia into European processes. The EU-Russian partner-
ship and cooperation agreement defines the interests of both sides in
,lcveloping a variety of forms of cooperation. This means that from the

lrcrspective of the EU, the cooperation might be implemented both
rlrrough the agreement and through the BSR initiative. It is for that
fcason that there must be coordination and consistent implementation
,'f the Russia policies of the BSR and the EU.

Sixth, the onset of the NATO enlargement process has not had as
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grcat an integrating role in the region as has the expansion of the EU,
and that is because the countries of the BSR have differing views on
security policy choices: Sweden is sticking to modified neutrality,
Finland is relying on self-help, Denmark, Iceland, Norway and Ger,
many are all in the alliance, Poland soon will be in the alliance, the
Baltic states are oriented toward the alliance, and Russia is completely
denying the possibility that the Baltic states might ever be a part of
NATO. Still, the regionalization trends which increase the level of
mutual dependency also serve to increase the interest of participating
countries to cooperate in the resolution of "soft" security problems in
the region. This is already being done at the level of bilateral and
multilateral relations.

And seventh, the collective understanding of the advantages and
opportunities which the Baltic Sea Region provides will lead to inren-
sified and more divergent forms of cooperation which will be both
deeper and broader. This is dictated by the logic of inrernational
processes which says that in our day, only those political actors who are
effective collectively will survive. A maximum of cooperation, in other
words, is the best security guarantee.

The dominating developmental trends which will affect the rela,
tionship between the Baltic states and the Nordic countries in the future
are clearly seen, but the concrete manifestation of these processes will
be dependent on a series of factors: NATO's role in the security
structure of 2lst.century Europe; the success of NATO enlargementl
EU involvement in the region; and the process of democratization in
Russia and that country's interest in participating in the BSR on equal
terms.
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Daina Bleiere

THE NEW ROLE OF CENTRAL
EUROPE IN BALTIC STATE

POLICIES

1. Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to look at the way in which accession

by the Czech Republic, Hungary, and poland to NATO and the
European lJnion, and the first-round enlargement of the two organiza.
tions, will affect the security of the Baltic states ancl the extent ,., ,riri.h
cooperation with the three countries will promote Baltic integration
with the EU and NATO.

The onset of NATO and EU enlargemenr means that the Czech
Republic' Hungary and poland wiil inevitably become much more
important in Baltic foreign policy. At the beginning of the 1990s, when
the post'communist countries of central Europe had shed th" ii-itu.
tions placed upon them by the \Tarsaw pact and had elaborared new
foreign policy strategies based on membership in NATo and the
European union, the so-called visegrad countries (the aforementioned
three plus slovakia) were seen as the leaders of the post-communist
world in terms of political and economic reform, 

"r_rd 
1., terms of

cooperation with western sccurity structures. The mission for the Baltic
states was to catch up with those countries and to ensufe that they, too,
would be included in NATO and EU cnlargement, ar rhe samc time and
on the basis of the same criteria.

Until 1997, when the expansion process began in earnest, the
Central European countries wcre guideposts, fellow travclers and
compctitors for the Baltic countries. cooperation with the Visegrad
states was not the focus of extensive attcntion, because the Baltic srates
did not have the diplomatic, economic and other resources needed tcl
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,l..'r,elop equally active and intensive relationships with all countries and
,rll rcgions. The main priority for thc Baltic states was integration with
\\'cstern structures, and that was the focus of the greatest cffort. The
,rt tivities of Central Europe in developing contacts with tl-re Baltic states

tu'crc, likewise, not particularly extcnsive . The sclle exception here is the
,le velopment of closer relations between Lithuania and Poland, but that

t)rocess was based on the specific and fairly complicated relationship
l,ctween the two neighbors and the resultant dcsirc to normalize

rt'lations. The development of morc intensive relations was also ham-

lrtred by the weak level of economic integration bctween the Baltic
:lates and the Central European countries.

NATO membership for the Czech Republic, Poland, and Hungary
rn 1999, and the fairly realistic prospects for the three to join the EU in
tlre subsequent five to seven years, mean that thc significance of the
rlrree countries in terms of Baltic foreign and security policy will change
Irrndamentally. The increasing importance of the Central European
( ()untries will be expressed in a number of dircctions:

1) The international prestige of the Czech Republic, Poland and

I lungary will increase, and that could potentially mean increased

influence for the three in Central and Eastern Europe. The only
( lrrestion here is whether the three countries will want to and be able to
rrrke advantage of this influence.

2) As NATO and EU member countries, the Czech Republic,
l'oland, and Hungary will be able to participate in decisions concerning
Ilaltic membership in the two organizations.

3) Cooperation with thc thrce countries will be part of Baltic
intcgration with NATO and EU.

At the same time, however, the onset of NATO and EU enlargement
lras created the situation where these factors are of differing irnportance
in the security policies of the three Baltic statcs individually. The
situation of the three countries and their mutual relationships is

, Iranging significantly.
The fact that Estonia has been slated for the first round of EU

'rrembership 
negotiations means that the Baltic states are no longer a
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unified bloc in relations with Brussels. During thc conclusion of the free

trade agreemcnt and the associatiorr agreements with thc Baltic states, thc
EU tcnded to see thc three countries as a rcgional group. Now Latvia antl
Lithuania can no longer count on the likelihood that shortcomings in
individual forcign policy and domestic policy activitics will be balancecl

out in regional terms. The individual integration and security policies ol
the thrce countries arc becoming much morc important. This does not
mean that the Baltic states cann()t elaborate common sccurity strategies,

common positions and common actions, but at the same time it is

important to considcr all of the factors which can promote or hamper
integration with the EU and NATO. The potential of each counrry in
cooperation with the Central European countries is one of those factors.

T'he role of Ccntral Europe has always been emphasized in
Lithuanian foreign policy, and in 1996 and 1997 Lithuanian politi-
cians focused on this area quite frequently. The special partnership
with Poland has allowed Lithuania to hope for \Tarsaw's support in
thc integration process. Lithuania's basically positive attitude toward
expanded coopcration with Central Europe does not raise the ques-

tion of whethcr this direction of activity should be the focus of gre ater
attention, but it is naturally important to determine the extent to
which thc orientation toward Central Europe will help Lithuania to
reach its stratcgic foreign policy goals.

The Central European countries have not been of much significancc
in Estonia's policies (except in terms of cultural cooperation with
Hungary, which is based on the common Finno-Ugric ethnic roots of
the Estonian and the Hungarian nations). Howcvcr, the fact that
Estonia has becn included in the first round of EU membership
negotiations along with the Czech Republic, Poland, Slovenia and
Hungary may scrvc to increase Tallinn's interest in cooperation with
those countries significantly, if only in tcrms of political consultations
about EU intcgration. The competition factor is also quite important,
and there is no qucstion that the lcvel of Estonia's interaction with thc
Ccntral European countries will increase in the context of EU enlarge.
ment, even if there is no purposeful attempt to achieve this.
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l-atvia's situation, by contrast, is quite complicated this time, and the

, ,rrrntry'S foreign policy vulnerability is significant. T'he anti'Latvian
, .,nrpaign which was launched by Russia in March 1998 demonstrated

t lr is very clearly, and the fact that Latvia was not included in the first
,,,rrnd of EU enlargement has exaccrbated the situation. It is unques-

rionably important for Latvia to understand clearly the way in which
( t'ntral European integration with the EU will influence Latvia's own

trr ospects for membership in the organization, bearing in mind that the

l)r()cess may involve various scenarios and varying specds of develop-

rrrcnt. It is also important to understand how much bilateral and

rrrrrltilateral relations with the Central European countries' as well as

r, rlional cooperation, can promote Latvia's abilities to join the EU as

,1, rickly as possible, and how these factors affect Latvia's overall sccurity
',ilrration.

ln terms of NATO integration, the Baltic states are still secn as a

',irrgle unit, as was affirmed by the US-Baltic Charter, among other

rlrings. This does not, however, reduce the importance of the fact that
rrr the new situation, the individual foreign policy activities and

, Irrnestic policy developments of each of the three countries can be of
l. t'y importancc in that shortcomings in any of the countries may put the

l,r rrkcs on the integration of all thrcc states with NATO. This fact was

,liscussed by Estonian Foreign Minister Toomas Hendrik llves during a

r isit to Riga on 10 March 1998. llvcs said that Estonia is interested in
,,'cing Latvia increase funding for defense structures' because in nego-

ri;rtions aboutNATO membership, the weak points of one country may

.rllcct decisions about the other two' as well.' Cooperation with the new

NATO membcr countrics, too, can becorne a factor which influenccs

rlrc integration of the Baltic states with the alliance.

This creates a rclatively paradoxical situation. The Baltic states are

rrying to compensate for the lack of foreign and domestic policy

r{ sources needed to strengthen national security with more active

t,;rrticipation in the EU, NATO and other political, economic and

,, curity structures. At the same tirne, the onset of enlargement in the

rn'o pan-European organizations demands a diversification of foreign
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policy activity, intcnsifying cooperation with a greater number o1:

countries. This will at least require greater financial and human
resources, and that is a serious dilemma for small countries. One possiblc
solution is to concentrate resources in the more important directions,
and it is unquestionably important to evaluate Central Europe's poten.
tial in this light.

The beginning of EU and NATO expansion has strengthened the
interest of all Central and Eastern European countries in political
cooperation. Cooperation with the Czech Republic, Poland and Hun-
gary must be seen not as an alternative, but rather as a supplementary
factor in the foreign and security policy of Latvia and the other Baltic
states - a factor which promotes general stabilization in Central and
Eastern Europe, as well as integration of the Baltic states with the EU
and NATO.

Z.The consequences of NATO and EU enlargement
for Baltic security

Both the Central European counties and the Baltic srates essentially
have the same goals in seeking to integrate into NATO and the
European Union. First of all, the issue is belonging to the civilization
and the value system of the rVest. As Vaclav Havel has emphasized in
speaking of integration with NATO that it is "a signal that the \7est
truly wants us and sees us as part of the western sphere of civilization."2
Polish Foreign Minister Bronislaw Geremek has gone further: "The
processes of the enlargement of NATO and the EU and based on this
sense of western community and belonging to a common civilization. [..]
Strong alliances require strong human ties, and these are created by the
sense of identity, common ideas and values, a common ethical dimen-
sion of policy."r Membership in the E(J, too, will first and foremost
mean affirmation of the fact that the new member countries recognizc
the idcals and principles which underpin the Union. Secondly, the EU
and NATO provide guaranrees of democratic development and eco-
nomic growtit.

Still, the question remains whether an alliance is the best way ro
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r'rrsure security against "a strangc war of all against all, a war with no
, l,'rrr front, a war difficr-rlt to distinguish from terrorism, organized

, r'irnc, and othcr forms of wrongdcling."4 However, for the Central

l'rrropean, as well as for the Baltic states' inclusion in a strong demo-

i rltic framework is a necessary prccondition for lessening threats to

rlrcir internal and external security. The political component in NATO
,. no less important as the military one.

Although the main motivation for participation in NATO and the
liIi is security, there is, of course, a fairly significant difference in the
,t curity provided by one of these organizations and the security pro'

' irlcd by the other. From the perspective of candidate countries' the EU
r, "second best" in this respect.5 Although the level of conventional
tlrrcats in the region has receded significantly' the possibility of military
i onflict in the future must always be taken into account. Because of
rlrcir historical experience, the Baltic states' as well as the Central
l'rrropean countries, are very sensitive in this regard. There is no
,lrrestion but that only NATO can provide the "hard guarantees" rvhich
tlrcy seek.

At the same time, however, membership in the EU, too' can provide

{ ('rtain security guarantees. Here there are certain differences between

rlrc Baltic states and thc Central European countries, especially the
t l:cch Republic. There, the economic aspects of the European Union
.,r'c being stressed, and this is logical, given that the Czechs enjoy the

il r()st secure geopolitical situation of all post-communist countries in the
rt'gion. This is manifested in Prague's motivation for participating in
NATO. As Ferdinand Kinsky has pointed out: "The absence of an

,,rrmcdiate external threat reduces the Czech motivation for NATO
,,,.:mbership to the aforementioned confirmation of being a western

,r:rtc and an ally to the United State s of America."6 \(/ith respect to the
I tJ, the Czech Republic has two dominant motivations - the sentimen-

r:rl issue of "returning to Europe" and not being sccond'class Europeans,

,,'rcl the more hard-headed question of increasing the wealth and
,,tlndard of living of the country's population.? In the motivations of
I lungary and Poland, security considerations play a much greater role.
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()nce thcy accedc to NATO, it scems that the Central European
countries will not be less interested in the EU's hard security aspects, but
this intercst will shift to a differenr, more specific level. The potential
membership of these countries in the \Testern European Union and in
the EU's Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) will come onro
the agenda.

Because Baltic prospects of NATO membership in the foreseeable
future are foggy at best, the hard security aspects of the EU are all the
more important for them. This is particularly true with respect to the
elaboration of Europe's Security and Defense Identity (ESDI) under the
framework of the WEU and the EU-NATO links which will be
involved in that, as well as the guarantees which emanate from the
CFSP.

No less important is rhe second ("soft") security level which is
offered by the EU - economic and political stability, protection againsr
international crime, drug trafficking, environmental threats, etc.

rheaccessio".r,nl?#fr3,tr3f;#":llo,,.,,.i",toNAroin
1999 will affect Baltic security in a number of ways.

First of all, NATO will be closer to the Baltic region geographically
and geopolitically. The strengthened presence of the alliance in cenrral
Europe will provide vivid evidence thar the distribution of spheres of
interest which persisted during the Cold War is gone and cannot be
reinstated- The beginning of the expansion process is also of importance
in the sense that the Baltic states have in principle been given an
opportunity to join NATO. After the Madrid summit, the Baltic states
were assured that they will not be excluded from the NATO enlarge-
ment process. Speaking at Vilnius University in July 1992, US Secre-
tary of State Madeleine Albright srressed: "A cardinal principle of the
new Europe is the right of every country, large and small, to choose its
alliances and associations No non-member of NATO will have a vero,
and no European democracy will be excluded because of where it sirs on
the map."8
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It must be rernembered, however, that the mere possibility of NATO
rnembership for the Baltic states does not mean that this goal will be

,rchieved any time in the foreseeable future. One of the main obstacles

rvill be Russia's consistent opposition to the idea. Moscow has been

lbrced to swallow the first wave of NATO enlargement, and it would be

rnuch more difficult to reconcile it to a further expansion to include the
Ilaltic states. Efforts to block the admission of the Baltic states through
cliplomatic approaches in Russia's rclations with NATO and its member

countries could certainly be expected along with pressure and incen-
tives to pressure the Baltic countries to follow certain policies.

Russia's offers of security guarantees, as well as the Kremlin's efforts

to pursue "individual" policies vis-)-vis each of the Baltic states, must

be seen in this light. This "individualized" approach was signaled by the
crisis in Latvian-Russian relations in March 1998, even though that
process involved a much wider range of domestic and foreign policy
problems in Russia, and in Latvia, as well. One can agree with the view
that "as long as there is tension between Russia and Latvia, European
politicians will have trouble deciding whether to invite Latvia to join
not only NATO, but also the European l.Jnion".e However, a concen-
trated Russian attack on Latvia, in the final analysis, serves to destabi-
lize the situation of all three Baltic countries.

The Baltic states are the place where Russia will make its last stand
in the battle against NATO enlargement. Moscow's opposition is

dictated by socio-psychological factors (the need to re-evaluate Russia's

role and status in the world), as well as purely military and geostrategic

considerations (after Poland's accession to NATO, the Baltic states will
have more of a "buffer" role between the alliance and Russia). not the
lcast the fear that Baltic accession might facilitate a foreign policy
rcoricntation on the part of Ukraine. Russia's relationship with NATO
is promoting the development of a non-confrontational international
climate in Europe, bwt realpolitik continues to play a significant role,

cspecially in terms of the way in which the major powers of the world
,rnderstand the international system.

For the Baltic states, all of this means that there is a definite tnreat
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of thcir ending up in thc "gray zonc" of Europcan security. The unclear
security status of the Baltic states promotes internal and external
turbulence. This may become an obstacle for EU integrarion, and,
eventually, could help to pull the Baltic states back into the CIS space.1"

Second, from a purely military aspect, the security of Central
European countries (especially Gennany) has increased, bccause now
the Czech Republic and Poland are the "hinterland" of Europe to the
East and the Northeast.rr The new NATO member countries, further-
more, will be interested in creating their own "hinterland" and in
expanding the zone of security and stability. The Baltic states can
neither threaten nor improve the geostrategic situation of the Czech
Republic and Hungary in any major way. Undoubtedly all three Central
European countries are interested in Baltic security, as well as domestic
and foreign policy stability, from a political perspective, but their
geostrategic interest, except for Poland, is at a much lower level. Even
here, however, Poland's major concern is Lithuania, because of the
shared border and the Kaliningrad enclave.

Thgd, the Central European countries promised after the Madrid
summit that they will enhance their cooperation with those countries
in the region which did not find themselves in the first group of states

to be invited by the alliance. For example, when Polish Prime Minister
\Tlodzimierz Cimoszewicz met with his Hungarian counterpart, Gyula
Horn, on 2 July 1997 in Budapest, the two men launched a dialogue
about the relations which Poland and Hungary will have with those
countrics that are not in the first group of new NATO and EU members.
Both \Tarsaw and Budapest will want to avert the possibility that a sense

of separation from European and Euro-Atlantic structures emerges in
those countries. Another indicator of this came afrer a meeting of the
Czech, Hungarian and Polish prime ministers on 22 August 1997,
where all three ministers declared far-reaching cooperation with each
other during NATO accession negotiations. Thcy also expressed a

desire for closer contacts with those countries in the region which arc

not among the first group of states to receive invitations from NATO.t2
When we think about support for the Baltic states among the new

lll

NATO member countries, however, we must bear in mind several

, ircumstances. First, it is not only from the military, but also from the

1,,,litical perspective that the Baltic states must remember that for the
( l:cch Republic, Poland, and Hungary, their "hinterland" stretches

lrorn the Baltic Sea to the Black Sea. Accordingly' the focus of attention
u'i ll be not so much of the Baltic region as on Eastern and Southeastern

l'rrrope. From the Central European point of view, it would be fully

tustifiable to include Romania in the second wave of NATO enlarge-

rrrtnt and to leave the Baltic states for the third round. For example, on

I i July 1997, former Polish Foreign Minister Dariusz Rosati said that
I i omania is needed by NATO because of the role which Bucharest plays

rrr the Balkan region, and that Poland hopes to maintain close coopera-

r i,rn with Romania. It seerns that there are no major objections from the

l',rlish side to Romanian membership in NATO in the second round of
, rrlargement.

Hungary, too, may havc an interest in Romanian participation in
NATO. The relationship between the two countries has improved

,i gnificantly, but given the problems which could arise in connection with
rlrc situation of the Hungarian minority in Romania, Budapest is inter.
r slcd in stable and predictable development in its neighboring country.
NATO membership could be an instrument toward that purpose.

Equ4h, the political influence and prestige of the Czech Republic,
l',rland, and Hungary in Central and Eastern Europe has already

,,'..reased, and it will increase still more when they become NATO
,r('rnber countries. They will participate in the adoption of political
,lt'cisions in the alliance, as well as in military planning procedures.

liiiateral and multilateral military cooperation with these countries

'r ill, for the Baltic states, no longer be cooperation with post-communist
( ( )untries that have a similar status in Europe; now they will be NATO
rrrt'rnber states.

Still, it rnust be remembered that the integration process with
N ATO will take some time for the three newcomers. lt must be

, rpected that their resources will be rather scarce, and their influence

'r 
ithin the alliance will be limited.
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' I lrc rclative weakness of the Central European coLlntrics within thc
,lliuncc will also mean that they will have to corrclate their owrr
i.tcrests with those of NATO's leading powers, as well as those of othcr
candidate countries. These intcrests are frequently contradictory, and
not always compatible with those of the Baltic states, so it can bc

assumed that the Central Europeans will at least sometimes have ir

tendency to orient themselves toward the more senior partners of thc
alliance, not toward solidarity with the Baltic srates.

These limitations must be remembered, but at the same time it is very
important for the Baltic countries to engage in all types of diplomatic
and military cooperation in order to ensure that the Czech Republic,
Poland and Hungary develop positions on NATO expansion which are

favorable to the Baltic states. Given the limited military and diplomatic
resourccs which the Balts have at their disposal, this will not be easy.

Even if they cannot colrnt on much suppet from the Central European
countries, they ought to be able to count on their assistance in
preparation for the NATO membership.

First of all there will be a need to develop bilateral relationships.
Clearly, the greatest opportunitics for military cooperation are pre,
sented by Poland. This is true both because of Poland's geographic
proximity to the Baltic states, and because of the fact that the countries
have in common various problems associared with the Baltic Sea. This
means that there are extensive opportunities for cooperation in a variety
of aspects - political cooperarion; joint training; exchange of official
visits; cooperation resource operations; information exchange ancl

coordination of efforts during military activities, exercises and rescuc
operations; training of military specialists; purchase of technology,
weapons, ammunition and materiel; cooperation in peacekeeping op,
crations and thcir prcparation.

This process has already begun quite seriously. The most activc
process here is Lithuanian-Polish military cooperation. Poland has

done a lot to help Lithuania arm its military.lr In 1995 Poland and
Lithuania signed a cooperation agrcement on air space control, ancl

Lithuania has demonstrated in interest in joining the overall air spacc
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,,rrrrrol systcm of Central Europe.ra Poland and Lithuania are alstl

, ,r:rblishing a joint peacekeeping unit, LITPOLBAT.
l-atvian-Polish military cooperation did not develop with any par-

I it rrlar intensity in the first half of the 1990s, although the Latvian and

l',,lish defense ministries concluded an agrecment on military coopera'

r ii rn in September 1992, andthis was one of the Latvian ministry's first

| | r I crnational agreements of this type. The process became more active

,,' 1996 and 1997. Latvian-Polish military cooperation is a highly

l,rornising area of activity, bccause in addition to abilities to receive

'rilitary assistance (equipment and materiel) from Poland and to

1,, rrchase weapons, ammunition and technology, Latvia also has exten-

,,rvc opportunitics to work with Poland on rescue operations, and t.-l

,, nd Latvian military spccialists for training at Polish military schools

.,rrtl training centefs. Given Poland's experience in United Nations

t)('acekeeping operations, Latvia can also scnd officers to participate in

.rrrcl study Polish peacekeeping units. One of the main problcms here is

., lack of money in Latvia - the country sirnply cannot afford to buy the

'rrilitary technology and matericl which Poland could supply'

The same problcm exists in relations with the Czech Republic,

,r'hich could also be an important arms provider to Latvia. The Czech

licpublic, like Poland, has provided military assistance to Latvia.

I :rtvian soldiers have been trained at Czech military schools' and there

lr.s been a fairly active exchangc of military specialists and officers.

The level of coopcration with Hungary must undoubtedly be in-

, rcased, and the activities of the Baltic states themselves may be the key

llcre.

In addition to bilateral cooperation, there has also been multilateral

( ()operation, and there are three significant areas in this process:

1) Military cooperation projects among the Baltic states which

irrvolve Polish participation and which could be linked with analogous

rnilitary cooperation projects among Central European countries. For

(.xample, Poland is ready to participate in the joint anti-mine squadron

IIALTRON, as well as in the air space control system BALTNET' The

lirrter project could be linked to the Central European air space control
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system. Poland may also become involved in the BALTBAT peacc.
keeping battalion.

2) One of the most important obstacles to the furthcr development
of bilate ral arncl multilateral cooperation is a lack of resources, and this
is a problem not only for the Baltic sratcs, but also for the Central
European countries. This means that multilateral and regional military
cooperation programs in which NATO member counrries participatc
are very promising, all the more so because such programs allow thc
Baltic states to learn about NATO standards more effectivclv. and tcl
increase the ievel of interoperability. On 31 August 1997, the polish,
German and Danish defense ministers discussed thc formation of a joint
corps among the three countries which would train for operations
within NATO structures (the NATO North-Eastern Corps) and which
is to achieve operational rcadiness by April 1999. In May 1992, the
Lithuanian, Latvian and Estonian dcfense ministers were invited to
participate in meetings of the Danish-German-Polish triangle. For thc
Baltic statcs, it would be important to becomc involved in this form of
cooperation not only through consultations by the defense ministers,
but also in terms of concrete forms of military cooperation.

Of key importance in terms of military cooperation, of course, is
NATO's Partnership for Peace program, as well as initiatives which
lcad to involvement in peacekeeping operations. "The most useful
examples of sub-regional military cooperation that will play a role in the
context of enlargemcnt are the various initiatives which NATO mem-
bers such as Denmark and Germany are dcveloping with IJS support,
and which bring together Poland, the Baltic statcs, Finland and Sweden,
while leaving room for Russia to join."l5

3) The third level of cooperation is joint operations under the
auspices of the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC), which
involvcs bilateral and multilateral cooperation. Specific subject areas
with respect to which the allies and their parrners can engage in
consultations within the EAPC include, bur are not limited to,
political and security issues; crisis management; regional matters;
arms control issues; nuclear, biological and chemical nroliferation and
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,l, lcnse ; international tcrrorism, defcnse planning and budgets; de-

l, nsc policy and strategy; the security aspects of economic develop-

ltl0llt, etc.

3. The EuroPean lJnion
3.1. Security aspects of future enlargement

The onset of EU cnlargcment has changed the situagion of the

,rrsociatcd countries quite fundamentally. Before the Luxembourg

',rrrnmit and the European Commission assessment' thcy all belonged to

,, single group, at least theorctically, but now they have bcen split up.

Wc can speak of countries which will be NATO membcrs and are slated

lor first-round negotiations on EU membcrship; those which havc been

rrrvited to negotiatc EU membership but havc not bccn asked to join

N ATO; and those which have not been invited to start talks with either

,)rganization. The intcgration process is individual for each country'

,,nd further differentiation of the candidate countries will take place.

( )nce counrries begin actually to join the EU, this process of diffcren-

r rltion will become even more intensive, becausc it is quitc possible that

rrot all of the new member countries will be willing or able to join EMU

rrr- to participate actively in other aspects of EU operations. Accord-

irrgly, some countries will be closer to the ELJ "nucleus", while othcrs

rt ill face threats of marginalization.

For Latvia and Lithuania, the worst aspect of this process is that

l'.stonia's invitation to begin EU membership negotiations rnay lead to

irrcreased differentiation among the Baltic states. The situation of

l'stonia, as compared to Latvia and Lithuania, is very much diffcrent

rvith respect to EU enlargement. The results of the Luxembourg
..rrmmit, which took place on 12 and 13 Deccmber 1997, were positive

lor the latter two countries in that thc EU stated clcarly that the road

rrr the EU is open to them. The European Council noted that "all these

sllrtes are destined to join the European Union on the basis of the same

, riteria and [..] they are participating in the accession proccss on an

, ,1ual footing."l6 Still, even though thc membership negotiations are to

I'cgin formally with all ten Central and Eastern Europcan countries
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(plus Cyprus ) on 3 0 March 1 998, full negotiations will be launched only
with the six countries which wcre named by thc European commission
in July 1997. vith rcspecr ro rhe othcr counrries, only prep arations for
negotiations will begin. Becausc the European commission has been
ordered to prcpare an updated report on progress made by the candidatc
countries on an annual basis, Latvia and Lithuania can hope to catch up
with the selected six countries, but only if the two Baltic states manage
to eliminate the various shortcornings to which the European commis-
sion has pointed. It is not quite clear, however, what the screening
procedure in this arca will be, and how the pre-accession negotiations
with candidate countries will take place.

Of course, we must rcmember that the negotiations may require
several years. Many of the countries in the first group, for example,
Estonia, rate their prospects in this respect quite optimistically, feeling
that they will be able to join the EU in two to five years. Estonia's
optimism is, to a certain extent, justified, because Tallinn has fairly few
so-called "sensitive" issues in the economic sector. But EU negotiations
with Poland may be quite difficult and long-lasting, because poland has
fairly serious structural problems in its coal industry, textiles industry,
ship manufacturing, agriculture and environmental protection. This
rneans that Latvia and Lithuania at least theoretically have a chance of
joining the first group of new member countries, provided that they
manage to achieve sufficiently rapid and stable economic growth and
domestic political stability.

It is important to note, however, that the pre-accession criteria havc
not yet been defined clearly by the EU. Geopolitical criteria are no less
important than the political and economic readiness of the candidatc
countries. All of the Central and Eastern European countries are far
below the developmental level of Greece, Portugal and spain when they
began membcrship negotiations, although in the case of those countries,
too, the ELJ's reasoning was more political than economic in nature. If
the only question was which countries would be the easiest to "absorb"
by the EU, the Baltic states would have a clear advantage, because it will
unquestionably be easier to integrate them than it will be to deal with

tt7

( lcntral European countries such as Poland, which will rcquire much
jlrcater resources for economic restructuring.

The decisivc issue, however, will clearly be the cconomic and

| ',,litical intcrests of existing EU member countries. EU membership for
rlrc Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland will be advantageous to the
lrU in that it will open a fairly large and potentially capacions market,
,rnd that will provide opportunities for \Testern Europcan countries to
rrcrease exports. The process will also increase competition within the
lrU, because the less expensive but highly qualified labor force of the

',cw member countries will attract investment and technologies, and

rhis will promote overall economic growth in the ElJ, as well as its
( ()mpetitiveness in global markets.rT The geographic proximity of the
( lzcch Republic, Poland and Hungary to EU mcmber countries, as well
,rs the land frontiers between the two groups of states, have increased the
interest of business entities, especially from Germany, in cooperation
rvith the Central Europeans.

In addition to economic intercst, there are also political interests in
rlris process. Once the Central European countries are inside the EU,
rlrcre will be lesser fears that within the Union Germany could achieve
roo much unilateral economic and political influence in the region. At
rlrc same time, membership will also reduce suspicious and fears within
rhe Central European countries of excessive German influcnce. After
,rccession, the focus of Central European politics will shift from Gcr-
nrany to the whole European lJnion, and better conditions will be

t rcated for the inflow of EU capital into the region.

Czech, Polish and Hungarian intcgration with the EU will also have

,r significant stabilizing effect throughout Central and Eastern Europe,
lroth because of economic growth, and because of greater border security
,,rrd other issues. The three countries will, to a significant extent, serve

,rs agents of "Europeanization" in the region, because they will promote
tlie dissemination of the ideals and values on which the EU is based in.
.,,r to speak, "geographic Europe".

Undeniably, the Baltic statcs, which are much more distant from
( lcntral Europe, are much less significant from all of these various
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cconolnic and political perspcctivcs. The inclusion of Estonia in the firsr
group of potcntial members was, first and forcmost, a signal that the
Baltic states are potentially a part of r,vestern civilization. However, the
EU also dcmonstrated that for a variety of rcasons (mostly ones which
exist inside the Union), it is not prepared to absorb too large a numbcr
of candidate countries, and its attitude to the Baltic states' integration
remains somewhat ambiguous. There is also the question of Slovakiir
which was excluded from thc first wave due to its internal political
situation. Howevcr, if this obstacle is removed, Slovakia's good eco,
nomic performance could make her a serious competitor of Latvia and
Lithuania.

The accession of Latvia and Lithuania to the EU can also bc:

influenced by the way in which negoriations proceed with the first
round of potential members - individually, or in a system which requircs
the more successful countries to wait until the othcrs in the group catch
up. This may happen even though at Luxembourg it was declared that
"the decision to enter into negotiations does not imply that they will bc
successfully concluded at the same time,"18 and if the latter version does
not turn out to be the case, then those countries which were not
included in the first round will have to wait until that first group is fully
absorbed bcfore the second round of negotiations begins.

The duration of the pre-accession period for Latvia and Lithuania
will depend on the aforementioned factors, as well as other conditions
which are involved in the expansion process and which the two Bartic
states cannot influence" For the first time in the history of the EU, thc
expansion process is encouraging questions about whether the enlarge-
ment may make the Union unmanagcable and impossible to run
properly. The further process of cxpansion will primarily be influenced
by whether thc EU manages to conduct the internal reforms that will bc
needed in order to avoid paralysis in the ljnion's work. \7e must also
take into account the possibility that the accession of new member
countries, as well as the creation of the Euro, may lead to a situation
where the burden of financial transfers from rich EU member countries
to poorer ones (not only from among the new members, but also from
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.l1ong existing mcmber states) becomes too exccssive, and the second

,,,,rnd of cnlargcment is postponed. The Eastern enlargement and

rrrouetafy union are the two basic challenges facing the EU now. If the

"ilronetary union was conceived as an ecOnomic means to political

, rrtl"le, a mixture of economic and political factors is even morc true

,rit[r regard to enlargement. This mixture is likely to affcct the Baltic

,r:rtes' integration in diffcrent ways.

Undoubtedly, the worst possible scenario for Latvia and Lithuania

,,,volves efforts by the European Commission to differentiate candidatc

, ()untries. As far as thc two Baltic states are concerncd, there must be

,, pgssibility (albeit only theorctical) for any country which mcets the

l'LJ's criteria to begin pre-accession talks.

3.7. The EU,WEU'NATO link
There have becn fairly extensive discussions about the links betwecn

l'LJ membership and NATO membership. Even though the vicw that

',rcmbership 
in both organizations must coincidc (an idea that has bcen

l,r6moted most assiduously by Germany) has not bcen acccpted, this does

rr()t mean that ithas been entirely removed from the agenda. Congruencc

rs srill seen as a desirable process in principle. This would unquestionably

rror be in the interests of the Baltic states, because it would make not only

N ATO, but also EU membership unrcalistic. At the same time, however,

rlrcre are links between the two proccsses of enlargement. Estonia's

irrvitation to join the first round of EU membership talks was a signal to

.rll three Baltic states that failure to admit them to NATO does not mean

rhat the West is uninterested in their security. Membership in the EU will
rrrake it easier to join NATO - something that is very clearly true with

t ('spect to such countries as Sweden and Austria. But the application of

rlre same principle to the Baltic states will be a problern. Thc US-Raltic
( lharrer, which was concluded with all threc Baltic countries as a unit, can

lr,.: seen as a warning that the Balts should not place particularly great

lropes in the chance that one of them might get into the alliance ahead of

rlrc others. The Baltic states are a geopolitical entity, and it is as such an

t ntift that thev will or will not be admitted to NATO'
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Membcrship in NATO for the Czech Republic, Hungary and Polancl

means that when they become members of the EU, they will also havc

a chance to join the Vestern European Union if they want to do so. lt
is true that "parallel processes of EU and NATO enlargement run thc
risk of reinforcing the division between those countries in CEE that arc

already most stable and sccurc and thosc that are not included".20 Somc

analysts havc argued that the admission of some Central and Eastern

European countries to EU and NATO, but others (e.g., Estonia) only
to the Eu, creates a situation where "the process of creation of a

European Security and Defense Identity may suffer when closer coop-

cration between these organizations, for example, in the context of crisis

managemcnt, becomes more difficult."21
At the same time, however, it would obviously not be in the interests

of Baltic security to scc a weakening of thc \UEU defense component via

a rejection of the modified Article V of the Brussels agreement or a

closer link between the WEU or NATO - in other words, those

components which could provide true strength and effectiveness to the

ESDI. On the other hand, it can be expected that membership of
Central European countries in the VEU and an increase in the role of
the organization, especially in terms of its closer links with the European
LJnion, will lead to increased Russian pressure against Latvia and

Lithuania to ensure that they are barred not only from NATO, but also

from the EU.

3.3. The CFSP component
In Latvia, as in the other Baltic states, most attention is being

devoted to specific aspects of the EU's acqui such as legislation. But it
must be remembered that accession to the Union will mean acceptancc

of the entire acqui, including the Common Foreign and Security Policy.
Even though this has always been the weakest of the EU's pillars, its

significance isnowbeingboosted, especially inthewake of theAmsterdam

agreement. The work of EU countries in time s of international crisis has

not always been successful, but there are cornmon positions on many

issues which are considered in the \7orld Trade Organization, the

t2l

( )ECD, the United Nations and other international foruins. Undoubt-
,,lly the EU will expect candidate countries, as well as new member
'.lates, to support its positions. The Central European countries have for
tlrc most part absorbed this lesson, but the Baltic states sometimes have
, I ifficulty in taking a clear position when there is a conflict between the
lrU and the United States. If, however, candidate countries are inter-
( sred in the security which the EU provides, they must be interested in
, loser foreign policy and defense coopcration.Z2

At the first meeting of the European Conference in London on 12

ftlach 1998, the leaders of 26 participating countries "confirmed their
intention to align themselves with the European LJnion's policy
torvards Kosovo and to take national action in support of the shared
,,hjectives of ending of violence and securing a political solution in
h.osovo."2r This resolution affirms that during the process of enlarge-
rrrcnt, the EU will look quite carefully at its Common Foreign and
s('curity Policy, especially in terms of ascertaining that candidate
r ountries join the EIJ's common positions on various important
I rrtcfnational questions.

There is also the issue of Baltic consultations on foreign policy
nsues with the Central European countries. Undoubtedly, interest in
tlrc views of the Central European states has always been present in
r lrc Baltic states, and consultations on various issues have taken place,
, specially between Lithuania and Poland. One example of the results

'r'hich have come from this process is thc joint statement by the Polish,
I ithuanian and Ukrainian presidcnts on 20 Novernber 1996 which
,t re ssed the necessity to respect and implement human rights and civil
lrt'cdoms in Bclarus. During a mceting of the presidents of the Baltic
',rirtes, Poland and Ukraine in Tallinn in May 1997, the situation in
llt'larus, as well as other foreign policy issues, were on the table.

Undeniably, the Baltic states are quite far from various issues which
,rlt' important to the Central European countries, and vice versa. The
,'rrrin link between the two regions is Poland, and \Tarsaw's activities in
l',rrmonizing foreign policy positions and in organizing consultations
,,'ly be of decisive importance.

;l
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3.4 "Soft security"
In terms of the "soft security" that would be provided by EU

membership, the main element, unquestionably, is increased political
and economic stability throughout Central and Eastern Europe. The
pre-accession negotiations and other prepararions will in and of them-
selves speed up improvements in a variety of areas, as well as the de facto
integration of candidate countries with the EU.

EU and NATO enlargement arc also promoting political stability in
the relations among Central and Eastern European countries. Because
good relations with neighboring countries are considered to be a key pre-
requisite for integration into the two organizations,24 even before the
beginning of the integration process, considerable progress was made in
averting various potential conflicts. Thus, for example, Hungary and
Slovakia concluded a comprehensive basic rreaty in 1995, while in1997
progress was made in Hungarian-Romanian relations, and a basic treary
was concluded. it is particularly importanr that the status of the
Hungarian minority in Romania has been addressed. Poland, for its part,
has significantly improved relations with Ukraine and Lithuania. In
both instances, the relationship is being defined as a "straregic partner.
ship". Integration is seen as the key to the relations: "The strategic
partnership of Poland and Ukraine shall be expressed through mutual
support in efforts to integrate into the European structures, the Euro-
pean (Jnion in particular."25 \X/ith respect to Lithuania, former Polish
Prime Minister Wlodzimierz Cimoszewicz had this to say: "V/hile
appreciating the importance of bilateral matters, we do not wish them
to dominate the work of the Council [meaning the Council for Coop.
eration between the Governments of the Republic of Poland and the
Lithuanian Republic]. In the face of the incipient process of enlarge.
ment of the European lJnion and NATO and important events for both
states on the European and world political scene, the cooperation of
Poland and Lithuania in foreign and securiry policy matrers will be ever
more important."26

Unquestionably, the level of economic cooperation between the
Baltic states and the Central European countries will also increase.
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llotlr groups arc seeking to improve economic relations first and

Ioremost with the European Union. It may seem a paradox, but the
lrcst opportunities for cconomic cooperation betwcen the Baltic and

tlrc Central European countries are created not by domestic factors,
lrut rather by this external consideration - the need to merge with the
Iruropcan Union. In fact, economic cooperation has developed most

ttrccessfully in those areas which are linked to integration with the
IlU.

It can be expected that the level of economic interaction between the
Ilaltic states and the Central European countries will increase along

rvith overall bilateral cooperation. However, there is no reason to
('xpect any dramatic changes in this respect. The Central European
('ountries, as well as the Baltic states, have insufficient economic and

I inancial resources to be able to extend economic cooperation toward all
tlirections. For Latvia and Estonia, the main economic partners are and

rvill continue to be Germanv. the Scandinavian countries and Russia.

It can be expected that Lithuanian cooperation with Poland, however,

rvill increase appreciably, even though its main trends seem to be

,,nalogous to those in Latvia and Estonia.

3.4.1. Regional integration
Ve must agree with the view that, despite the enhancement of

l,olitical and economic cooperation, the enlargement of the EU will
rrrost likely not lead to a "Visegradization" of the Central European
( ()untries - i.e., they will not become a specific region within the Union
rvhich enjoys in-depth economic, political and security cooperation.
l'lrat is because the views of the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland

,liverge on a good many fundamental questions.2T lt is possible that the
( lcntral European region would have becn more attractive for the Baltic
stirtes if the Visegrad process had developed more successfully, and a

more or less ideal model of cooperation between Central and Eastern

lrtrrope would have emerged; as was the intention when the Visegrad

Jlroup was established. ln the event, however, it has proven that the
( lcntral European countries are involved in a variety of forms of regional
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cooperation which form a mutually overlapping network of structures,
but which are not centered around any specific nucleus.

It is also true that there are no regional forms of political and
security cooperation in the Central and Eastern Europe. In this area
of activity, bilateral relations dominate, and it can be expected that
this type of relationship will remain the main form of political and
security, as well as economic cooperation. In cooperation between the
Baltic states and the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland, in other
words, bilateral relations will be the name of the game. The establish-
ment of extensive sub-regional economic and political structures to
include the Central European counrries and the Baltic states is a fairly
problematic issue.

This does not mean that there cannot be increased multilateral
cooperarion in the political sector - something which Lithuania has
promoted quite keenly. Integration into the European Union and
NATO was the main idea behind the agenda and the accomplishments
of a conference organized by the Polish and Lithuanian presidents in
Vilnius on 6 and 7 September 1997. The conference was organized ar
a very high level (including the participation of the Russian prime
minister) primarily thanks to the fact that the onset of NATO and EU
expansion has reduced fears that regional cooperation may leave the
Central and Eastern European countries in a "gray zone of security".
Quite the contrary - the countries which have not been included in the
first wave of enlargement are interested in receiving the support of the
more successful countries in subsequent rounds of expansion. For
Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary, meanwhile, regional coop-
eration provides something of a guarantee for successful integration into
NATO and the EU. What's more, cooperation of this type provides
opportunities to involve Russia in the resolution of regional security
issues, and this is in the interests of NATO and the EU, as well as the
Central and Eastern European countries. It is possible that some types
of mutual cooperation, such as meetings between the Baltic, Polish and
Ukrainian presidents, may become regular events. At the same time, the
institutionalization of cooperation forms will probably happen on
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bilateral or narrowly regional foundations, but not in the form of
rnechanisms for extensive sub-regional cooperation.

With respect to regional frameworks, there is only one organization

that has had a potential to embrace the entire Central and Eastern

lluropean region - Central European Free Trade Agreement (CEFTA ) .

It has been described as a "success story" in Central European coopera-

tion, 28 and that is because this form of cooperation has been limited
exclusively to the economic sector. Even there, suspicions have arisen

that CEFTA might be used to create an economic cooperation frame-

work which is an alternative to the European Union.
Now that EU enlargement has begun, CEFTA's ongoing role is no

longer clear. Of the six CEFTA members,ze four (the Czech Republic,

I{ungary, Slovenia and Poland) will probably have to terminate member-

ship in CEFTA as soon as they become members of the EU. CEFTA's
future as a separate free trade entity may well be in doubt, unless new

rnembers are admitted, or the organization develops into something more

than just a free trade association, undertaking others forms of economic

cooperation, too.30 At a meeting of the prime ministers of CEF|A
countries on 12-73 September 1997, it was agreed "to continue the

rnutual cooperation in the development of CEFTA functioning."ll lt was

ldmitted also, that CEFTA may be a form of reaction to a situation where

some candidate countries are not admitted to the EU.
Of course, we should take into account the fact that the EU

integration process for the new member countries will take some time.
The possibility of CEFTA deterioration could hamper further enlarge-

rnent, although at PortoroZ in September 1997 it was decided to start

ruccession negotiations with Bulgaria, and Lithuania has not abandoned

its intention to join CEFTA. Latvia's intentions vis-d-vis CEFTA have

never been formulated clearly, and it is not clear what policies Riga may

develop in this respect in the future. This perhaps depends mostly on
Latvia's prospccts concerning EU membership, as well as the future
.levelopment of CEFTA itself.

More promising are prospects for Baltic cooperation with Poland

runder the framework of various Baltic Sea Region initiatives.
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On 21 August 1992, represcntatives from those national and re-
gional ministries of the Baltic Sea Region (BSR) which were respon-
sible forenvironmental protection and spatialplanning met at Karlskrona,
Sweden. It was decided to elaborate a document on spatial development

- "Vision and Stratcgies Around the Baltic Sea 2010". The purpose of
this conceptual document was to gencrate a common understanding
among participating regions and countrics with rcspect to goals and
required actions; to promote the BSR in the international context; and
to strengthen the region's development and cooperation potential. The
document describes the desired (and realistically achieved) future
("Baltic 2010") in spatial terms - "pearls" (the urban network),
"strings" (mobility network), "patches" (specific types of areas), and
planning processes as determined by "the system."32 The report was
prepared for the third ministerial conference in Tallinn in December
t994.

The project involves a number of specific regional cooperation
programs, including the "Via Baltica" roads project. Many of these
programs are intended for eventual linkage with analogous projects in
Central Europe. This is especially true with respect to various transpor-
tation and communications projects.

In terms of regional work under the framework of the Baltic Sea

Region, Poland acts more as a Baltic Sea country than a Central
European state. Ground for optimism concerning the development of
such cooperation lay in the fact that in addition to Poland and the Baltic
states, Germany and the Scandinavian countries (especially Denmark
and Sweden) have demonstrated stable interesr in the process. Their
financial and economic resources can provide a solid underpinning for
regional cooperation. It is also important that these countries are
members of NATO, the EU or both. In this way regional cooperation
does not contradict the strategic goals of the Baltic states to integrate
into NATO and the EU.

The United States, too, is providing more active support for the
establishment and strengthening of the region. \Tashington has launched
the Northeast Europe Initiative and, according to Deputy Secretary of

t27

Statc Strobe Talbott, "The goal of the Initiative is to work through
cxisting instituticrns and structures to encourage integration among the
nations of the Nordic and Baltic region but to do so in a way that
strengthens the region's ties with the European lJnion, with key nearby
Lrountries like Germany and Poland, and with North America."lr The
initiative also provides for the involvement of Russia in regional
cooperation, and this is the strong side of all Baltic Sea Region
cooperation initiativcs.

Of special importance in this regard are different forms of coopera-
tion (cross-border cooperation in the framework of the "Niemen"
Euroregion, trilateral cooperation among l-ithuania, Poland and the
Kaliningrad region on economic and environmental mattcrs, coopera-
tion under the Partnership for Peace framework, etc.) which could help
to stabilize the economic, social and military situation in the Kaliningrad
region. Although it can be argued that "regional mechanisms for
international cooperation that do not take into account the Russian
point of view will produce an effect that is quite the opposite to that
intended" ra with respect to Kaliningrad's problems, as well as Russia's

cfforts to use its economic influence to achieve political goals, the fact
is that risks can be lessened through confidence-building measures and
lhe ensuring of transparency (especially in the military sphere), It is also

true that there are important incentives for Russia to participate in this
type of cooperation.

\We should make particular note of the potcntial for trans-frontier
t:ooperation, because it helps not only to resolve practical ecological,
economic and other problems, but it also promotes the integration of
rclated regions in a variety of ways. On22 February 1998, representa-
tives of Lithuania and five othcr Baltic Sea countries signed an accord
()n creating the Baltic Euroregion. lts headquarters would be in the
I'olish town of Malbork, and its activities would involve Lithuania,
l-atvia, Poland, Denmark, Sweden and Russia. At the meeting, Lithuania
\vas represented by the region of Klaipeda, Denmark by Bornholm,
Latvia by the town of Liepaja, Russia by the Kaliningrad region, Sweden
by several regions and Poland by four provinces. The agreement



ff
r28

provides for cooperation in various spheres ranging from forestry to
crime prevcntion, as well as joint planning in industry, agriculture,
transportation, communications, environmental protection, education
and tourism.35 The integration of countries in the region into the EU
will incrcase the status of trans-frontier cooperation in that it will then
involve cooperation across the EU's boundaries.

Regional cooperation is facilitating integration with the EU, but at

the same time it can also weaken nation states. As John Newhouse has

pointed out: "As borders lose their meaning, deeply rooted patterns of
commercial and cultural interaction are reappearing in regions where
people have more in common, culturally and economically, with
neighbors across the border than with their fellow countrymen."s6 Fear

of centrifugal forces is apparently one of the factors which is leading
Russia to try to ascertain that its work in the auspices of the Council of
Baltic Sea States is run from Moscow. This, of course, is frequently
opposite to the interests of those regions which are located directly on
the Baltic Sea. Poland, to cite an opposite example, is involved in
cooperation directly through its coastal provinces, and Varsaw's role is
insignificant. Overall, however, given that the statehood of Central and
Eastern European countries is still in some cases shaky, that there is

insufficient territorial and ethnic integrity, and that there are extensive
traditions of centralized authority, there may be many underwater
obstacles on the way to regional cooperation.

Successful regional cooperation requires several pre-conditions:
common political, economic or other interests; existence of contacts at
various levels (intergovernmental, at the level of local governments or
cities, among business enterprises, at the interpersonal level, etc.); and
a certain sense of historical or cultural community. Baltic cooperation
with all of the Central European countries save Poland is based on
political and, to a certain extent, economic considerations, but other
components are hard to see in the process. There are some unifying
elements and cooperation which is based on them (e.g., cooperarion
between Estonia and Hungary in studying the common Finno-Ugric
history of the Estonian and Hungarian nations), but often these links
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.,r-c quitc weak. People in Central Europe tend to know very little ahout

rlrc Baltic states, while people in the Baltic countries have a muchbetter

,rndcrstanding of the Central European nations. During a visit to Riga

irr February 1998, the chairman of the Czech Senate, Petr Pithart, said

rlrat Central Europeans often have trouble in telling Latvia, Lithuania

. r nd Estonia apart. Recognition is a key indicator of mutual links and the

l.'vel of integration, and it is clear that in the case of the Baltic and

( lcntral European countfies, these levels are quite low. The Baltic states

rrrust take concrete steps toward overcoming this problem.

From the Baltic point of view, Poland has a special place in the

re gion. It is both a Central European country and a Baltic Sea Region

slnte. As the largest country in the region, it also has considerable

l,,rlitical military and economic potential, and it can play an active role

in the region. lndeed, this is expected by the Baltic statcs.

Former Polish Foreign Minister Dariusz Rosati, speaking on B May

1997 in Poland's parliament, stressed that "Poland's important task

rvithin the council of Baltic Sea States will also be to act toward

t'nhancing the interest of European Union member states in this

rcgion and toward an extension of Union projects to cover thc

r ()untries of the Baltic region."37 Also, at a meeting with former US

Sccretary of State Henry Kissinger, Prime Minister Cimoszewicz

listed integration with the EU and NATO, as well as regional

( ()operarion within CEFTA and the Council of Baltic Sea States as

priorities for Polish foreign policy.
The Polish-Lithuanian strategic partnership is also of key impor-

rrrnce. On the one hand, it is very important in that it is a stabilizing

lrrctor in complicated relations between the two countries. On the other

lrand, it can also have implications in terms of Baltic cooperation.

l-ithuania's interest in the Central European direction emanates from

its past, as well as from its belief that Polish support could be very

irnportant in integration with NATO and the EU. Although in prin'
, iple the development of close relations between Lithuania and Poland

,.ould not be detrimental to Lithuania's participation in Baltic coopefa-

tion, there is a danger that competition over admission to the EU (and,
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possibly, NATO) could cause problems in this respect. Enhanccrl
partnership with Poland could be in the interests not only of Lithuania,
but also of Latvia and Estonia. In any evcnt, cooperarion with Polancl
is a natural extcnsion of Baltic cooperation, although therc is a problem
of resources and political will.

\7e must keep in mind that Poland and Lithuania have many areas

in which their foreign policy interesrs coincide, especially in terms o1'

the Kaliningrad rcgion and Belarus. Coordinated foreign policy on thesc
issues is in the interests of both countries in that it does not allow Russia
to play Poland and Lithuania off against one another, as it sought to do
a few years ago on the issue of a "corridor" to Kaliningrad.

The onset of EU enlargement has brought to the fore such issues

as visa regimcs, bordcr crossing, customs procedures, etc. The even.
tual involvement of Central Europe in the Schengen zone may causc
problems with visa-free relations with Latvia and Lithuania if they do
not join thc EU simultaneously with the Central Europeans. Problems
in this respect are not any different from those which are arising in thc
context of Estonian participation in the first round of EU negoria-
tions. Furthermore, if Latvia and Lithuania hopes to integrate into thc
EU as quickly as possible, they will in any event have to strengthen
their eastern borders, achieve greater efficiency in customs opera.
tions, etc. Indeed, in stating its near-tcrm priorities in legal ancl

internal affairs, Latvia cited strengthening of the castern border;
combating organized crimc, corruption and the drug trade; implemen,
tation of a policy on refugees and asylum seekers, and prevention of
illegal migration.ss

It should be notcd that as is the case with other issues, cooperation
in border protection and customs services has been developing morc
rapidly and efficiently within the Baltic Sea Region, which is first ancl

foremost because those countries of the region which are EU members
are specifically interested in such cooperation. Work with Central
European countries is being delayed by the inadequacy ofresources, s<r

initiatives which are sponsored and supported by the EU are of critical
significance.

13r

rhe onset .f ""l";::ru;lx 8::":;:iuf opean Lrnior r n anrr

rhc inclusion of the Czech Rcpublic, Hungary and Poland in the first

,.,tund of expansion in botfi instances, has crcated two types of conse-

rluences for thc security of the Baltic states, including Latvia. The first

group of consequences emanate from the expansion rnodel which has

l,cen choscn by the two organizations and the influcnce which rhis

niodel may have on the future pace of enlargement. The second group

,rf conscquences are linked to changcs in the status and influence of the

lforementioned three countries.

One of the results of the onset of the enlargement process is that the

tlifferentiation of the Central and Eastern European countries has

increased, and it is possible that it will incrcase still further. Given that

I-artvia has not been included in the first wave of EU expansion, there

is a threat that it may face foreign policy marginalization, and that can

increase domestic instability. In order to aveft these ncgative conse'

rluences, it will first and foremost be necessary to resolve thc problems

of domestic policy which can hamper integration with the EU and

NATO. Second, Latvia will have to do cverything in its powers to

()ppose conditions which may increase rhe differcntiation of candidate

t.guntries in the EU enlargement process. Latvia must have at least a

rheoretical chance of beginning pre-accession ncgotiations as soon as it
has met thc criteria that have been stated by the European Commission.

ln order to achieve this, Riga will havc to engzrge in active diplomatic

cfforts in thc EU mernber countries' as well as in Brussels'

It will also be necessary for Latvia to dcvote more attention tcl the

pace of integration of those countries which have been invited to begin

rnembership negotiations. The transparcncy of the EU and NATO
cnlargement processes is vcry important. Information will be needed

:rbout the accession negotiations of thc Central European countries' as

rvcll as the requirements which have been levied against them and the

'"vay in which the countries propose to meet these requirements' Of

c:ourse, Latvia's economic and dornestic situation differs considerably

lrom the situation in the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland, but the
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intcgration expcrience of the countries will nevertheress bc very impor-
tant. The tactics and diplomatic activities of the more succcssful
candidate countries will have to be analyzed, and the experience will
have to be put to good use. It will also be importanr to strcngthen
cooperation with these countries, bearing in mind that the work is being
done with future EU and NATO member srares.

Knowing that the likelihood of the Baltic states becoming NATo
member countries depends largely upon geopolitical factors which the
Balts cannot influence to any significant extent, it is clear that more
attention must be devoted to all of the ways in which cooperation with
NATO and intcgration with the alliance can be increased. There is
great potential for cooperation with the central European countries in
this respect, and Latvia must pursue not 

'nly 
bilateral cooperation, but

also various regional and multilateral forms of activity, especially those
in which western countries are also participating.

As the expansion of the European Union gets underway, links
between the Baltic states and the EU will increase. Issues concerning
the candidate countries' borders, customs systems, trans-frontier coop-
eration, nuclear safety, environmental protection and other areas are
becoming internal questions for the EU to a much greater extent than
has been the case previously. The integration process, as well as the
"Europeanization" of the region, will lead to increased cooperation
between the candidate countries and EU member countries, as well as
among the candidate countries themselves. The internal systems and
stability of the Baltic states and the central European countries will
improve in response to this.

This will not be an automatic process, however. It will require
conscious effort and resources. It is precisely the issue of resources
which is the largest problem when it comes to the effectiveness of Baltic
and central European cooperation with NATo and the EU in the
context of integration. vhat's more, the lack of resources is problematic
for both groups of countries, not just the Baltic states,

Undoubtedly, one of the most promising directions in terms of
regional cooperation - one which will affect both hard security and soft
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security - is cooperation within the Baltic Sea Region. Thc success of
these processcs will depcnd in part on the fact that the work involves
various levels of cooperation - among local governments and cities,
among business structures, cultural institutions, national governments,

etc. Hans-Hcnning Horstmann of the German Foreign Ministry has

termed this a "down-to-earth and bottom-up approach."re

Poland's participation in various regional initiatives creates better
conditions for more expanded cooperation involving Central Europc. It
is clear, however, that the "gravitational pull" of the Baltic Sea Region
is much greater than that of Central Europe. That is for economic,
political, as well as cultural and historical reasons.

Regional cooperation is also one of the instruments that promotes
Latvia's increased "recognizability" in the region. Insufficient recogni-
tion among the various countries is a fairly important shortcoming in
the relationship between the Central European countries and thc Baltic
states - not so much at the intergovernmental level, but certainly in
terms of economic, cultural and human contacts. This is another area

in which there is much hard work to be done on Latvia's part.

Also of very great importancc will be increased economic contacts.
In i996 and 1997, Latvia's trade relations with the Czech Republic,
Hungary and Poland expanded considerably, cspecially with respect to
Poland. At the same time, however, imports from these countries are

increasing much more rapidly than are exports to them. This causes an

increase in the country's trade deficit. This has been the case not only
in Latvia. however. but also in Lithuania and Estonia. The main facror
here is that the Central European countrics are much more integrated
with the European Union than are the Baltic states, and this gives them
a certain set of advantages.

Still another factor which Latvia must bear in mind is the possible

increase in Poland's role in the Baltic region, as wcll as in Central
Europe, once it becomes a member of NATO and, further down the line,
of the European union, too.

Another important issue is the way in which Czech, Hungarian and

Polish membership in the EU andNATO will affectBaltic cooperation.
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ln 1 996 and 1997, a numbcr of Lithuar-rian politicians madc statements
r,vhich testificd to a fear that Baltic coopcration may turn into a dead end
which blocks access to NATO, as well as the EU, and which suggcsted

that an escape from this situation can be found through morc intense
contacts bctween the Baltic states and Central Europe. The speaker of
the Lithuanian parliament, Vytautas Landsbergis, has been particularly
vocal in arguing that the Baltic states must draw closer to Central
Europe in order to escape isolation in "the Baltic corner". On 25

February 1998, mceting with Lithuanian diplomats, Landsbergis stressed

that Lithuania and Poland should plan more trilateral cooperation
involving the Czech Republic, Ukraine, or Latvia. The Baltic states,

according to the speaker, must achieve a situation where they are seen

as belonging in one group with Poland, the Czech Republic, and
Hungary.ao It should bc added that the Baltic states have made efforts
in this direction ever since the beginning of the 1990s. The conclusion
of the European Commission that Latvia and Lithuania are not ready for
integration with the EU, of course, was a step backward in this process,

but it is by no means unilaterally clear whether the Baltic states as a

unified group is a geopoliticalfait accompli or whether cooperation with
the Central European countries, as well as individual activities, can help
the three countries escape this geopolitical destiny.

The idea that Lithuania is oriented toward Central Europe, that
Estonia is aiming toward Finland and Scandinavia, but that Latvia is

interested first and foremost in cooperation among the Baltic states and

the Baltic Sea countries because it has no access to either of the two
other options - this is a very simplified idea. Undoubtedly, the fairly
complex situation which is emerging in the Baltic region in thc wake of
the onsct of expansicin will have a seminal influence on cooperation
among the Baltic states, but this will be manifested both in positive and
in negative ways. Cooperation among the Baltic states (and the Baltic
Sea countries) is a political and economic necessity which is not an

alternative to cooperation with Scandinavia or with the Central Euro-
pean countries; this is understood both in Estonia and in Lithuania. The
aforementioned statement by Landsbergis, as well as views by other
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l-ithuanian experts4r and politicians indicate that Vilnius does not

hclieve that cooperation with Polzrnd and othcr Clentral Fiuropean

(.ountries should be expanded at the expense of cooperation with Latvia

rrnd Estonia.
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Aivars Stranga

BALTIC,RUSSIAN RELATIONS :

r997

The Baltic states seem to be between two processes of integration -
one which is the result of EU and NATO expansion, with both

organizations becoming the only serious force of gravitational pull in

Europe; and the second which is supposedly happening in the so-called

Commonwealth of Independent States and which is mainly centered on

Russia. In fact, of course, there is only one process of integration - the

one involving EU and NATO. The processes which are taking place in

the CIS are govemed not by any real integration, but rather by Russia's

clesire to ensure the priority of its interests throughout the post-Soviet

space, and its inability to achieve this because of the weakness of its

rcsources.

The relationship with Russia is a fundamental part of the foreign

policy strategies of the Baltic states, not least because this is of critical

importance to the main strategic goal - full participation in the only

integration process and its organizations (the EU and NATO). In the

previous project of the Latvian Institute of International Affairs' which

was completed at the beginning of.1997 and published in May of the

same year, I wrote about the Baltic-Russian relationship and noted that

9n February 13, 1997, Russiahad announced its long-term strategy with

rcspect to the Baltic states. This, I wrote' marked the beginning of

efforts ro create a special Baltic policy in Russia, where there had been

po such coherent policy before. The long-term policy was intended as

1 positive (at least in Russia's view) offer to the Baltic states of the future

rclationship between the two sides, but in fact the strategy was nothing

rlore than a new example of old thinking. 'With respect to security

issues, it insisted on a neutral Baltic outside of NATO; in the field of

t,conomic relations it proposed the application of economic levers to



fl

140

political goals; with respect to the so-called "Russian speakers" in
Estonia and Latvia it called for automatic citizenship for all of them; and
it spoke openly in favor of linking the signing of border agreemenrs witlr
Estonia and Latvia to the issue of the "Russian speakers". The procla.
mation of the strategy had no positive effect on Russia's relationship
with the Baltic states, and after the US-Russian summir in Helsinki in
March 1997, a few signs of a more flexible approach to the Baltic:
countries began to appear in Moscow. Shortly after the summit Boris
Yeltsin spoke in favor of offering a "positive program" to the Baltic
states, one which would, among other things, address security guaran-
tees.

In their conclusion to the previous Institute project, the authors
concluded that Russia's ability to influence events in the Baltic stares
would be dependent on many factors - on Russia's abilities to underpin
its foreign policy ambitions with sufficient resources; on the ability of
the Baltic states to merge fully into the new European security system,
especially the EU and NATO; and on the internal stability of the Baltic
states - the establishment of liberal civil societies, on the development
of modern economies, and on the integration of minorities.l This
project is a continuation of research from the previous years, and it
focuses on the following questions:

1) New elements in Russia's Baltic policy in 1997 - Russia's hopes
and abilities, and the results of its policy;

2) Russia's relationship with NATO and the EU and the effect of
these relations on Baltic policies vis-a-vis the two organizations;

3) The policies of the Baltic states wirh respect ro Russia - goals,

abilities and results;

4)The relationship of the Baltic srares and the EU and NATO and
its effect of on Baltic-Russian relations.

In the introduction, I must say a few words about the sources which
were used in writing this chapter. In all three Institute projects, the main
sources of information in researching Russian-Baltic relations have
been the writings of Russian scholars, as well as publications in thc
Russian press. Over the last year, various processes in the forms of public

t4l

,rrnmunication in Russia have developed very rapidly which make

'vork with sources much more complicated. First of all, nearly all

I'ublications have been taken over by influential bankers, or monopoly
r;rw materials companies.z Second, newspapers have begun openly to
reflect in their columns the interests of specific groups in the battle
,rgainst other groups. The need to bear in mind the specific interests of
()wners has become a more urgent need in work with information
\()urces than was the case previously.

1. Russia's Baltic policy
1.1. Russia's ideas about the national interests of countries
Looking at Russia's national interests, we face much greater prob-

It'rns than in writing about the national interests of other major
r ountries. These problems can be posited in the following questions:

o Does a national consensus exist in Russia about the country's
rurtional interests?

o Do the ideas of Russia's governing elite about national interests

, ,,rrespond to the true interests of the state, and how can these interests

l,c defined?
r To what extent do the interests of individual groups affect the

rr:rtional interests of the country?

Russia's government, as well as most of the political opposition in the
( ()untryr feel that Russia's national interests are preservation of the
.,tlrtus of a major power, and promotion of processes of "integration"
tlrroughout the territory of the former USSR.3 Russian analysts, how-
, vcr, doubt whether there is a true national consensus, noting that
, ltrring the era of Foreign Minister Yevgeny Primakov, one can speak of
rr() lnore than a seeming consensus while paying more attention to the
rrterests of Russia's more influential groups and clans.a Re cognizing the
r'normous interests of these groups and the considerable strengths

tvhich the groups have in implementing these interests, I nevertheless

l,,tld to the view that in the eyes of Russia's most influential political and
( ( onomic forces, the entire territory of the former USSR is a sphere of
',r,ccial interest and influence for Russia. The issue of which concept is
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more apt in characterizing Russian policy - intcgration or rcintegration

- is not irnportant, as far as I'm concerned, even though it has beerr

treated to some extent in the literature.5 Russia's goal is to have decisivc

influcnce in all of the so-called CIS countrics, as well as the Baltic states,

and to reduce them to Russian satellites. The Baltic states are secn as tl

space in the middle - between the CIS and the countries of the old

Warsaw Bloc. They are not quite part of the CIS, but they are also not

fully fledged countries like, for example, Poland. The Baltic states arc

seen as anon-integrated part of the post-Soviet space.6

The most important thing here is not Russia's ideas about the post-

Soviet space, but rather Russia's ability to put its views into practicc.

The growing gulf between Moscow's foreign policy ambitions and its

abilities to actually do something about those ambitions is the most

important aspect of Russian policy. Oniy a truly major power can

become a center of integration or reintegration. Russia, however, is

experiencing not just one, but multiple crises which cover all aspects ol'

the state and its population and which make Russia not only unable to

ensure any kind of integration, but also unattractive in its image - ir

weak but pretentious and pushy country. \il/ithout an attractive, major.

power image, Russia simply cannot pursue its policy of integration.
Russia's weakest point is the fact that its economic potential is by no

means that of a major power. Russia is a country of medium-levcl
economic development which represents 2% of global GNP and is 46tlr

on the list in the world in terms of per capita national income.T Contrary
to many forecasts in Russia and abroad, an economic renaissance has not

begun, and the serious Russian analyst Sergei Rogov predicts long-terut

stagnation which will allow Russia to reach 1990 GNP levels only in thc
year 2010.8 This forecast is firmly grounded. The economic modcl

which exists in the ccluntry - "agreement-based capitalism" ('dogovornii

kapitalism') - involves the fact that capital which is involved in raw

materials procurement, processing and transportation is beating out thc

military-industrial complex in becoming the defacto governing force itt

Russia. Raw materials capital forms the ideology of the president'r,

apparatus, the government, and the major factions in Parliament. Raw
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rnaterials capital even has its own foreign policy.e Grigory Yavlinsky has

called this a corporate-criminal system which is far from a normal
market-based economy.r0 Neither the Russian governmenr nor any
group of capitalists has been able to elaborate a healthy strategy for
economic development.

Raw material capitalism has facilitated the diminishing fortunes of
the industrial sector. Foreign investments in the Russian economy have
been insufficient (approximately 20 billion USD in mid-1997), and
investment has gone largely to the raw materials extraction sector (and,

most recently, to the communications industry). Capital flight from
Russia has continued unabated (between 1 and 2 billion USD per year),
and foreign financial assistance has been one of the greatest sources of
corruption in Russia. Oligarchic capitalism which is cenrered on banks
and raw materials monopolies has not been able to impose the rule of law
on the Russian economy. Quite the contrary: the battle among various
cliques promotes gross violations of the principles of law, and even the
state's security institutions are involved in the fight among clans.ll The
volume of the "shadow economy" is still high and may even be
growing.lz There have been few accomplishments in improving tax
collections, and the entire world is preoccupied with the criminalization
of the Russian economy and the international consequences of this
problem.r3 The country has no social agreement between citizens,
society and capital, it has no strategy for economic development, no
serious structural changes, and completely inadequate development of
new technologies,la That is Russia today.

The country's economic model has left a contradictory but generally
controlled and more e1 lss5 

- 
lnlional effect on Russia's foreign policy.

'fhe process of so-called "economization" affected foreign policy, mean-
ing that economic questions became increasingly important in the
(rountry's relationship with the world's major powers and financial
institutions (the so-called Denver agenda in relations with the lnterna,
tional Monetary Fund and the'World Bank; relations with the'World
'frade Organization; formal membership in the G-7).15 Economizarion
ureans that the country cannot, and often does not want to, pay for such
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areas of operations which are of significance in terms of strategic or
geopolitical interests but which are expensive to implement.
Economization, especially in terms of the Denver agenda, has even

served to reduce the foreign policy influence of the geopolitician
Yevgeny Primakov. The process of economization has also had a very

direct effect on the so-called integration processes in the post-Soviet

space. In order to promote integration, Russia had planned to utilize
around 40 financial and industrial groups which were supposed to
ensure that Russia's influence in the post-Soviet territory remained
powerful. In April 1997, however, only two such groups had been

created. Given that industry is still in absolute crisis in Russia, we are

dealing not with real integration, but merely with Russia's yearning to
control oil and gas supply routes and processing companies. That was

the main reason why Galprom and its pocket bank, Impenal, have been

so keen on integration with Belarus: GaTprom is basing its work on the
forecast that in the early 21st century Europe's gas consumption will
increase by between 40 and 70 percent, and it will be possible to satisfy

the demand with the "Jamala-Europe" project.16 On the other hand, if
Russia's economic interests come into conflict with those of other post-

Soviet countries, including the strategically important Ukraine (there

have been sugar and vodka "wars" between the two countries), then the
economic competition destroys the foundations of policies which arc

supposed to bring countries like Ukraine closer to Moscow for strategic
purposes.lT In protecting their own economic interests, the countries of
the CIS have elaborated bilateral and multilateral cooperation among

themselves, especially in transportation and raw materials procure-

ment. These processes have been aimed at avoiding Russian participa-
tion.rs In general, the economization of foreign policy which has been

caused by Russia's economic weakness has left a veiy contradictory
effect on the country's foreign policy. First of all, it has promoted thc
calculated nature of foreign policy, and it has also facilitated the

development of profit-based relations with countries that are in conflict
with the western democracies that are supposedly Russia's partners in
the Denver agenda (contacts with Iraq, Iran and Libya). In the CIS,

t45

economization has crcated a brutal fight over raw material sources and

lriinsportation arteries, and Russia has gone so far as to engage in openly

,lcstructive activities vis-a-vis Jisob.:dient "partners" (suppprt for a

military coup attempts in Azerbaidzhan, for examplc, in 1993 and

1994).ln promoting stagnation in Russia, raw matcrial capitalism has

hampered the economic healing of thc country, as well as the dcvelop-

rncnt of increased economic potential which is so necessary if Russia is

lo carry out its major-power ambitions.

Economic weakness has also been a factor in the development of

rnilitary contacts in the post-Soviet space. The financial and industrial

sroups which were supposed to promote integration in the interests of

I{ussia's military-industrial complex have becn weak. Some CIS coun'

trics have become competitors' not partncrs in the weapons market

(c.g., Russia-Ukraine). The military rcform process which was intro'
,luced in a decision by the Russian Security Council on May 27,1997 ,

[1s becn proceeding very slowly, both because ofa lack ofresources, and

hecause of the absence of any clear reform concept. Thc output of the

ruilitary-industrial complex in Russia in 1996 was only 5olo of the 1990

lcvel. Budget spending on the development of new weapons was

lpproximately seven times less than spending for that purpose in the

LJnited Statcs. Russia has simply been unable to follow up on recom-

rnendations from analysts that it promote closer military cooperation

rvith the CIS countries and even with the Baltic states in order to
( ()mpensate for geopolitical losses.le

Russia also lacks a sufficiently attractive political system and value

orientation to cncourage integration - values which the other post'

Sgvier countries, especially the Baltic states, would find acceptable and

,vould seek to emulate. Without an attractive political system and value

orientation, a country cannot be a major power. Evaluations of Russia's

l,olitical regime tend to group into two segments. One view is that the

lcgimc is based on the corporate and oligarchic nature of the Russian

t'Conorr)1 and it is democratic only insofar as democratic procedures

(including elections) are concerned, but in fact the regime is a resource

l..rr a fight for power among various economic and territorial elites.20 The
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second viewpoint is that the rcgirne is not yet completely oligarchic, but
rather is a hybrid in which no single group is able to rnonopolize all
power in Russia. This view holds that Russia's political system is
bureaucratic and authoritarian, and an enormous role in it is played by
Yeltsin personally. He ensures balance in the battle among various
groups. The role of the federal bureaucracy and regional leaders is

increasing.2l Evcn though it is important for analysts to determine
precisely the typology of the Russian regime, for the purposes of this
paper it is more important to note what the two viewpoints have in
common: they both hold that Russia is far away from liberal democracy,
and because of this, it cannot be attractive to other countries. ln the area
of a system of values, the situation is even worse. Since the collapse of
communism, despite state-sponsored ideological efforts, Russia has not
been able to create a system of values which is acceptable to a majority
of its own people and which is attractive to other countries. In the
summer of 1997 Yeltsin himself ordered the development of an ideology
which would co-opt some of the slogans of the so-called "patriotic
opposition" and which would become the ideological basis of the
current regime. Nothing was created except the artificial idea of
"people's capitalism" - Russian patriotism, the Russian market, defense
of the interests of Russian producers (i.e., protectionism), and strict
order in the finance world.2z Later, when a financial crisis nearly
destroyed the ruble in November 1997, "people's capitalism" disap.
peared from view. Understanding that "people's capitalism" would not
perform as the commanded ideology was supposed to perform, thc
governmcnt postponed the proclamation of an official ideology. The
only ideology which is widespread in Russia, in other words, is Russian
nationalism and yearnings for superpower status. Neither this philoso.
phy, nor any artificially constructed ideology, can become the central
objcct of a country's ideas. The same is true of Primakov's ideological
foundations for Russian foreign policy - the "concept" of a multi-polar
world. Even representatives of the Ye ltsin administration have said that
this idea is too ideological.2r The goal of the concepr was ro jusrify at
teast two Russian foreign policy goals: kecping the United States from
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increasing its influence in the post-Soviet spacc and maintaining

Russia's special influcnce in that territory. Thc concept could not have

been particularly popular in the countries on Russia's borders, especially

the Baltic states, which want quite the clpposite - increased American
influence and less Russian influence.

1.2. Russia's Baltic policy: goals, resources

for their implementation, results
As I wrote in the introduction to this chapter, Russia's long-term

strategy for relations with the Baltic states, which was announced in
February 1997, focused on security issues. But Russia's attitude to
security issues in the Baltic states cannot be divorced from the overall
nature of Russia's relationship with the \Uest and security-related issues

in this context. Even though Russia's relations with NATO and the
United States (especially in the context of European security) are not
the whole story in terms of Russia's relationship to the \Uest, in the
context of our research it is worth noting precisely these issues and the
way which they affect Russian-Baltic relations.

Russia's approach to NATO expansion in the first half of 1997 was

characterized, on the one hand, by increasing government-sponsored

rlretoric in the mass media about possible responses by Moscow to such

a step. On the other hand, Yeltsin (who completely controlled all issues

concerning Russia's links with NATO) and Primakov understood

clearly that Russia could offer no reply to NATO enlargement; all it
could do is seek to preserve face for Russia by signing an special

rgreement with NATO in advance of the expansion. It is possible that
Itussian analysts and political commentators, whose influence on

[{ussia's foreign policy establishment has always been much lesser than
they themselves believe, truly belicved Russian government rhetoric
rrbout responses to NATO expansion, which included threats of placing
tactical nuclear weapons in Belarus; to abrogate the CFE treaty; to
rcfuse to ratify the START-2 agreement; to devclop much closer
rclations with China, ctc. Political scientists got carried away with
r:eopolitical and geostratcgic dreams of a Russian-lndian-Iranian axis,
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or even a Russian-Iraniar-r-lndian-Chinese axis as a response to growing
American influence in Europe, including in the process of NATO
enlargement.2a Sergei Karaganov's Foreign and Defcnse Policy Council
recommended that the agreement with NATO not bc signed and that
Yeltsin delay negotiations with NATO even afrer the Madrid summir,
demanding strict promises from the alliance that the first round of
expansion would be the last, that the Baltic states would never become
members of NATO, and that the alliance would turn into a collective
security organization.25 Yeltsin decided orherwise. The haggling with
NATO continued only as long as Yeltsin thought that he could get
something more. \7hen he understood that NATO would expand with
or without an agreement with Russia, he agreed to sign the basic
agreement, thus demonstrating his continued sense of reality. As soon
as Russia stated its readiness to sign the agreement with NATO, several
Russian authors who arc often used to express the views of the Russian
Forcign Ministry, proclaimed that Russia had extracted enormous
concessions: There would be no second round of enlargement; NATO
would review its strategic concept and would be transformed into an
organization more political than military. It was especially stressed that
Russia would reject the basic agreement if the issue of admitting the
Baltic states into the alliance were ever to be raised.26There is no doubt
that in comments about the NATO agreement, representatives of the
Russian government, as well as people in the mass media, sought to
portray the agreement as a win for Russia and to ascribe to NATO
promises which the alliance had never made (this was especially rrue of
a remark by Yeltsin press secretary Sergei Yastrzhembsky that Russia
had rnade certain that new NATO members would bc second-rate
participants in thc alliance).2? The most important question which
rcmains unanswered (and which is very important to the Baltic states)
is whether Russia has accepted cooperation with NATO as a permanent
factor in its foreign policy, or whether the signed agreemcnt will be

nothing more than a expression of Russia's weakness, and Moscow will
continue to harbor revisionist hopes in its heart of hearts. At the end of
the day, this is an issue of whether Russia is a stotus quo or a reuisionist
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country. V. Nikonov, a wcll-known Russian analyst and an active

participant in Yeltsin's 1996 election campaign, has compared the

NATO agreemenr to Germany's humiliating signing of thc Versailles

Treaty (1919) and said openly that because of its present weakness,

Russia has to balance its relations with major powers very carefully, but

in the future, when Russia overcomcs the weakness, it will be able to

start thinking about revising the European security system.28

The Russian-NATO agreement and the institution which has been

creared for implementation of its terms (the Russian-NATO Council)

have been the object of some controversy among western analysts,

including in the contexr of Baltic-NATO relations. Thc main fear

involves two questions. First, will the Russian-NATO Council give

Moscow a greater role than is formally specified in the May Z7

agreement, allowing Russia to seek to take advantage of differenccs of

opinion among NATO members in an effort ro weaken the alliance?

And second, if the Russian'NATO Council proves successful, will
NATO countries be prepared to take responsibility for scuttling the

cooperation by admitting the Baltic stares to NATO - something that

could cause Russia to reject the agreement.ze lt is doubtful whether

NATO would be prepared to follow recommendations by Zbigniew

Brzezinski and Anthony Lake that new candidate countries be named

by mid-1999, i.e., by the time that ratification of the accession of

Poland, Hungary and Czech Republic has been completed.30 \7e can

probably conclude that the influence of the Russian-NATO agreement

on Baltic security may be quite complex. By agreeing to the agreement

because of its weakness, Russia expanded, at least for the time bcing, its

cooperation with NATO, which is in and of itself a factor that

strengthens Baltic security. On the other hand, it is precisely Russia's

weakness and its cooperation with NATO that can wcaken the possi-

bility of Baltic membership in NATO, where suppoft for the accession

of the Baltic states is not great.

ln evaluating the Madrid summit, Russia's official circles, as well as

many analysts, stuck to the following formula: Russia's main goal is to

establish precise mutual relations with NATO. These relations must
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become an alternative to the next round of NATO expansion. ln order

to avert the enlargement, relations must be developed with several

NATO countries (especially France, Germany and thc United King'
dorn).rr Somc analysts continued to hope that the agreement would

ensure closer relations with NATO for Russia than those of Poland, the

Czech Republic and Hungary, ever after their admission to the alli'
ance.l2

Even though the Baltic states were mentioned in the concluding
document of the Madrid summit in a way which did not rnake any

promises about Baltic membership in the next round of enlargement,

the very mention of the three countries was unpleasant for Russia.ll

Even more unpleasant for Russia were signs which it perceived as

undesirable increase in the American influence in the Baltic states. First

of all, there was increased military cooperation between the Baltic states

and America.ra Second there was the upcoming US-Baltic Charter

which, although it did not contain any security guarantees for the Baltic
states or promises of Baltic mcmbership in NATO, was seen as a direct

and undesirable increase in American influence.35 Third, even the

completely economic proposal to create the Hansa Project, which
would have involved closer economic cooperation among the Baltic Sea

countries with the support of the United States, encouraged Russian

suspicions that America was seeking to increase its influence in the St.

Petersburg and Kaliningrad regions, thus promoting centrifugal {orces

in Russia. Moscow's response to the Madrid summit came at two levels.

First, at the rhetorical level, there were repeated threats of Russian

countersteps. The topic had a short shelf-life, and some of the proposals

were less than serious.36 A diffcrent level of response became increas-

ingly important in Russian foreign policy. Immediately after the Helsinki
surnmit, Moscow began to offcr a variety of cooperation efforts to the

Baltic states, emphasizing the issue of security guarantees. \ilhen
Prirnakov first broached the topic of guarantees in May 1997, he even

said that there could be international guarantees for the Baltic states

outside NATO butwithoutRusswnpamcipation.31 In the official offer of
guarantees, however (in October 1997), Russia presented itself as the
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rnain guarantor. Before we look at the guarantec offer in more detail, I
do want to make a fcw comments about the s'ay in which Russian-Baltic
relations have been seen in Russia's academic centers.

Two serious analytic reports on Russia's Baltic policy appcarcd in the
fall of 1997. The first was written by Karaganov's Council on Foreign

and Defense Policy.rs As usual the council's report criticizes Russia's

policy vis-a-vis the Baltic states for being insufficiently flexible and

effective. The authors stated very openly that the policy could improve
if only the government were to follow the recommendations of the
highly ambitious council. Also as usual, the council hoped to influence
several important politicians or bureaucrats; this time particular atten.
tion was devoted to Yeltsin's foreign policy advisor, S. Prihodjko (a

former director of the Baltic states division at the Russian Foreign
Ministry), who participated in the presentation of the council's report
on 28 October 1997 and who was, in fact, personally involved in
promoting a more active Baltic policy at the Kremlin. The goal of thc
report was to propose an effective program for Russia's Baltic policy,
with the idea of making the policy a priority part of Russia's European
policies.

Looking at the international status of the Baltic states, the Karaganov
report stated that on the one hand, the role of the Baltic statcs in the
\Uest's "political radars" is diminishing (e.g., the three Baltic counrries
have no hope of rapid membership in NATO), but on the other hand,
the \fest has a positive attitude toward the Baltic states, and support for
the three would continue. The report proposed the elaboration of a
broad and complex dialogue with the Baltic states, involving not only
security (NATO) problems, and refraining from overemphasizing the
issue of NATO cnlargcment. The authors of the report fe lt that Baltic
rnembership in the EU would be good for Russia, because it would
facilitate Russia's economic interests in the region. The main goal of
Russian business, the report said, should be maxirnum involvement in
the Baltic region. Vith respect to the so-called "Russian speakers" in
the Baltic states, the report recommended a combination of "sharp
pressure" (in Latvia and Estonia) with a more effective use of the
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Russian speaking community in both countries on behalf of Russia's
goals. As one way of implementing Russian policy, the report recom-
mended taking advantage of economic competition among the Baltic
states in the Russian transit sector. The report also noted the main
weakness of Russia's foreign policy - a lack of coordination in imple-
menting the foreign policy program. The authors urged Russia to
overcome this problem in implementing its Baltic policy. It is not
insignificant that the report contained no mention of any security
guarantees for the Baltic states. As was the case of all other reports
written under Karaganov's leadership (I have written about these in our
two previous books), this one also was aiming at offering a more flexible
approach to Russia's most inflexible goal - to preserve and increase its
influence in the Baltic srares.

The second academic report was the aforementioned (note no. 4)
report by D. Trenin, deputy director of the Carnegie Moscow Center.
Trenin analized and collected results from a series of roundtable
discussions about Baltic policy that had taken place between January
and Septemb er 1997 and the goal of which was to propose a construcrive
model for Russian-Baltic relations. In Trenin's eyes, the model had to
involve a lesser military security element, turning the Baltic region into
a model for Russian-Baltic cooperation. Believing that Baltic member-
ship in NATO is not a real issue and is not expected in the near future,
Trenin recommended that Russia rone down its rhetoric about NATO
expansion and offer the Baltic states a security model outside the
alliance: Russian support for Baltic EU membership, which is in the
interests of Russia itself, as well as expansion of the Partnership for
Peace program with more active Russian participation in the program
along with the Baltic states.re Trenin also recommended that Russia
facilitate the increased role of the Council of Baltic Sea States, as well
as expanded bilateral relations between Russia and the various Baltic
states in all areas, starting with economic cooperation, continuing with
cultural contacts, and ending with the signing of border agreements
without linking them to the situation of the "Russian speakers" in
Latvia and Estonia.
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Trenin's report was moderate and correct, but its influence on

Russia's foreign policy was very limited, even though several institu-
tions of authority in Russia, as well as Russia's embassies in the Baltic
states, demonstrated an interest in it. lmmediately after the reports from
the Karaganov council and from Trenin, Russia announced its offer of
security pacts to the Baltic states. Both reports (especially Trenin's) had

recommended gradual expansion of Russian-Baltic relations, without
focusing too much on security issues. Nevertheless, Moscow proposed

specifically a security pact, placing security guarantees square at the
center of Russian policy. Even though security guarantees, to say

nothing of security pacts, were not even mentioned in either of the
academic reports, Russian government representatives, especially be-

fore Chernomyrdin's speech at a conference in Vilnius in September

1997, consulted with the Europe Institute of the Russian Academy of
Sciences (its deputy director is the same Sergei Karaganov) and received

recommendations which were firmly in line with the Russian Foreign

Ministry's idea of offering security guarantees to the Baltic states. This
means that we must be skeptical in looking at publicly available

academic reports from Russia, because they can differ very significantly
from the advice which authors of such reports provide unofficially to the
Russian government.

In October 1997, Russia submitted to the Baltic states the Russian

proposals for a regional securitv and stability pact in the Baltic Sea

region ("Rossijskije predloZenija paktu regionalnoj bezopasnosti i
stabilnosti dfa refiona Baltiijskogo morja"). The proposals contained
a complex approach to Russian-Baltic relations. ln a single, linked
package, Moscow offered securitl gudrantees (which could be unilateral
Russian guarantees, bilateral Russian-Baltic agreements, or multilat-
eral agreements with the participation of other countries or organiza-

tions ) , as well as increased Russian-Baltic relations in the military, the
political, the economic, the social, the human rights and the environ-
mental protection sectors. The fact that guarantees were offered in the
form of a pact makcs it clcar that the proposal was developed

amateurishly, without taking into account so important a consider-
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ation as the fact that opinions in the Baltic states with respect to pacts

with Russia were highly negative as the result of the tragic history of
the region (including the pacts which Russia forced upon the Baltic
states in 1939).It appears that the Russian offer of guarantees did not
include a demand that the Baltic states abandon efforts toward NATO
membership as a condition of good relations with Russia, but it is clear

that this was precisely Moscow's goal. The proposal was particularly
extensive with respect to steps toward military trust and cooperation,
something which reflected Russia's dissatisfaction with the very low
level of military cooperation that had existed with the Baltic states

until that time.ao

Russia had three goals in proposing the pact:

1) To test the reaction of the Vest (placing particular hopes in the
United States, Germany and France) and to see whether the western

countries might not support Russia's proposals and encourage the Baltic
states to accept them. Russia's aim was to create a positive image of itself
in the Vest, something that in the Kremlin's eyes would reduce support

for the Baltic desire to join NATO;
2) To test the unity of the Baltic states, hoping especially for a more

favorable attitude in Lithuania after the conclusion of a border treaty
with that countrylal

3) To promote internal discussions in the Baltic states, hoping for
support for the Russian offer from some political forces (including the
Saimniel<s party in Latvia).

\Uhat did Russia achieve through proposing the pacts? For the time
being, it seems that the answer is - nothing much. There was no reaction
in the western countries and in Scandinavia which could be interpreted
by the Baltic states as support for Russia.a2 The Scandinavian countries
reaffirmed their well-known negative position toward any regional

security solutions. The reaction of the Baltic states themselves was

unified, and Russia's hopes with respect to Lithuania fell flat. Domes-

tically, only one political party in Latvia (Sairrmiel<s) showed any kind of

readiness to discuss the Russian proposals, but the rejection of the idea

of guarantees by President Guntis Ulmanis, as well as the Latvian
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Foreign Ministry, showed that individual political parties are not able

at this time to change the country's foreign policy orientation.
The issue of Russia's proposals laid bare the different approach

which Russia and the Baltic states take toward the so-called "package
principle". The Balts were ready to elaborate mutually advantageous

cooperation in a variety of fields, but they were not prepared to link
mutually beneficial economic cooperation, for example, with the issue

of security pacts. The Russians emphasized quite the opposite, arguing
for the "package principle" * that security issues must be linked to
economic and human rights issues.a3

The US-Baltic Charter ( 16 January 1998) drew angry reaction from
Russia. Even before the signing of the charter Primakov said that Russia

would accept it only if it were a replacement for Baltic membership in
NATO. Even though the charter did not contain any security guaran-

tees for the Baltic states, nor any guarantee that the Baltic states would
be admitted to NATO, Russia was upset by the institutional mecha-
nisms for implementation of the charter, which Moscow viewed as

resources for increased American involvement in the Baltic states and
for closer relations between the Baltic countries in NATO. ln Moscow's
eyes, the security system in Europe must be based on the Russian-
NATO basic act, which Russia sees as a resource for hampering NATO
enlargement and for reduction of American influence in the territory of
the former USSR. The charter was seen as an unnecessary new element
in the European security system. As usual, Russia's response was

emotional and psychological in nature. After the signing of the charter,
Baltic refusal of Russian guarantee proposals was portrayed in Russia as

a loss of face for the Kremlin. As usual, the most vocal complaints came

frorn the Russian Duma, which went so far as to adopt a special

announcement in January 1998.44

It can be predicted that the implementation of the charter will have
at least two kinds of consequences. First of all, Russia's negative
attentions will be attracted to the establishment of a bilateral Baltic-
American working group on military issues. This will touch upon
Russia's sensitivity about the refusal of the Baltic states to develop
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bilateral military cooperation with Moscow. Second, the charter will
increase Russia's desire to achieve some kind of "Russian-Baltic Char-
ter". It is possible that Russia will refrain from as far-reaching and

unrealistic proposals as those which it presented earlier (especially

proposals which take the form of pacts), but it may very well come up

with new proposals, thus creating new reasons for dispute in the Baltic-
Russian relationship.

1. 3. Economic relations between Russia and the Baltic states:

Russia's basic goals
I don't think that at this point there is much reason to discuss

Russia's supposedly positive approach toward Baltic membership in the
EU. The aforementioned academic reports in Moscow recommended
that Russia demonstrate more favor toward Baltic efforts to join the EU,
for two reasons. First of all, it would reduce rhetoric about NATO
enlargement and would thus divert the Baltic states from their course

toward the alliance. Second, it would emphasize the fact that Baltic
membership in the EU would be very beneficial for Russia in purely
economic terms (increased profits, especially in the transit and banking
sectors). Russia's Foreign Ministry, however, has taken a rather differ-
ent tack. I think that the ministry understands something that has

already been outlined in scholarly articles: Membership in the EU for
Central and Eastern European countries would mean their true, deep

and irreversible integration into the modern European economic and

political system - even deeper integration than could ever be provided
by NATO. The political and economic systems of the new EU member
countries would undergo radical modern transformation. For Russia

that would mean that if Russia's contacts with Brussels were less than
extensive and deep, Moscow would remain outside the broad, integrated

system.45 The Russian Foreign Ministry stuck to the view that Russia's

national interests demand preservation and expansion of markets for
Russian products and that EU enlargement to the East would harm the
Russian economy. Russia wants to negotiate with the EU about the issue

of compensation.a6 The best thing that Russia could do if its position
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toward Baltic membership in the EU is truly positive would be to stop

dragging its feet on the conclusion of border agreemcnts with Latvia and

Estonia (see further).
In the are a of Russian-Baltic economic relations, a number of trends

emerged in 1997. First of all, Moscow's official rhetoric was almost

completely free of the topic of economic sanctions; even though

Chernomyrdin mentioned sanctions at the meeting of the Council of
Baltic Sea States in Riga at the beginning of 1998, his remarks then were

meant mostly for Russia's domestic audience. Russia continued to speak

of the fact that transit from the Baltic states (especially Latvia and

Estonia) could be diverted to ports in Kaliningrad or Finland, but
nothing of the sort has happened. Transit through all Baltic ports

increased in volume, and the greatest increase was specifically at the

Ventspils port. There was not, by contrast, any significant increase in
transit through the ports of Finland.aT The increased transit through
Baltic ports reflected a specific aspect of Russia's economy - the
development of raw material capitalism - as well as the fact that Baltic
ports offer better (although not less expensive) services, convenient
access routes, etc.

At the same time, however, Russia also increased its search for
alternative transit routes in 1997. On June 6 Yeltsin signed an agree-

ment on the construction of a new oil terminal at Primorsk, as well as

a general cargo port at Ustjlug (near St. Petersburg). These ports will
not present serious competition for the Baltic states over the next
several vears. because their construction will involve considerable

expenditures of money and time. It is not expected that Russia's raw

rnaterials companies will be prepared to reorient their activities to other
ports if that means financial losses.

Vithout denying the presence of political considerations in this
issue, we can forecast that Russian transit through Baltic ports will
remain at least at the current level for another some years. It is a
different issue, however, whether the transit volume will continue to
increase. lt is possible that hopes in Ventspils about the construction of
a new oil pipeline to the port are exaggerated - political considerations
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in Russia may lcad to an unwillingness to allow Latvia to earn even more
money. What's more, Lukoil's loss in the fight over privatization of
Ventspils Nafro may facilitate that company's desire to invest in the
building of the Primorsk port (in the Leningrad Region). Oil consump-
tion within Russia may increase, and a further settling of financial
accounts in the oil sector domestically may promotc greate r sales within
the country itself.

A second trend which became increasingly pronounced in 1997

involved Russia's investment policy in the Baltic states. Even though
transit was (and for the next few years will continue to be) the main
component of Russia's cconomic relations with the Baltic states, in
1997 Russia demonstrated greater interest in other forms of economic
activity, including investments in joint ventures. In July 1997, the
Association of Russian Financial-Industrial Groups was registered in
Latvia (it represents 55 groups).a8 At the end of 1997 Russia was the 5th
largest investor in Lithuania, the second largest investor in Latvia, and

the 4th largest investor in Estonia. Russian analysts forecast that
Russian interest in investments in the Baltic states (where there is

adequate domestic stability and less commercial risk than in Russia

itself) will increase, and the Baltic states might receive part of the capital
which was moved from Russia to the West.ae

It is difficult to evaluate Russia's role in the development of the
Baltic banking sector, both in the positive and in the negative sense.

The inflow or withdrawal of Russian monetary resources is an important
factor in Baltic banking. According to information in thc Latvian news

media in 1996, before the Russian presidential election, there was

increased withdrawal of money from Latvian banks, apparently because

of the financing of the campaign. After the elections, the volume of
withdrawals plummeted.5o Moreover, a report by the Karaganov insti-
tute on the issue of laundering of Russia's "dirty" money did not
mention the Baltic states as a significant center for such activity.5l

There is no doubt that the economic relationship between Russia

and the Baltic states will bccome more diversified, as well as more
mutually dependent and of greater mutual effect. At this point it is
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difficult to foresee the way in which the Hansa project, currently still on
the drawing board, will develop, or rhe reaction which Russia might
have to it. The aim of the project is to involve the countries of the Baltic
Sea region, including Germany and Russia, in mutually beneficial
economic contacts. But it also envisions considcrable involvement of
American capital in the Baltic states and in Northwestern Russia,
something which Russia's official circles might view with suspicion, for
two reasons. First of all, an increase in American capital in the Baltic
states might be seen as an undesirable further increase in American
influence in the Russian sphere of interest. Second, involvement of the
St. Petersburg region of Russia in the project could be seen as something
that promotes centrifugal forces in the country.52

As I noted in the introduction, Russia at the beginning of 1997
established the "package principle" in its relations with the Baltic states,
especially Latvia and Estonia. Did Russia succeed in implementing this
principle in economic relations? The negative atritude of the Baltic
states toward Russian security guarantees, as well as the issue of
"Russian speakers" in Latvia and Estonia, did not have in 1997 any
effect on Russia's main economic interests in the Baltic states and their
implementation. Transit did not stop; on the contrary, it increased. The
interests of Russia's energy monopolies increased even with respect to
Estonia, which had long been Moscow's main object of criticism.5r This
was a routine example of the way in which economic considerations
affect Russian foreign policy.

At the same time, however, 1997 also saw greater Russian activity
in implementing the "package principle" with respect to Latvian and
Estonian trade with Russia. Bureaucratic obstacles against exports from
the two countries to Russia persisted and even increased. Estonia was

not granted MFN status in trade with Russia (the only European
country which does not have MFN status vis-a-vis Russia). Several
agreements which had been prepared by Latvia and Estonia with respect
to improvements in economic relations were not signed because of
Russian foot-dragging. The Russian-Latvian intergovernmental com-
rnission did not have a single meeting. A visit to Moscow by Latvian
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Prime Minister (from December 1995 until July 1997) Andris Sl;cle,

something in which Latvia had invested considerable hopes and which
was supposed to focus on economic issues, did not happen (Russia

demanded political concessions on thc issue of "Russian speakers" as a

condition for approving the visit). Even in as important an issue as

transit, Russia was not interested in long-term stability, leaving itself
free to implement various solutions. That is precisely why Russia

rejected a Latvian proposal to expand the Via Baltic highway with a

branch from Latvian ports tcl Russia at the third pan-European transpor-
tation conference (23-25 May 1997, Helsinki).

1. 4. The issue of "Russian speakers" in Latvia and Estonia and
in Russia's Baltic policy

There was nothing new in Russia's approach to this issue in 1997. As
I reported in our previous research project, Russia's practical support for
the cultural and social needs of the Russian community in Latvia and

Estonia has been far behind Russian rhetoric about the issue. In the fall
of 1997 , Russian l)uma deputy V. Igrunov, who is a member of the
committee on CIS affairs and contacts with countrymen abroad,

admitted: "Our committee is less and less interested about the fate of
those countrymen who live in the Baltic states."54 This lack of interest
served, also, to illustrate the fact that there are no human rights
violations with respect to non-citizens in Latvia and Estonia. A fund
established by Boris Yeltsin in April 1996, "Rossijane", was supposed to
support Russian speakers in the former Soviet republics, but in fact it did

not engage in any activities. The money which was granted to the fund
was, at least in part, stolen.55

It is also true that objective information finally began to appear in
Russia with respect to the emigration of Russians from the Baltic states.

In January 1998 Russia's Federation lmmigration Service reported that
"Russian speakers" are leaving the Baltic states for economic and

personal motives, not because they face economic discrimination. (It
should be noted that quite the opposite situation exists in several CIS
countriesl over the last several years more than 380,000 Russians havc
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lcft Tadzhikistern - a Russian satellite - in plrt because of locll

nationalism.)
\Wirh respcct t() the main t,hjccr.,f disputc bctweerr Russia and Latvia

and Estonia - citizenship and non-citizen rights - it should be noted that

although Russia has not abandoned its demand of citizcnship for

everyone, itt 1997 it concentratecl its attention not on this impossible

request, but rather on a demand that all oSCE recommendations

concerning legal differences between citizcns and non.citizens be

strictly observed. As we will see further along in this report, the

implementation of the OSCE recommendations was dependent not so

much on Russian pressurc as on the desire of Latvia and Estonia to join

the EU. Estonia truly did want to begin membership negotiations with

the EU, and understanding the significance of the "Russian speakers"

problem, it went a long way toward implementing the OSCE recom'

mendations. Latvia, who has dernonstrated much less will and readiness

to join the EU, has been much slower in implementing the recommen-

dations.
I have virtually no information at all about whether Russia and its

embassies in Latvia and Estonia are trying to facilitate unity among local

Russians - both citizens and non-citizens. As we know, the Russian

communities in both countfies are far from unified; there are many tiny

organizations, which reflccts the great variety in thc social situations of

Russians. ln 1997 there were some efforts to cfeate ncw umbrella

organizations such as the Russian Unity Party in Estonia' but this

process has not yiclded anything much in the way of results. In Latvia

there are between 30 and 40 small and quarrelsome Russian organiza'

tions; even those with very ambitious names (the Russian Community

in Latvia, the Russian Union in Latvia, etc.) have only a few dozen

active members. lt must be said, however, that if a greater desire for

unity emerges among Russians, it will be brought about not by Russia,

but by the strictcr language laws which Latvia (especially) and Estonia

are implementing. ln sum, we can say that the issue of the Russian

speakers is still an important onc in determining Russia's approach to

relations with Latvia and Estonia, and positive dcvelopments in that
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rclationship are difficult to imagine unless thc tr.vo countries at least
irnplcrnent thc OSCE.'s recommendations concerning improvement of
the legal sitr-ration which faces Russian speaking non-citizens in thc two
countries. Even though Estonia's invitation to begin EU membcrship
negotiations was an unpleasant surprise for Russia, Moscow continues
to hopc that Estonia, to say norhing of Latvia, will have a hard time
achieving membership with so many non-citizens.

1. 5. Border agreements
There was a shift in Russia's approach to this question in 1997. On

October 24 Russia finally signed a border agreement with one of the
Baltic countries - Lithuania. This was Russia's first border agreement
with any of the former Soviet republics. The agreemcnt with Lithuania
showed that President Yeltsin's approach to that country is more
flexible than that of the communist-dominated Russian Duma. Shortly
before the agreement was agreed, the Duma passed a resolution (on
September 26) calling for a delay in the signing because, according to
thc deputies, the agreement could remove the last obstacle standing in
the way of Lithuanian membership in NATO. The initiator of the anti-
Lithuanian campaign in the Duma was the odious nationalist Sergei
Baburin, who has gone so far as to try to lay claim to the Klaipeda region
of Lithuania and to call on Russia to divert transit from Lithuanian ports
to Kaliningrad. Baburin has said that Russia will have to return to the
issue of Klaipeda (which, he says, Lithuania "privatized illegally") once
the regime in Moscow changes.56 The Duma resolution was supported
by 299 deputies - only the "Jabloko" faction opposed it. Yeltsin's
position in favor of the agreement with Lithuania, howevcr, was based

on several considcrations:
l) The border agrecment wars signed simultaneously with an offer

from Yeltsin to provide unilatcral guarantees of Lithuania's security;
when a bit later this offer was expanded into various Russian guarantees
for all three Baltic statcs, Russia hoped that Lithuania would be more
responsive than the others; the hopcs were in vain;

2) The border agrcement was presenred as affirmation that Russia is
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taking a positive:rpproach in its relatictns with the one Baltic coLrntry

which does nothave problems with "Russitrn speakcrs"; hc,re, as in tnany

other areas, Russia hopes to foster discord in the Baltic region.

Unlike the Duma, Yeltsin was not particularly preoccupied with the

NATO expansion context of the border agrccment. Lithuania's hopcs

of NATO membership are not a matter {br the imrnediate future. At the

same time, given that the agreement must be ratified by the Duma,

Russia still has maneuvering room. Yeltsin, who signed the agrcement,

can help to encourage its rejection in Parliament if he feels that cvents

in Lithuania are not proceeding to Russia's liking.
A different situation exists in terms of the border agreements with

Estonia and Latvia. Russia is truly stic.king to its "package principle" -
the border agreement in exchange for improvements in ttre situation of

the "Russian speakers". Even though work on Estonia's agreement was

completed in the fall of 1996, the agreement was not signed in 1997.

The same was true with respect to Latvia. ln a letter to Latvian Fore ign

Minister Valdis Birkavs in May 1997, Primakov promised that the

agreement would be signed in 1997, stating that the delay was being

caused only by a lack of frontier maps.5? The agreement was not signed

when all of the technical work was completed, however. An even

stricter approach to the border agreement issue and its links to othcr

matters has been taken by the Duma, which in a closed discussion of

Russia's border policy on 4 November 1997 looked at four questions:

the economic relationship with the Baltic states; the "Russian speakers"

and their situation; security problems between Russia and the Baltic

states; and the border agreements. The deputies linked the eventual

ratification of border agreements with Latvia and Estonia (provided that

they are signed) to the issue of improvements in the situation of the

"Russian speakers".5B

Looking at Russia's approach to thc issue of border agrecments with
Latvia and Estonia, there have becn a few new nuances that should bc

r-roted:

1) Vithout abandoning the desire to see the "zero option" imple '
mented in the two countries (meaning that citizcnship would be
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,rrr.rr,l, ,l :rrrl()il)ltically to everyone who was resident in Latvia and
l'sr.rri;r rrltcr rhc collapsc of the soviet lJnion), Russia has shifted
e rnplrasis to focus on the fulfillment of oSCE recommendations in-
stcad. These apply not to the citizenship laws of the two countries as
such, but rather to thc way in which the laws are implemented and the
legal differences between citizens and non-citizens. Russia's opportuni.
ties to take advantage of the oSCE recommendations have receded in
Estonia, because Tallinn, which really does want to join the EU, has
taken very important steps toward implementing the recommenda-
tions. Russia still has considerable opportunities in Latvia, however,
because there is much less political will concerning EU membership and
integration of "Russian speakers" in Latvia; many of the OSCE recom-
mendations have not been implemented.

2) Estonia, despite its unsigned border agreement in Russia, was
invited to begin EU membership negotiations This does not mean that
a failure to sign the border agreement will not cause problems for Estonia
with respect to joining the EU, but it is safe to predict that Russia will
turn its attentions much more toward Latvia, which has a lesser chance
of joining the union. This means that by refusing to sign a border
agreement with Latvia, Russia can hamper the process even further.

3) Unlike in Lithuania, which managed to conclude a border
agreement with Russia before the issue of security guarantees was raised,
in Latvia and Estonia Russia may seek to link the border agreement not
only with the "Russian speakers", but also with security issues - thus
creating new complications.

1. 6. The Kaliningrad issue
More aggressive Russian analysts have sought to discuss the

Kaliningrad issue in the same terms as other questions - threatcning
unforeseeable military consequences if NATo goes ahead with ex-
pansion (increascd nuclcar presence in Kaliningrad, enormous in-
crcases in conventional weapons, etc.).5e As has been the case with
other Russian threats, however, nothing has been done. The essence
of the Kaliningrad issue is not Russian responses to NATo enlarse-
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ment - Russia has few options in that regard. Therc are trvo other
aspects of the problem which are much more important. First, there is
the issue of the future of the region of which Kaliningrad is part. The
present nature of the Kaliningrad rcgion is a true threat to thc security
of the wider area. It is a region facing cconomic, ecological, social and
criminal crises, and it threatens surrounding countries not in the
traditional, military fashion, but rather as a source of smuggling,
criminal activity and environmental problems. Kaliningrad more than
any other place reflecrs one of the main problems of Russia and its
future - relations between rcgions and the center. Even though on 1B

May 1995 Boris Yeltsin signed a dccree on the socio-economic
development of the Kaliningrad region, it, like many of Yeltsin's
pronouncements, stayed or-rly on paper. The only way to overcome the
decline of the Kaliningrad region is to develop economic contacts
between the region and such countries as Germanv, Poland and
Lithuania. That, however, would promote the very same centrifugal
forces of which Moscow is so very afraid.

A second issue concerns transit through Lithuania to Kaliningrad.
In November 1997 , the Kaliningrad authorities called on Yeltsin and
the Russian Duma to refuse ratification of the border agreement with
Lithuania until all issues linked to Russian freight and passenger transit
through Lithuania are resolved.60 lt is not difficult to predict that after
the first round of NATO enlargement has been completed and the
second begun (around the year 2002), the issue of thc Baltic region will
be on thc table once again, and Russia will seek to cash in on the
Kaliningrad question as much as possible. This does not mean that
Russia will be able to increase its military presence in the region to any
significant degree, but the Krcmlin is sure to make use of the difficult
question of a Russian enclave "semi-encircled" by the western alliancc,
as well as (and especially) the matter of transit services to the region.
One can agree with Paul Goble, who has written: "ln my opinion, the
Lithuanians have good reason to wish that thc Vest would give them
a bit more encouragement with respect to their possiblc reaction to
future Russian demands."61
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Conclusions
In 1997 Russia's policy vis-a'vis the Baltic states unquestionably

became more active. This was true both at the political and the

conceptual level. In February of 1997, Russia adopted a "long'term

stratcgy" with respect to relations with the Baltic states. The strategy

was modified in the alrrumn when Russia began its diplomatic offensive

of offering security guarantees to the Baltic states. Two analytical

reports were prepared in academic circles with recommendations con.

cerning Russia's Baltic policy. The institutions which carry out Moscow's

foreign policy attracted greater attention in the Baltic countries. The

Second European Department of the Russian Foreign Ministry has split

its Baltic division into three separate units, one apiece for Latvia,

Estonia and Lithuania. The Institute of International Relations is

teaching Baltic languages and topics to a number of students. The fact

that the former director of the Foreign Ministry's Baltic department, S.

Prihodjko, has moved to work in the Presidenr's administration and has

been appointed a foreign policy adviser to Yeltsin served to make Baltic

policies in the President's appararus more active. Prihodjko ancl

Yastrzhembsky were very much involved in the offer of security

guarantees to the Baltic states. Coordination has also increased among

the various government institutions which implement foreign policy,

something that has largely been thc work of Primakov. The Foreign

Ministry serc the main guidelines and tone of the relationship with the

Baltic states, although the President's administration as represented by

Yastrzhembsky and Prihodjko, have been more or less independent

actors in the process; unlike Primakov, they are more inclined t<r

support a so.called "positive prograrn" in relations with the Baltic

countries. In its approach to the Baltic countries, Russia more or less

implemented thc so-called "package principle", delaying the signing ol

border agreements and economic pacts until at least some of Moscow'tt

demands with respcct to the situation of "Russian speakers" in the twtr

countries are satisfied. At the same time, however, the Russian-Baltic

relationship was in most respects stable. There was no fundamentirl

deterioration in the relations even after the Baltic states rejected thc

167

Kremlin's offer of security guarantees - something with the Russians
had termed a "litmus test" of Baltic intentions.62 (A crisis in Russian-
Latvian relations eruptcd in March, 1998.)

The relationship will not, however, improvc to the point where both
sides are completely satisficd. The pricc which thc Balts would havc to
pay in order to placate Russia (at least until the timc when Moscow
comes up with new demands) is too high - acceptancc of Russian
security guarantees, especially their military aspect, would severely
limit the choices which are available to the Baltic countries in terms of
security policy, and it would also narrow the sovereignty of the three
countries.6r The security guarantees, which were put on thc table
without any advance consultations with the Baltic states, were meant
not to resolve security issues, but rather to bind the Baltic statcs closer
to Russia.

\7ith respect to the citizenship issue, a rapid expansion of thc range
of citizens in Latvia and Estonia would scriously endanger the course of
liberal capitalist reforms in the two countries - reforms which are

certainly in their best interests - and it would have a delcterious
influence on the pro-western orientation of the two countries' foreign
policy.

As I have noted in both of the previous research projects which have
been prepared by our institute, Russia's relations with thc Baltic statcs
are to a great extent dependcnt on the level, content and tone of
Moscow's relationship with the \Uest. In 1997 that relationship in-
volved more or less constructive cooperation. At the same timc,
however, there were signs that the stability could come under thrcat in
the future. The well-known American coffrmentator Thomas L. Fried-
man, writing about Russia's relationship with the United States (which,
of course, is not the only relationship that Russia has with the \Uest, but
it certainly is the most important), has written: "The relationship has
gonc in the last seven years from strategic partncrship to a pragmatic
partncrship to a relationship of benign neglect to a relationship of
rnalign neglect."64 The rcason for this is that even though Russia has

become increasingly dependent on western financial aid (this was
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particularly cvident in Novernber and Dccembcr of 1997, when Russia

faced yet another financial crisis), Moscow has also sought to plary an

even greater role in the world than it has done in the past. One area of

dispute was the Russian-NATO council, in which Moscow sought to

argue that the alliance should not expand its infrastructure to the East'

This amounts to an attempt to influencc NATO's decisions, which has

always been Russia's goal. When the alliance did not respond to Russia's

liking, Primakov announced (in Decembc,r) that Moscow has been

disappointed in its cooperation with the Vest. That cooperation has

always been of value to Primakov only insofar as it satisfies Russia's

geopolitical ambitions and is unavoidable because of Russia's various

weaknesses. The climate of the relationship between Russia and the

West also deteriorated somewhat due to what Russian politician and

analyst A. Arbatov has characterized as an increasing view in the world

that Russia's behavior is unpredictable (Arbatov has written that

Yeltsin's announcement of a radical nuclear disarmament on 3 Decem'

ber 1997 was a typical example of this).65 Thomas Friedman, mean'

while, has noted a very well known aspect of the Russian political

system - Yeltsin's enormous power and his often illogical activity in thc

\Uest have served to exacerbate a less than flattering view of Russia; at

the same timc, however, it was precisely Yeltsin who initially create{

the sufficient stability of the relationship.66 Even the role of thc

personality is very great in Russia, it is likely that Russia will preservc

more or less constructive relations with the \7est even after there arc

changes in the political leadership of thc country. Russia's long-ternl

weakness and its heavy dependency on the world's financial institutions

are fairly powerful guarantees against a confrontational model ol

behavior. Accordingly, the Baltic states can count on relatively favor-

able cxternal environment for their rclationship with Russia. The Baltic

countries can only be satisfied at rhe expansion of Russian-EU relations

which has occurred since an agreement on partnership and cooperation

came into force on 1 December 1997.

Another factor which has and will continue to have great signifi'

cance in the dcvelopment of the Russian-Baltic relationship is the levcl
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of relations between thc Baltic states and the West. Briefly, I can say the

following: the closer the relationship between the Baltic states and the

Vest (including the EU and NATO), the more stable the foundation

for constructive relations with Russia. At the one'on'one, bilateral

level, the Baltic states cannot ensure favorable relations, and sooner or

later they would inevitably end up Russian satellite states. After all,

Russia's offer of security guarantees to the Baltic countries, which

Moscow packaged as a "positive program" in the relationship, indicated

that the pro-western course of the Baltic countries is the right one, but

Russia's policies of the last several years, which have consisted almost

exclusively of threats, blackmail and constant rejection of Baltic

securitv choices, have not yielded much in the way of results. That does

not mean that the Baltic states will not facc serious challenges in the

next several years. Even though Estonia has been invited to begin real

membership negotiations with the EU, and Lithuania and Latvia will
participate in the enlargement process ar a lower status, full accession

will require enormous effort on the part of the Baltic states' and the

result of the process can be influenced by developments within the EU

itself - something that the three Baltic countries cannot affect.

Another important factor in the Baltic relationship with Russia is

American interest in Northeastern Europe. Even though the US-Baltic
Charter, the Hansa project, and extensive and varied US support for the

Baltic could be essential factors in improving Baltic relations with
Russia, the Balts cannot exclude the possibility that American involve-

ment in European affairs will not expand any further' The American

public is becoming less interested in foreign policy, and there is a
growing contradiction in the only remaining superpower between the

country's obligations and ambitions abroad and the financing which the

political system provides for that purpose. William Pfaff has written a

commentary called "Global Ambition and Isolationist Politics Don't
Mesh", and that title speaks for itself. "lsolationism is a defensible

policy," Pfaff wrote. "However, one cannot practice isolationist politics

and globalistic ambitions at the same time."67

A third factor which continues to affect Russia's Baltic policy vcry
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significantly (in addition to the contcnt of Russian-wcstern relarions
and Baltic-western relations) is the internalstability of thc Baltic states.
The more rapidly the Balts achieve economic development, reform
their legal systems, and integrate their minority populations, the less

Russia will have opportunities to subordinate the Baltic countries to
Moscow's influence.

2.The relationship between the Baltic states and Russia 199?
2.1. Security issues

The mission for the Baltic states in 199? was not an easy one: The
main goal of their security policy (in the traditional military-political
sense of the word) was to achieve as favorable a formulation as possible
in the final declaration of the Madrid Summit and as binding a US-
Baltic Charter as possible, while simultaneously maintaining good and
predictable relations with Russia, which opposed both the mention of
the Baltic states in the Madrid document and the US-Baltic Charter.

The position of all three Baltic states on the eve of Madrid was the
same: Until the very end they must demand that the Baltic countries be
mentioned in the summit declararion, as favorably as possible. On 26
May 1997 the presidents of the three Baltic stares adopted a resolution
in which they called on NATO to invite the second round of potential
members to start negotiations even before the de Jircfo accession of
Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary (i.e., by the spring of 1999).
This request was identical to the aforementioned recommendation by
Zbigniew Brzezinski and Anthony Lake, but it was unrealistic from the
vcry start. Second, the presidents asked that an institutional mechanism
be created for the accession of the Baltic states.68 V/ithout abandoning
their demand to be admitted to NATO, the Baltic countries rejected a

proposal from French President Jacques Chirac that a bilateral NATO,
Baltic charter be elaborated - something analogous to the NATO-
Russian Founding Act and the NATO-Ukrainian Charter. The idea
was expressed rather unclearly during a visit to France by Estonian
President Lennart Meri early in 1997 . The Balts consistently stuck to
the principle that their goal is not a special relationship with NATO,
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but full integration in NATO as member countries of the alliance. The

idea of the NATO,Baltic chartcr was seen as an effort to postpone Baltic

accession.6e On the eve of Madrid, the leaders of the Baltic states

(especially Meri and Lithuania's Vytautas Landsbergis) offered quite a

few excessively emotional statements: lf the Baltic states were not to be

mentioned in the Madrid declaration, they said, that would represent a

"second Yalta". In the event, the Balts were not certain until the very

last moment that they would even be mentioned in the declaration- But

after the text of the declaration was released and it turned out that

although the summit participants had made note of the Baltic desire to

join the alliance, they had said nothing about whether this would

actually come to pass, the Baltic leaders became too optimistic. This was

particularly true of Latvian President Guntis (Jlmanis, who proclaimed

that the Baltic states would join NATO within five to seven years.

Foreign Minister Birkavs added that because of the persistence of the

Baltic states, not only had they been mentioned in the summit declara'

tion, but a specific time frame for the next round of enlargement ( 1999)

had also been specified.?o In facr, of course, the Madrid summit had not

specified any specific date for the next round of enlargement' much less

stated that the Baltic states would be included in that process. Spokes'

manNicholas Burns of the Amcrican State Department said clearly that

the United States had undertaken no obligations with respect to Baltic

involvement in the next round of NATO enlargement. He added

pointedly that a constructive relationship between NATO and Russia

is, in America's view, one of the best ways to ensure peace in Europe.Tl

Throughout 1997, the Baltic srates focused on the forthcoming US-

Baltic Charter. The approach to this document revealed several differ'

ences between the views of vashington and those of the Baltic

countries. The United States emphasized that the charter - a political

pronouncement - is part of the so,called "Baltic Action Plan"; that plan

addresses US support for the Baltic states in three major directions -
integration into European institutions; development of constructive

relations with Russia; and more extensive bilateral relations between

the United States and the Baltic states in the economic, political,
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military and other spheres of cooperation, the goal being to strengthen
democracy and security in the Baltic countries. America never said that
the charter might contain any elements of security guarantees, or that
the charter would ensure Baltic membership in NATO. Washington
did, however, emphasize that it would not undertake any obligations
with respect to countries which do not meet NATO criteria and do not
enjoy unquestionable support among existing NATO member coun-
tries.7z From the very beginning America insisted that there must be a
single US-Baltic charter instead of three separate documents for the
three Baltic countries. America sees the Baltic states as a unit and has
always stressed the need for closer cooperation among the three.

The position of the Baltic states with respecr to the charter was the
following: All three countries wanred as little in the way of political
declarations and as much in the way of binding political obligations as
possible in the document. All three wanted the creation of a special
institutional mechanism for implementation of the charter - one which
would be put into effect especially if there were any crises in the Baltic
states (this showed that the Baltic countries were, after all, interested
in including something similar security guarantee in the charter); all
three countries wanted the document to mention American support for
Baltic membership in NATo.73 All three countries, and especially
Latvia and Estonia, also expressed the hope that the charter would
promote better relations with Russia; Lithuania accented this aspect of
the process to a lesser extent, because Lithuania does not have two
problems in its relations with Russia that Latvia and Estonia do have:
the "Russian speakers" and the issue of border agreements. Lithuania
initially wanted America to agree to three separate charters, in hopes
that Lithuania's would be "stronger" that Latvia's or Estonia's. vilnius'
hopes were based on the illusion that Lithuania has better hopes of
NATO membership than the orher two Baltic countries due to its close
Iinks to Poland. Estonia, for its part, hopes that the charter would
promote an increase in American financial investments in the coun-
try.7a (For Latvia, those hopes were more linked to the fuzzy idea of an
"Amber Gateway".) Even during the drafting of the charter, criticism
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was heard in Latvia (from the forrner foreign rninisterJanisJurkens, who
now is head of the small People's Harmony Party) to the effect that the
Foreign Ministry was not doing enough to ensure that the charter
proclaim clearly that the independence of the Baltic states is a matter
of American security interests. Jurkans said that the ministry was ready

to accept a "lukewarm piece of paper".75

The Partnership Charter between the Republic of Latvia, the
Republic of Estonia, the Republic of Lithuania and the United States of
America which was signed in Vashington on !6jenuaty_1998 was the
best document that the Baltic states could hope for. The politically
binding document did not contain any security guarantees, nor any
guarantee of Baltic membership in NATO, but thanks to Baltic efforts
\Tashington did announce that America has true, deep and lasting
interests in the independence, security, sovereignty and territorial
inviolability of the Baltic states. That was not quite what Janis Jurkans
had demanded (that America admit its strategic interests in the Baltic
region), but it was certainly better than nothing. As the result of Baltic
pressure, America also included in the charter a reminder that Vash-
ington never recognized the violent incorporation of the Baltic states
into the Soviet Union in 1940. This was of concrete political signifi-
cance given that Russia, in January 1 998, said once again that the Baltic
states joined the USSR voluntarily and were not occupied.

The most important achievement for the Balts were the institutional
mechanisms which are supposed to underpin the partnership with the
United States: the quadrilateral Partnership Commission; bilateral
working groups on defense and military issues; regular consultations on
economic cooperation in the spirit of free market principles; and

consultations in the event that any of the partners senses a threat against
its independence of security. Reaction to the charter in the Baltic states

was realistic, albeit, as usual, a bit skeptical. A positive factor is the fact
that the Balts gradually began to understand that the implementation
of the charter is largely dependent on the desire of the Baltic srates to
engage in the proccss instead of sitting back and waiting for gifts from
the United States. \Uhat's more, Baltic leaders have begun to refrain
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frorn their recent obsession with making predictions about whcn the

Baltic states will be admittcd to NATO. True, Algirdas Brazauskas said

(with unjustified optimism) that it would happen in five years.76

There are two issues concerning the charter which are of particular

significance: 1) The volume and durability of Amcrican interests in the

Baltic region; 2) The effect of the charter on Baltic relations with
Russia.

With respect to the first of these issues, it should be noted that

American analysts, without focusing specifically on the Baltic states'

have noted several trends which are significant to the Balts and may

eventually become unfavorable: "No comparable consensus exists

today on either the nature of the post-Cold \War world or on what the

United States should do to share it. [..] Europe and the Atlantic, which

dominated world attention in the twentieth century' will cease to be the

focal point of foreign attention in the twenty-first century."77 It is also

very important to the Balts to see how effectively the extremely varied

and complicated new security system in Europe ends up working. That

system includes such diverse elements and processes as NATO expan-

sion, the NATO-Russian Founding Act, the NATO'Ukrainian Char-

ter, the Partnership for Peace program, the US-Baltic Charter, the

Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council and other elements. Although the

Baltic states have said that they see their charter as a step toward

NATO, the fact is that the Baltic states need nothing so much as greater

moderation in forecasts about membership schedules and much greater

focus on upgrading their military forces. It is in fact not really in Baltic

interests to hope that the next round of NATO enlargement will come

too quickly, because the Baltic states will probably not be included in

that round anyway, and it could serve to weaken the alliance, to
discount the Partnership for Peace program, and to threaten the work

of the NATO-Russian Council.?8 It is in the Baltic interest to have a

strong, not a diluted NATO;?e to strengthen Baltic relations with
NATO and the United States; and to have a successful NATO'Russian
Council, The Balts need time and much more dedication toward the

implementation of military, as well as socio-political reforms.
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The issue of whether the charter might eventually have a positive
influence on the improvement of Baltic-Russian relations is compli-
cated. Representatives of the Baltic states, as well as the United States,

have said that the charter will accomplish precisely that. Russia's
position, however, has been if not completely opposite, then at least not
nearly as optimistic as the mood which prevails in the Baltic states. The
charter as such, I think, will not promote improvement and further
development of the Russian-Baltic relationship. It may even be possible

that it will promote Russian dissatisfaction, especially in the area of
Baltic-US military contacts. The Baltic-Russian relationship may be-
come more or less stable and constructive only if the Baltic states,
especially Latvia and Estonia, consistently pursue a multi-faceted
strategy, the main elements of which must be: purposeful and much
more active actions in moving toward EU membership; expanded
contacts with NATO; complete implementation of the US-Baltic
Charter; increased internal stability; more rapid liberal and capitalist
reforms; more energetic integration of the "Russian speakers"l and
increased cooperation among the Baltic states. The three countries
must be internally stable, and they must irreversibly strengthen their
contacts with the EU and NATO. Only then will they be able to create
the necessary conditions for constructive relations with Russia.

2.2. The border agreements
Neither Latvia nor Estonia managed to sign a border agreement with

Russia in 1997 . However, the two counrries differed in their approach
to the issue. Estonia, hoping to conclude the border agreement with
Russia, was active in encouraging western countries to put pressure on
Russia in this respect. As the result of Estonian activities, the assembly

of the Western European union, meeting in June 7997 in Paris, called
on Russia to speed up the process of concluding border agreements with
Latvia and Estonia. Finland was particularly active in defending Estonia's
interests. Also seeking to influence Russia's activities was the foreign
minister of Great Britain's Conservativc government, Malcolm Rifkind,
as well as other officials. Latvia was less active in this area, feelins that
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the influence of western countries and organizations could not be

particularly cxtensive. Evcn though neither Latvia nor Estonia achieved

the final rcsult of signing a border agreemcnt, the Estonian position was

more purposeful, especially if wc take into account a second difference

- the way in which the two countries are approaching Russia's demand

that the issue border agreements be linked to improvements in the status

of "Russian speakers" in Latvia and Estonia. Because Estonia keenly

desires to join the European l-Jnion, it has implemented all of the

OSCE's recommendations concerning elimination of legal differences

between citizens and non-citizens. As it turned out, this did not lead to

the signing of a border agreement' because Russia continued to drag its

feet, and Moscow came up with a new set of demands - this time in the

area of naturalization. In Latvia, however, where political will to join

the EU and to find a more successful resolution to the non-citizen issue

is much weaker, even the OSCE recommendations were not imple'

mented in full. Attempts to conclude a border agreement were compli'

cated by the fall of the Sl;cle gou"rnment in July 1997, which was

followed by the appointment of a prime minister, Guntars Krasts, from

the radical nationalist Fatherland ard Freedam party. Russia found it
politically unacceptable to sign a border agreement with a prime

minister from that party, and in order to delay the process, Russia

pointed to Krasts' own arguments - that the agreement must be signed

without any link to the status of non-citizens, and the agreement must

contain language concerning Latvia's legal succession and continuity'

Even though Krasts personally was willing to jettison insistence that the

agreement mention the 1920 peace treaty between Latvia and Soviet

Russia, his party was not prepared to go so far. Other members of

Fatherland andFreedom said that if a border agfeement without mention

of the treaty were to be ratified in Parliament, there would have to bc

a separate resolution on the importance of the 1920 pact.

Another argument used by Russia to postpone the signing of a border

agreement was the negative atmosphere which prevails in the Russian

Duma. It is likely that the Russian parliament would not ratify a border

agreement with Latvia, seeking to link the issue to a wholc range of
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other matters (the status of the "Russian spcakcrs", Lzrtvia's dcsire tcr

join NATO, etc.). It is likcly that in 1998, at least until the Latvian
parliamcntary election in October, a border agreement will not be

signcd because of Russia's position on the matter. Estonia has bettcr
prospects in this regard, but thcre, too, Russia may not be satisfied with
the implementation of the OSCE recommendations, choosing also to

demand more rapid naturalization as a condition for signing the border

agreement. The absence of a border agreeme nt with Russia did not keep

Estonia from being invited to start membership negotiations with the
EU, but it may cause problems with accession to the Union - and that
is precisely Russia's goal.

2.3.The problem of the "Russian speakers" in Latvia and
Estonia

There are also differences in the way in which Latvia and Estonia

have approached this problem. The reason for that is that Estonia has

greater political will to join the EU. As I noted previously, Estonia has

implemented all of the OSCE re commendations. In May 1997, Estonia

eliminated from its government the post of minister for European

affairs, creating instead the post of minister for inter-ethnic affairs. The
first to take the post was the previous European affairs minister, A.
Veidemann, and her job is to promote the integration of Estonia's

345,000 non-citizens. The ministerhas said that the creation of the new

ministry affirms Estonia's intention to join the EU. In December 1997

Estonia completed work on a special integration program, at the center

of which will be programs to improve the teaching of the Estonian

language and culture and to promote the integration of Russian-

speaking young people into Estonian society.so President Meri, mean-

while, rejected for the second time a new language law which would
have meant excessive government interference in the private business

sector.81

The situation in Latvia was different. Given the country's weak

political will to join the European union, as well as the fact that
nationalist radical parties have more influence in Riga than in Tallinn,
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thcre were no changes in the naturalization process, much less in the

field of integration. OSCE recommcndations concerning elimination of
bans against non-citizens working in specific professions were not
implemented in full. As the result of pressure from the Fatherland ad
Freedam party, the government also refused to ratify the Council of
Europe's convention on minority protection (which Latvia signed in
May of 1995) and to apply Latvia's amnesty law to non-citizens. Latvia
still has laws which limit the free market in the purchase and sale of land,

permitting such transactions only among citizens. The Fatherlntd utd
Freedom party's disinclination to resolve the non'citizen issue faster is

directly linked to Euro-skepticism in the party. A visible representative

of the party, Parliament vice-chairman Aigars Jirgens, has said that
Latvia's integration with the EU would benefit ... Russia.B2 ln 1997 the
government there were also efforts to pass a new language law which
would mandate the use of the Latvian language at all meetings of
organizations in Latvia, as well as in the private business sector. The law

would also limit opportunities to receive an education in Latvia in the

Russian language. The proposed law contradicts the European Conven-
tion on Human Rights and Basic Rights, as well as the European charter
on regional and minority languages. The ambassadors of all of the EU's
member countries in Latvia expressed their concem over the unneces-

sary severity of the language law.

Even though the EU has invited Estonia to begin membership

negotiations, EIJ representatives said sevcral times in 1997 that Esto'

nia, and especially Latvia, must still do three things: 1) Resolve the

citizenship issue more effectively; 2) Speed up the pace of naturaliza-

tion; 3) Eliminate legal differences between citizens and non-citizens
(which Estonia has already done in full and Latvia - in small part). It is

clear that if Latvia hopes to begin true membership negotiations with
the EU, it will have to do at least the following things: Repeal thc

"window system" in the naturalization process, allowing all non-citizens
who meet the necessary qualifications to be naturalized at will; makc

naturalization easier for children of non-citizens who have been born

since the restoration of Latvian independence in 1991; implement all
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of the OSCE recommcndations concerning legal differences betwecn

citizens and non-citizens; refrain frorn adopting a morc severe language

law (if the law as drafted is accepted, it may promote the consolidation

of the numerous and quarrelsome Russian organizations in Latvia,

which would not be a good thing). In January 1998, the European

Commission specified its priorities in cooperation with candidate

countries, and special emphasis was placed on the need to speed up the

integration of non-citizens in Latvia.

Vithout greater dedication to resolving the non-citizen issue , it will
also not be possible to improve Latvia's and Estonia's relations with
Russia. The view of Latvian Prime Minister Krasts that it is possible to

improve relations both with the EU and with Russia without changing

the citizenship law (not even repealing the "windows") and even with
adopting a new language law, aroused dissatisfaction in Russia,8r which
means that the prime minister, as could be expected, was wrong in his

assessment.

2.4.The economic relationship between the Baltic states and

Russia

The main trends in this area in 1997 were the following:
1) Despite discord with Russia over Baltic security policy and the

"Russian speakers" in Latvia and Estonia, economic contacts with
Russia increased for all three Baltic countries in absolute numbers. The

main form of trade continued to be transit services, especially through

Latvia, and Russian transit continued to increase in Latvia, reaching

approximately 50 million tons of cargo turnover. A distinct new phase

in the economic relationship in 1997 concerned an increase not only in
Russian transit, but also in Russian investment in the Baltic states, and

again - especially in Latvia. At the end of 1997 , in terms of the volume

of invested capital in Latvia, Russia ranked second only after Den'
mark.8a Research by Russian and Latvian sociologists which was pub'

lished in May 1997 showed that 42o/o of Latvia's business people (of

whom 54o/o are Russians) felt that Russia was their main economic

partner - the largest share in the three Baltic countries.s5 ln June 1997,
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a Latvian Trade Ccnter r,vas cstablished in Moscow with the aim of
prornoting exports to Russia; the main shareholder in the center is the

Latvian state.

At the same time, however, Russia's relative share in thc cconomic
contacts of the Baltic states continued to decline, especially in Estonia

and Latvia ( in 199 7 Germany for the first time overcame Russia in terms

of irnport volumes in Latvia; Russia continues to lead in terms of
exports). The main foreign trade partner for all three Baltic states is the
EU.

2) Even though economic contacts with Russia increased and

developed successfully, none of the Baltic states managed to bring those

contacts fully into order in terms of legal considerations. The most

successful bilateral commission in the sphere of economics exists in
Lithuania; there were three working group meetings in 1997 , and it is

expected that Lithuania and Russia will sign an agreement on the
important issue of double taxation in thc spring of 1998.86 The intergov-
ernmental commission between Latvia and Russia did not have a single
full-fledged meeting in1997 , even though working groups continued to
operate in both countries - more actively in Latvia, less actively in
Russia. Toward the end of the year both countries had almost completed
work on seven separate agreements.sT Estonia has not even established

its intergovernmental commission.

3) in all three Baltic states, business people whose main arena of
operations is Russia became more politically active, encouraging im-
proved relations with Russia, through the use of "unofficial diplomacy",
if necessary. The well.informed newspaper BiznesiBakija reported that
at the beginning of 1997 in Latvia, especially on the eve of local
government elections (when nearly all political parties were eager for
the financial support of business, including the share of business run by

"Russian speakers"), business circles began to dernand improved politi-
cal relations with Russia very actively, doing so because of business

interests. Even though President Ulmanis and Foreign Minister Birkavs
have promised several times to pursue a better relationship, there havc

been no real results.ss
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ln Estonia, reprcsentatives of business circles (including Jaakk
Saarnitt, the head of the Estonian Association of Big Business, as wcll

as former prime minister Tiit Vahi) have engaged in unofficial diplo'
macy efforts which were crowned in 1997 with a meeting with Foreign

Minister Primakov himself. The goal was to achieve MFN relations for
Estonia, promising in return the passage of a law which would award

citizenship to the children of non-citizens who have been born in
Estonia since 1991.8e This unofficial diplomacy did not, however,

achieve anything. The citizenship laws of Latvia and Estonia were not
changed, and Russia took advantage of this fact to hinder the settlement

of several legal issues in the area of economic relations and to hamper

Baltic exports to Russia.

Vhat should the Baltic states do in order to create a trade relation'
ship with Russia that is not only beneficial to the Baltic countries, but

also facilitates their integration into the European Union?

First of all, mutually advantageous economic contacts with Russia

will facilitate the integration of the Baltic states into the EU only if
they also promote modernization of the Baltic economies and in'
creased competitiveness for the three countries. This is particularly
true with respect to Latvia and Lithuania.eo The Baltic states, and

especially Latvia (as representatives of the EU have said several times)

must demonstrate much greater will in improving supervision of
banks, which often become havens for Russian companies which do

not pay taxes or have links to organized crime. \il/hen on 31 July 1997

the Russian tax policc ordered that the accounts in Russian banks of
14 Latvian banks be frozen, that suggested that perhaps Moscow was

moving toward ending an era in its history of financial operations - the

era of coded accounts, which allowed Russian companies to use Baltic
banks in order to avoid taxes, to launder money, and to export

currency. Analysts noted that the Baltic states must do much more in
improving their banking sectors and in strengthening legal systems in
the financial sector. Neither the EU nor NATO will do this for the

Balts.erThe Baltic states, acting alone and in cooperation with Russia,

must also upgrade the fight against money laundering, international
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crime, etc. ln 1997 there was increased coopcration between the
intcrior ministries of the Baltic states and Russia (after Estonia and

Russia signed an agreement on cooperation between their interior
ministers on 4 December 1997, all three Baltic states had such

cooperation agreements). Vithout serious efforts to fight crime, the
opportunities of the Baltic states to join the EU will recede consider-

ably.

Successful integration with the EU also will require radical improve-
ments to the border control systems along the Baltic frontier with
Russia. The weakest control exists on the Latvian-Russian border.

Agreements on repatriation of refugees must be signed with Russia and

Belarus; nonc of the Baltic states has such agreements at this time,
largely because Russia has not been responsive on the issue.e2 Coopera-

tion among frontier regions must be improved. Vith the financial
support of the EU, on 24 October 1997 there was a meeting in the
Latvian town of Ahksne of local government leaders from the frontier
regions of Latvia, Russia and Estonia. Further cooperation would
promote economic cooperation, as well as improve crime-fighting
operations. Despite the fact that a representative of Vladimir
Zhirinovsky's party was elected governor of the Pskov region, Latvia
and Estonia have developed a good level of cooperation with the region.

A similar situation exists in Lithuania, where more extensive coopera-

tion with the Kaliningrad region has been hampered only by the fact
that the Russian Duma had not yet adopted a law on free economic

zones.

All thrce Baltic states have agreements on legal assistance with
Russia, but implementation of these has not been sufficiently effec-

tive. There is a need to sign special agreements on cooperation
among ministries of justice. But even the most urgent coopcration
among law enforcemcnt agencies may be hindered by Russia's

insistence on the "package principle". In January 1998 Moscow

announced that unless the situation with the "Russian speakers" in
Latvia and Estonia is improved rapidly, there will be no further
cooperation in legal issues.es
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Conclusions
The Baltic states have greatcr security now than at any time in thc:

20th century. Even though there are no strict sccurity guarantees for the

three countries, they are involved in a many and varied institutions

which are linked to all aspects of security. There are no traditional

threats against the independence of the Baltic states. Since 1991 the

three countries have established normal relations with Russia which are

regulated by dozens of agreements in the widest variety of sectors.ea At
the same time, however, neither side is fully satisfied with the existing

level of the relationship. On Russia's part, the dissatisfaction arises from

the fact that Moscow could not force the Baltic states to make political

concessions on security issues (all three Baltic statcs) and the issue of
"Russian speakers" (Latvia and Estonia). On the part of the Baltic

states, the problem has been that they have been unable to increase

economic contacts with Russia as much as they would have liked
without granting the political concessions which Russia has demanded.

I feel that further productive cooperation between the Baltic states

and Russia will be influenced by the following factors:

1) The most important factor, of course, is Russia's ongoing devel'

opment and its ability to refrain from, or at least reduce, its claims of a

right of protectionism throughout the former Soviet Union. The

aforementioned Russian analyst V. Nikonov has said that Russia's

yearning to play a leading role in the entire post'Soviet territory (a

yearning which is affirmed in the country's official doctrines) means

that "... by proclaiming itsclf the leader, Russia makes others the

followers". Nikonov added that even as Moscow proclaims itself to be

the leader of thc region, "... it often does not really know what it wants.

[...] Russia's doctrine is contradictory..."e5
The Baltic states are vitally interested in the productive develop'

ment of Russia's relationship with the EU and NATO.In 1997 Russia

not only signcd a cooperation agreement with the EU, but it also

managed to increase its trade volume with the Union considerably. At
the beginning of 1998, the first meeting of the Russian-EU partnership

and cooperation council was held. EU-Russian relations will largely
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dcpend on the question of whether the EU recognizes Russia's economy
as a free market economy, or whether free market status will be granted

only to specific sectors and on the basis of specific anti-dumping
research projects. Russian analysts have written that at this point the
issue is not so much Russian integration into the global economy as it
is Russia's dependence on international financial institutions Truc
integration can happen only if it is based on extensive capitalistic
reform. However, according to academician N. Moiseyev (Russian

Academy ofSciences), Russia in 1997 continuedtobedominatedbythe
interests of clans which are involved in raw material extraction and

export.e6 This increased, sometimes, pragmatism in Russia's foreign
policy, but not deep economic reform. It is in the interests of the Baltic
states to have the Russian-EU relationship deepcned and to have Russia
join the'\ilorld Trade Organization. Given that the Baltic states also

want to join the \7TO, this would reduce Moscow's opportunities to
apply economic sanctions to the three - a possibility which, unhappily,
was mentioned by the Russian prime minister at the meeting of the
Council of Baltic Sea States in Riga in January 1998.

The world, not least the Baltic countries, is still fixated on the future
of political developments in Russia. As Russian sociologists have noted,
the population in Russia continues to move toward moderation in
politics, rejecting any radical changes. The voter base of radicals is

narrowing. At the same time, however, Russia has not yet reached the
critical point where reactionary political or economic changes become

impossible.eT The Russian presidential election in the year 2000 will be

of great importance.

2. Fully constructive relations between the Baltic states and Russia

will not be possible without Baltic membership in the EU and further
relations with NATO. The same must be said concerning the domestic

situation in the Baltic states. The three countries must be economically
modern, politically stable and nationally tolerant if they are to maintain
equal and constructive relations with Russia. This last issue - domestic
development- is particularly important. In 1997, skepticism of the EU
and NATO continued to exist. if not to increase. in the Baltic states.es
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This can be overcomc only if the Baltic governments are firmly
dedicated to economic reform and trust their declared foreign policy
orientation. The Russian policy of the Baltic states must be based on
their western policies, as well as their domestic stability. In order to
improve relations with Russia, Latvia and Estonia should make a few
concessions which would strengthen, not weaken, the two countries:
more liberal policies must be implemented with respect to integration
of non-citizens. At the same time, however, the Baltic states must
strictly hold to their chose security policies, rejecting any future offers
of Russian security guarantees. As has been noted by the former German
foreign minister Klaus Kinkel: "Bilateral guarantees would not live up
to the challenges of today's Europe, which is defined by post-Cold'$7ar
multinational security structures. Neither do we want a special status,

say, for the Baltic states..."ee

Consistent pro-western policies must also govern the bilateral mili-
tary contacts between the Baltic states and Russia; these must not be

excluded from the realm of possibility, but only after the Baltic states

have managed to build up small but relatively modern armies which are

free of post-Soviet influence and which are commanded by officers who
have been educated in the V/est. These contacts should not expand
before this has happened, although that does not mean that there
cannot be consultations between defense ministries, exchange of infor-
mation about defense cooperation, and cooperation in cleaning up the
pollution which the Soviet army left behind in all three Baltic states.

The dominant form of military contacts must occur under the frame-
work of multilateral programs (such as the Partnership for Peace

program).

3. Latvia is the weak link in Baltic policy with respect to Russia.

There are several reasons for this. First of all, Latvia has had fewer
achievements than Estonia in making liberal, capitalist economic
reforms, Latvia also has the greatest number of Russians and "Russian

speaking" non citizens among the three Baltic countries. Furthermore,
Latvia has a chaotic political system with a large number of unstable
parties and increasing nationalist and socialist populism. And, of
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course, Russia has an especially large interest in Latvia because of transit
services and the "Russian speakers". ln 1997 the re was a certain lack of
coordination, and even some discord, in Latvia among the President,

Parliament, the country's political parties, and the Foreign Ministry
with respect to the policies which should be implemented vis-a-vis

Russia. Foreign Minister Primakov's announcement that Russia must

reach agreement with "sensible politicians" in the Baltic states in order

to encourage them to adopt a policy of neutrality that would be

satisfactory to Russia was aimed specifically at Latvia.l0o This means

that the parliamentary election in Latvia in the fall of 1998 will be

important to Latvia, as well as the other Baltic states. The issue will be

whether a majority of seats in Parliament is won by parties which
support Latvia's integration with the EU and NATO, continuation of
liberal, capitalist reforms, and, by extension, the strengthening of
conditions for constructive relations with Russia; or whether victory is
gained by nationalists and populists who will hamper the implementa-
tion of Latvia's pro-\Testern policy and, in the end, will increase

Russia's opportunities in the Baltic states.

Fully proper and successful relations between Russia and the Baltic
states are simply not possible at this time. The main reason for this is that
the two sides cannot agree on what "good" relations really are. Russia feels

that a proper relationship would involve Baltic states which are oriented

toward Moscow, which are neutral, which abandon efforts to join NATO
(and, if possible, the EU as well), and which can completely be manipu-

lated as satellite countries. In the views of the Baltic states, at least as far

as their official doctrines a good relationship would be one in which Russia

recognizes the right of the Baltic states to choose their foreign and sec urity
policies freely, refrains from interference in their internal affairs (espe-

cially with respect to Latvia and Estonia), and stops looking at the three

countries as part of the "post-Soviet" territory. lt cannot be expected that
these two viewpoints will be reconciled in the near term, but that does not
mean that multilateral and pragmatic cooperation is not possible. The
volume of such cooperation, however, will be dictated by all of the

aforementioned factors.
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POSTSCRIPT
The beginning of 1998 brought a few new accents to the Russian

relationship with the Baltic states. First of all, it became obvious that
Russia's relationship with the EU and the WTO, which is of fundamen-

tal importance in the Baltic-Russian relationship, is not developing as

promisingly as could have been expected. The EU has not made a clear

determination that Russia is a free market economy (indeed, it is not),
and this has created friction between the two sides. Russia's accession

to the \WTO, which, if it came to pass along with Baltic accession to the
organization, would significantly hamper Moscow's ability to imple-
ment economic sanctions or any other kind of pressure against the
Baltic states, will be a more complex and time-demanding process. Even

if Russia manages to join the WTO in the near term, it will continue to
use import tariffs and other elements of protectionism as much as is

possible under \7TO rules in order to protect local producers.l01 The
Baltic states must keep this in mind.

Second, the issue of the Baltic-Russian frontier is becoming increas-

ingly important. At the beginning of 1998 we saw the publication of
fragments of a neu' research project by the aforementioned Karaganov

council, "Ugrozanaciji" (Threats to the nation), which was devoted to
the emerging problem of narcotics addiction in Russia. The authors

concluded that Russia is about to witness the establishment of trans-

national narcotics cartels and that sin ce 1996 the "narcotics Mafia" has

been buying shares in companies, especially in the energy and telecom-

munications sectors.l02 The narcomafia's sphere of interest is the entire
territory of the former Soviet Union. For the Baltic states this means

very clearly that there cannot be successful integration into the EU until
the eastern borders of the three countries are brought under control in
a civilized way.

Third, as can be seen in the recent crisis in Russian-Latvian relations
(after the scattering of an unauthorized picket in Riga on March 3 ), the
issue of integration of non-citizens - irrespective of Russia's cynical
yearning to exploit the issue as a means for discrediting Latvia and

Estonia - has become one of the most important problems not only for
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domestic policies in Latvia (especially) and Estonia, but also in terms of
the relations of those two countries with the EU and Russia.
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nothing more than hints that Russia would respond to NATO expansion by

developing a new destroyed and a new tacticai military airpiane. Nezauisimaja

GaTetn, 14 August 1997 , p. l.
37 NeatJ<mtgaRtn Adze, 26 May 1997 .
rB "Rossija i Pribaltika (Analitiieskij doklad). - Sovet po vnelnej i oboronnoj

politike. Koordinatori raboiej grupi: I.J. Jurgens, S.A. Karaganov. Uiastniki
raboiej grupi: J.S. Hromov, P.T. Podlesqij, A.V.VuSkarnik. Moscow, 1997.

le Russia was most reticent with respect to the Partnership for Peace program
until 1997. In Russia's eyes, the program was of value only insofar as it served as

an alternative to NATO enlargement. In the event, however, the program did
quite the opposite - it promoted much closer relations between some participants
and NATO, and this irritated Russia no end. But eventually Russia concluded that
the Pff program was leading to increased NATO influence in the so-called "Soviet
space", and in 1997 there were changes in Russia's position. It began to demon-
strate greater interest in the PfP, the aim being to encourage coordination between
the CIS countries and Russia in their approach to the P{P program, thus gaining
greater leverage in relations with NATO. Smirnov, A. "Delegacija MO RF
pobivala v Brussele" (A delegation from the Russian Foreign Ministry visits
Brussels),NezauisimajaGazen, l8June l99T,p.4.Toacertainextentthesamehas
been true with respect to Russia's attitude toward Baltic participation in the PfP.

It can be expected that Moscow will dernonstrate a greater interest in becoming
involved in the P{P together with the Balts, instead of offering bilateral contacts
outside the PfP (the main goal until 1997) and suffering a rejection of the
overtures,

a0 As I noted in our previous project (Small States in a Turbulent Environ-
ment..., p.229; Note 22), Russia's military relations with the Baltic states are
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weakly developed. The protocol of intent that was signed between Latvia and
Russian in December 1996 spoke only to cooperation in cmergency rescue
operations on the sea. A proposed bilateral meeting with representatives of
Russia's main military headquarters in April 1997 was not accepted by Latvia.
Russia's proposals concerning bilateral miiitary training, visits by Russian military
ships in Latvian ports, training of Latvian cadets at Russia's military schools, etc.,
went unanswered. In addition to the aforementioned BALTNET project, Russia
is interested in BALTSEA - a military lnternet project (with the participation of
NATO countries) - and the intention to establish a Baltic military college in
Tartu, Estonia; Russia would like to see its country's cadets at that institution. One
can forecast that low level military contacts between Russia and the Baltic states
could expand (e.g., trust-enhancing projects in the Baltic Sea), but outside the
context of any offers of guarantees.

ar It is also possible that the Kremlin was hoping for speciai support from
Lithuanian President Algirdas Brazauskas. Russian analysts who are close to the
government even suggested that after the successful conciusion of the border
agreement Brazauskas might change his mind about not running for another term
as President of Lithuania. Trinkov, A. "Govorim "Brazauskas", podrazumevajem
Baltiju" (Vhen we say "Brazauskas", we mean the Baltic). CM,29 October 1997.
Trinkov represents the Russian Institute for Strategic Research.

a2 The only country in which there was a small but significant event with
respect to the Russian proposals was Germany, where a representative offered an
unclear announcement of support for the proposals - an announcement which
later was withdrawn. lt is important to remember in this context something which
the American analyst Paul Goble has written - that after the first round of NATO
enlargement, Germany will think more about ways to avoid alienating and
irritating Russia, less about future expansion rounds. Dena, Z0 June 1997, p.2.

ar An interview with the Russian ambassador to Latvia, A. Udafcov, in
NeatJ<mIgaRtn Aaze, 14 November 1997 , p. 4.

aa An interview with Primakov written by the foreign minister's voice at
Izuestija, S. Kondrashov, I7vestija,23 December 1997, p.3. The director of the
Baltic Department of the Russian Institute for Strategic Research (a govemment
institution), A, Trinkov, has said that Russia wants America to have neutral
relations with the Baltic states and Russia instead of leaning toward the former.
Trinkov, A. "Baltija - god novih nadeZd" (The Baltic - a year of new hopes), CM,
29 December 1997. After the signing of the charter, the Russian Foreign Ministry
officiaily announced that it will closely monitor events in order to ascertain that
the charter is not bringing the Baltic states closer to NATO membership. Dena,
21 January 1997; CM, 2l January 1997.

a5 Bluth, C. "Russia and Europe. Priorities in RussianForeign Policy". Swedish
Defense Research Establishment, Stockholm, January 1997, p. 41.

46 An announcement by a representative of the Russian Foreign Ministry, A.
Fomin, on 18 June 1997. Dena, 19 June 1997 , p. l.
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a7 ln 1996, Ventspils l'ranclled 1l% of Russia's oil exports. The increase in
transit volumes through Baltic ports continued throughout i997, in comparison
to a certain amount of stagnation in the turnover of cargoes at Finnish ports in 1996
and 1997. Diena, 30 May 1997, p. 5; Diena, 6 October 1997, p.9.

aE Finarcovije lTuestija,8 July 1997.
ae Simonjans, R. "Strani Baltiji hotjat videtj Rossiju glavnim torgovim

partnerom" (The Baltic states want to see Russia as their main trade partner),
Fincuuouije lzuestija, 10 February 1998, p. VI.

50 Diena, 25 Aprll 1997.
51 The report said that the main centers for money laundering were Berlin,

Istanbul, Cyprus and Warsaw, as well as off.shore banks in the Bahamas, in the
Cayman Islands, in Antigua and in Barbados. Moskovskije Nooosti, 20-27 April
1997, p. 15.

52 A commentator at the Latvian newspaper Diena, Sandris Tods, wrote of the
Hansa project that it would represent a "division of Russia" in economic terms.
Diena, 20 November 1997, p.2. Leaving aside the issue of whether the project
really involves any "dividing", we can note that the Russian government is afraid
of precisely that happening.

53 GaTpromhopes to build a large methanol plant in Kohtla-Jarve, which would
be financed by Russian, German and Estonian banks. The project is seen as the
largest foreign investment in Estonia's history. Maranik, U. "GaTprom grows in
Estonia", The Baltic times, 20-26 November L997, p. 10.

5a An interview inDena, 10 October 1997, p. Z.
55 In April 1996 the fund received 5 billion rubles, which were deposited in the

Mintnaibutk and "disappeared". Harket, E,. "Fond'Rossijane'ne rabotajet' (The
'Rossijane'fund is not working). NezauisimajaGaTeta, 13 September 1997.

56 Baburin, S. "SporvokrugKlaipedi" (ThedisputeoverKlaipeda), NeTawsinwja
Ga7eta,22 November 1997 , p.6. See also Dena, 24 January 1997 , p. L

57 Nead<mIga RIrn Avi7e, 22 May 1997, p. 3.
58 CM, 5 November 1997, p. l.
5e Here we must especially make note of publications by the director of the

Baltic Division of the Russian Institute for Strategic Research, A. Trinkov. See

Trinkov, A. "Kaliningradskaja oblastj v sisteme obespedenija nacionalnoj
bezopasnosti Rossiji" (The Kaliningrad region in Russia's national security sys-

tem), in ProblemiVneinzj i Obcnonnej Polirikl Rossiji, Sb. statej (Russia's foreign and
defense policy problems; a cj'llection of articles), No. 4, Moscow ( 1997 ), pp. 146-
163. See also Trinkov, A. "Cem bliZe Madrid, tem bofie Kaliningrada" (The closer
Madrid,, the more Kaliningrad), CM, 2 June 1997.

60 "Kaliningrad against new border", The Baltic Times, 20-26 November
1997, p. 6.

61 Dena,30 October 1997 , p. Z.
62 An announcement by the Russian ambassador to Estonia, A. Gluhov.

NeatkmlgaRtn Avtze, 1 November 1997, p.6.
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"r Latvian Foreign Minister Birkavs has said that some of Russia's offers, e.g.,
on joint control of air space, involve "untenable irnpositions on Latvian sover-
eignty". "Before the Luxembourg Summit", a conference organized by the Konrad
Adenauer Foundation and the Latvian Institute of Foreign Policy, Riga, 6
December 1997.

6a Friedman, T.L. "America and Russia Need a Fresh Start Together", The
lntemationaL Herald Tibune, 25 Novembe r 199? .

65 Arbatov, A. "Prezidentskoje slovo i jadernije bojegolovki" (The president's
word and nuclear warheads). Moskontskije Novos&, 7-14 December 1997, p. 5.

66 Friedman, T.L. "But \7hat About the US-Russian RelationshipT",The
lntemational HeralA Tibune, 1 August 1 99 7.

67 The Intemational HeralA T ibme, 2 1 November 1 9 9 7.
68 NeatkangaRt:u Awze,27 May 1997.
6e An interview with the director of the Security Policy Department of the

Latvian Foreign Ministry, P. Vinfelis. Foluss, 6 October 1997. The Estonian
ambassador to NATO, J. Luik, expressed an identical view. Diena, 10 July 1997.

70 NeathgaRtn Aaze,10 July 1997. Rigas Balss, 23 July 1997.
7r R;gas Balss, 17 August 1997.
72 An interview with R. Asmus of the United States Department of State in

Diena, I July 1997. Vith respect to the American position on the charter, see

Neuman, T. "US-Baltic charter links East and Vest", The Baltic tinws, 20-26
November 1997, p. 3.

73 Tihonovs, J. "Baltija gaida atbalstu hartai" (The Baltics expect support for
the charter), Derw,30May 1997. The state secretary of the Latvian Foreign
Ministry, Maris RiekstigS, said in late August 1997 , after returning from a trip to
the United States, that the institutionalization of the charter (i.e., the establish-
ment of a consultative mechanism in times of crisis ) was stili an open issue. Deru,
29 August 1997.

7a The BaJic Times, 7.13 August 1997, p.7.
75 See Note 73.
76 Tradevskis, R.M. "Lithuanians greet charter", The Baltic Times, 22-28

January 1998, p. B.
7? Haas, R.H. "Fatal Distraction: Bili Clinton's Foreign Policy", FareignPolicy,

No. 108, Fall 1997, pp. 117-120.
78 Friedman, T.L. "NATO Expansion, or the Whitewater of Clinton's Foreign

Policy", The IntemationalHerall"Tibune, 20 Mav 1997 .
ie This has been noted by the head of NATO's Military Committee, General

K. Naumann. TheBahicTimes,3l J"ly-6 August 1997,p.7.
80 Kahar, A. "Euro-minister by any other name", The Bakic Times, 29 Muy 

-
4 June 1997. "Making Estonia Estonian", The Baltic times, 18 December 1997 

-
7 January 1998.

81 Ludescher, S.I. "New Russian language law, so to speak", TheBakicTimes,
8-14 January 1998.
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8r Tois, S. "L)iskusijtrs imitacija" (An irnitation of true discussion),Diem, 29
Novernber 1997. Also Tois, S. "Trhkst politiskas gribas Eiropas Savienibai" (Lack
political will for the European Union), Diena,30 August 1997.

8r ln an interview withLaukuAuqe, the Russian ambassador to Latvia, A.
Udafcov, termed Krasts' position "not constructive".

8a Denmark's share in overall investment was 27o/o, Russia's - l4Yo. Latuiias

Vesrnesis, 24 January 1998.
85 The share of business people who want to see Russia as theirmain trade partner

has increased over the last four years from 30o/oto 42o/o; in Lithuania the increase has

been from 38o/o to 39olo, but inEstonia it has decreased, from 3l % to 28%. Simonjan,
P., op. cit. lNote 491. See also Finmtsovijelzvesrija, 15 May 1997, p. VI.

86 l7vestija,23 January 1998, p. 3.
87 One agreement on double taxation, one on investments, one on non-trade

payments, one on regulation of financial disputes, one on cooperation in manufac-
turing, one on mutual assistance in customs issues, etc.

88 Biznes iBaltija, 23 May 1997, p.2.
Be The press reported on Primakov's meeting with Sarnitt in March 1997 and

with Vahi on I April. The Baltic Times , L7 -73 April 1997, p. 1 .

e0 In May 1997 the Economics Institute of the Latvian Academy of Sciences
reported in one of its research publications that exports to the CIS countries can
hamper Latvia's economic growth if they are not accompanied by modernization
of manufacturing and greater competition, especially for the food processing

industry, in the markets of Western Europe. The fact that food imports into Latvia
continued to grow suggested that the country's agricultural svstem is not efficient,
and its orientation toward eastern markets alone may make the problem perma-

nent. Transit services, which are one of the main components of Latvia's GNP
growth, also increase dependency on Russia's policies vis-a-vis Latvia. Aerw, Z0

May 1997, p. 8.
er Goble, P. "The security NATO can't provide",TheBakicTimes, 23-28

October 1997, p.73.
ez Latvia submitted a proposal concerning an agreement on refugee repatria-

tion inJune 1995, but no progress has been made on the issue since then. In 1995
and 1996, Latvia ejected approximately 1,400 people, 90% of whom had entered
the country from Russia. Dena,3 May 1997, p. 3.

e3 An interview with Russian Justice Minister S. StepaSin in CM, 31 January
1998, p. 3.

ea In the fallof 1997 Latvia alone had24 bilateral agreements, as well as 17

agreements of a lower level with Russia. Neatkmiga Rtta Aqize, 8 August 1997 , p.

2.
e5 l7vestija,77 Janrary 1998, p. Z.
e6 FinansouijelTuestija,30 December 1997 ,p. VIII. \7ith respect to the Russian-

EU relationship, see Portanskil, A. "Zapadu nuZni dokazete]stva" (The \7est
needs proof), I7uesrija, l3 February 1998, p. 2.
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e? Vainitcin, G. "Vibor-2000: bitva ludcj i bitva idej" (The choice of 2000: the
battleof peopleanclthebattle of ideas),Moskoo,skijeNovosa,ZBDecember 1997 

-4 January 1998, p. 7.
e8 Data publisired in the West in 1997 indicated that no more than one-third

of survey respondents in thc three Baltic states support EU membership; an equal
numbcr of respondents did not have a clear understanding of the EU. Even less

than one-third of survey respondents favored NATO. Cunningiram, G. "EU and
NATO: How public opinion is shaping up in some candidate countries", NATO
Review, No. 3, May-June, 1997, p. 16. The greatest level of skepticism in Latvia
was reached in September 1997, when a survey showed that more than 40olo of
respondents were skcptical or even negatively inclined toward the EU (this was
among citizens; the views of non.citizens have not been examined very much, but
it is often assumed that many are skeptical or negatively inclined toward NATO,
less so toward the EU). Neatkariga Rita Avize, 16 September 1997.

ee ThelntzmationalHeralATiburw,30 May 1997, p. 8.
too Aena,2 January 1998, p. 6.
r0rSeeaninterviewwithRussianDeputyPrimeMinisterJ.UrinsoninlTuestija,

6 March 1998,p.2.
r02 Timofejev, L. "Jestj li v Rossiji narkomafija?" (Is there a narcomafia in

Russia?), Moskovskije Non-,osri, ZZ February - 1 March 1998, p.23.

Dietrich A. Loeber

HARMONIZATION OF THE LAW
OF THE BALTIC STATES

THE INTER-WAR PERIOD
(1e18-1e4O)

The legal system of the Baltic states in the inter-war period was

characterized by the fact that it was part of the continental European

legal system. This means that it was based on codified law in contrast to
the common law system of the Anglo-American world. lt was secular

law in contrast to the religious law of the Islamic or Jewish world.
( 1) The law of Estonia and Latvia was largely based on Roman law,

inasmuch as their civil law originated in the Baltic Provincial Code

compiled from Roman law sources in 1864. The law of Lithuania, on the
other hand, was shaped by Russian imperial law which had its own roots

and was not linked to Roman law. The Russian law had replaced the

Lithuanian Statute of 15BB as well as other Lithuanian legal sources.
(2) The law of Latvia as well as the law of Lithuania was each broken

up into two or more legal systems, operating mainly in border regions.

Latvia included Latgale, its eastern province, where Russian law was in
force, until unification was achieved in 1937. Lithuania also comprised

regions where the Code Napolcon was in force (as in Poland) or the
German Civil Code (in Klaipeda/Memel).

One specific feature of the three Baltic states was their effort to
achieve harmonization and unification of their laws in the inter-war
period.

Part 1: Harmonization and Unification of Laws of the Baltic States

1. The collection of documents which follows shows how the idea of
harmonization and unification of laws in the Baltic states was born, and
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how it developed from a private initiative into a systematic effort at the

government level.

The first step on record toward the goal of harmonization of laws in
thc Baltic stateswas an articlepublished in a law journal inRiga (Latvia)

in 1927 (Doc. 1-2). It was followed by a private conference in Tartu/
Dorpat (Estonia) in 1928, convened on the initiative of a group of
Baltic-German lawyers in Riga. (Doc. 3-5)

The conference papers of the Tartu/Dorpat conference were pub-

lished one year later, in book form. The book has become a rarity and

is almost unknown today. Hence, I have arranged for a reprint. (1996)

The Tartu conference led to a semi-official conference in Kaunas
(Lithuania) in 193 1 . It resulted in the setting up of a joint legal office

of the Baltic states. The 1934 Treaty on Cooperation provided a legal

basis for its operation. (Doc. l0-l l)
The experience of the Nordic countries in legal cooperation served

as a model right from the beginning. Already in1929, the Riga law
journal (mentioned above) carried an article by Birger Ekeberg' known
as one of the most outstanding advocates of joint Nordic legislation.
(Doc.7)

2. The work of harmonization and unification was difficult and not
smooth by any means. nevertheless, four conventions were adopted by

the Baltic states in the course of four-years:
1935 

-Convention 
on Recognition of Civil Judgements (Doc. 14)

1935 
-Convention 

onRecognition of CriminalJudgements (Doc. 14)

1938 - Convention on the Uniform Law on Bills of Exchange
(Doc. 15)

1938 - Convention on the Uniform Law on Checks (Doc. i5)
In spite of the difficulties which had to be overcome, this is an

impressive record which fares quite well when compared to the progress

made in the European Union.
3. Significant, not only from a human perspective, but also for legal

history, is the fate of those persons who were active in the field of
harmonization - who advocated it in law journals, who organized

conferences and who drafted legislation to be adopted in the three
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countries. These persons were about 25 in number. Most of them are

represented in the collection of documents (referred to above).

Biographical data show that out of 25 persons active in the field,
three had died prior to Soviet incorporation. The fate of one person

could not be traced. Of the remaining 21 persons:

6 were deported to the USSR
14 emigrated
1 died a natural death in the Baltic region during the German

occupation.
This is a truly tragic and frightening balance.

Part2t Perspectives and the Tasks Ahead
1. Vhat followed were 50 years of Soviet rule. The 1934 Treaty of

Cooperation was annulled by the new governments in 1940 on the
demand of the USSR. All work on harmonization was stopped. In fact,

no room remained for any intra-Baltic harmonization and unification
for the simple reason that Soviet law was introduced into the Baltic
states which was uniform for the whole Union.

2. The Baltic states regained sovereignty in 1989 and independence

in 1 991 . Each state was faced with the task of rebuilding its legal system.

Proceeding from the idea of legal continuity with pre-\World \Var Two
statehood, legislators began their work immediately and produced many

new laws in haste. This led to a drifting apart of the laws of Estonia,

Latvia and Lithuania.
3. Therefore, the issue of harmonization and unification of laws in

the Baltic states is once again on the agenda.

To accomplish the task, an organizational framework has been

created. It operates on various levels:
. the Chairmen of the three Baltic parliaments renewed in 1990 the

1934Treaty on Unity and Cooperation and revived the "Baltic Coun-
cil" (liquidated on Soviet demand in 1940)

o on the parliamentary level each parliament delegates 20 deputies
into the "Baltic Assembly" (founded 1 991 ). Its secretariat is located in
Riga

o on the governmental level a "Baltic Assembly" on the basis of a
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treaty concluded in 1994. Both bodies together form the "Baltic
Council".

r on the ministerial level a wide range of governmental agencies

have agreed to cooperate, for instance in such areas as foreign affairs,

internal affairs, defcnce, justice, culture, health, social welfare, envi-

ronment, finances, customs, transport
o on the level of local self-government
o on the non-governmental level. One example is the cooperation

among scholarly and educational institutions.
These bodies meet frequently and are active in a wide range of fields.

But in the specific area of harmonization and unification of legislation

the results are not impressive. Although agreements on cooperation
include commitments to the objective of harmonization and unification
of laws, words have as yet not fully been followed up by deeds. The

commercial code can serve as an exarrrple. In Estonia, a Commercial

Code was adopted in 1995. In Latvia, the draft of a commercial code was

published in 1996. In Lithuania, a commercial code is still being drafted.

The texts are not uniform.
4. The reasons for thc slow pace of harmonization of laws in the

Baltic today are manifold:
Any harmonization delays the adoption of legislation. The slowest

country determines the pace of the joint work. However, the Baltic
states are in haste and lack in patience. A uniform commercial code, for
example, would be important for economic recovery and investment,
but requires long and painstaking drafting.

Hectic law-making has produced uncoordinatcd, sometime cottra.
dictory laws and subordinate legislation. This creates problems inter-
nally within any given country, but impedes evcn more a trilateral
harmonization.

Thc first gencration of legislators in the Baltic after the countries

regained their independence is 
- 

by education, training, experience

and world outlook 
- 

to some degree not receptive to the idea of
harmonization and unification of laws. The efforts of these lcgislators is

directed primarily at their own country and does not always reach

?,ol

beyond one's oln borders. ln other words, such lcgislators are not
convinccd of the necessity of harmonization and do not see its advan-

tages. This attitude may change over time, when feverish legislative
activity ceases and when the situation has stabilized.

5. A significant factor in weighing the prospects for a harmonization
of law in the Baltic is the European lJnion. Since the aim of the Baltic
states is to join the European l-Jnion, an approximation of their
legislation to the standards of the Union is required. It will thus be

necessary to provide for structures and mechanisms to operate under a

common market. It is natural for the Baltic states to coordinate their
efforts toward this aim.

6. Apart from these more practical considerations, there is another

important factor which determines the prospects for harmonization and

unification. It is to be found in the intellectual and mental sphere, in the
minds of those who legislate. A generation of jurists which has engaged

in the study of comparative law, which has studied abroad for some time
or even graduated from a law school abroad (e. g. in the Nordic countries)
or which has gained experience with another legal system in the course

of professional work, are all likely to be more favorably disposed toward

the idea of harmonization and unification of law than a generation of
jurists without such insights. In other words, what matters is also the

academic background of legislators and their mental outlook.
Vhat is needed most, is the political will. Experience of the past and

the demands of the future suggest to work in the direction of a

harmonization and unification of law.

Harmonization of the Law of the Baltic States

The Inter-war Period ( 1918-1940)
Selected Materials (Excerpts) in Translation

I. Initiatives for a Harmonization of Laws at the Private Level
1. Rigasche Zeitschrift fur Rechtswissenschaft. Extends its Coverage

to Include Estonia.

To our Readers by Benno Berent, Editor of Rigasche Zeitschrift fiir
Rechtswissenschaft ,]^927 \.
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Z. Harmonization of Laws is Identified as an Objective.
Editorial Note by Benno Berent, Editor of Rigasche Zeitschrift fur
Rechtswissenschaft ( 1 928 ).

3. Tartu (Dorpat) Conference of 1928.
Foreword to the collection ofconference papers (1929),

published in Baltische Rechtsanleichung, 10 Jahre Gesetzgebung

Eslands und Lettlands (Riga) (1929).

4. Tartu (Dorpat) Conference of 1928.
Paul von Sokolowski (Riga), Introduction to the collection of
conference papers (1929),

published in Baltische Rechtsanleichung, 10 Jahre Gesetzgebung

Eslands und Lettlands (Riga) (1929).

5. Resolution of the Tartu (Dorpat) Conference of 1928,
published in Baltische Rechtsangleichung, 10 Jahre Gesetzgebung

Eslands und Lettlands (Riga) (1979).

6. Maksis Lazersons (Riga), Proposal for a Legal Research Institute of
the Baltic States,

published in Tieslietu Ministrijas Vestnesis (1929).

7 . Birger Ekeberg (Stockholm), Joint Legislation of the Nordic States,

published in Rigasche Zeitschrift fur Rechtswissenschaft (1929).

B. Igor Tiutriumov (Tartu), On Unification of Civil law,
published in Zakon I sud (Riga) (1929).

9. RZR Extends its Coverage to Include Lithuania.
Drafts of four Lithuanian commercial laws. Editorial comment by

Benno Berent, Editor of Rigasche Zeitschrift furRechtswissenschaft
( 1e3o).

II. Harmonization of Laws at the Govemment Level
10. Arturs Dzirkalis (Riga), Cooperation of the Baltic States in the Field

of Law,
ptrblished in Tieslietu Ministrijas Vcstnesis (1934).

11. Aleksandrs Mengelsons (Riga), \7ork of the Joint Legal Office of
the Baltic States,

published in Tieslietu ministrijas un tiesu vesture 1918-1938
1939).
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12. Armins Rusis (Riga), On Unification of International Legal Assis-

tance,
published in Tieslietu Ministrijas Vestnesis (1932).

13. Hermanis Albats (Riga), On the Conventions on the Mutual
Recognition of Court Decisions, published in Tieslietu Ministrijas
Vcstnesis (1936).

14. Conventions on the Mutual Recognition of Court Decisions of 1935.
(Valdibas Vestnesis Na 272 of November 29, 1935).

15. Conventions on a Uniform Law on Bills of Exchange and a Uniform
Law on Checks of 1938.
(Valdibas Vestnesis Nq 143 of June 30, 1938).

Document I
Rigasche Zeitschrift fur Rechtswissenschaft Extends

its Coverage to Include Estonia
To Our Readers

ue27l

Estonia should be included in the area covered by our work since both
neighbouring countries share not only common economic interests and

the same historical past, but also because both Latvia and Estonia have a

like inheritance in the field of law. Since close cooperation of both states

is now being initiated in the econornic sector, it appears necessary to bring
development in the legal sphere onto common ground as far as possible.

tn:.:"*or" of our journal will be further this objective.

The Editor

[Benno Berent]

Sornce: Rigsche Zeitschrift fw Rechtswissenschaft, 1 (1926127) 209 .

Document 2
Harmonization of the Laws of Latvia and Estonia

is Identified as an Objective
Editorial Note of the Rigasche Zeitschrift fur Rechtswissenschaft

Ire281
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Our aim is to continue to expand the cooperation of Estonian jurists
with the Rigasche Zeitschrift. This cooperation shall express efforts in
legal and economic life which can best be described by the concept of
harmonization 

- 
an objective being shared by the editors and leading

circles in the Baltic States. \7e are not alone in our work to harmonize
legal developments in Estonia and Latvia. Among others, the General
Secretary of the Latvian Foreign Ministry, Minister Albats, as well as

Prof. Piip, Dorpat scholar of international law, vigorously support a

harmonization of laws between the two countries, and this objective of
harmonization of laws was clearly expressed at the September 22 and23,
1928, Dorpat meeting of Baltic jurists.

A significant role in the discussion at this meeting was played by the
recognition of the acute danger of an unnecessary alienation and

separation of the Baltic states in their development of the legal sphere.
It was particularly the practical necessities of economic life which most
cogently demonstrated the urgency of harmonizing legal systems. The
purpose of the meeting consisted primarly in presenting reports on legal
development in both countries in order to alert organizations of jurists

and state officials in Estonia and Latvia of the urgency of a positive
solution to the problem of legal harmonization, and in order to stimulate
the start of practical work on the problem.

The aim which the journal RZR has set for itself is only one aspect

of the larger problem of the harmonization of laws and legal systems.

This larger problem of harmonization can only be solved by the
responsible organs of both states and we hope that this solution will be

found, supported by public opinion in both countries.

The Editor

[Benno Berent]

Source: Rigasche Zeitsclvift fw Rech*wissenschaft, 2 ( 19 27 | 28) 286-288
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Document 3

Tartu (Dorpat) Conference of 1928
Foreword to the collection of conference papers

The publication of the papers presented at the lst Baltic Conference
of Jurists held on September ZZ and 23, l9ZB, in Dorpat serves two
purposes: first, to draw attention to the dangers inherent in a divergent
development of the laws of Estonia and Latvia and to argue for the
necessity of legal harmonization between both countries, andl second, in
order to enable for the first time an overview of the legislative develop-
ment in both countries in the 1O-year period from 1918 to 1928.

Future work toward a harmonization of laws in the Baltic srates

should also include the third Baltic state. Lithuania.

The jurists assembled in Dorpat agreed among each other that the
great objective of unifying the laws of the Baltic srares could only be
achieved through the support of public opinion and the consensus of all
law associations in both countries, including the responsible state
.ttl:r of Estonia and Latvia.

Sotnce:BabischeRech*angleichung. l0JahreGesetrgebungEstlantsmAl-ettlands.

Referare der 1. BaltjschenJuristenkonferenTzuDorpat (1928) , Rec)al, 1929, pp.34.

Document 4
Tartu (Dorpat) Conference 1928

Introduction to the collection of conference papers
Professor Dr. Paul von Sokolowski (Riga)

The large and populous nations of the world, in spite of greatly
varying cultural and political histories, are 

- 
in their own vital interest

- 
today actively engaged in regulating the entire field of commercial

law according to uniform standards and principles. It is therefore
disconcerting that the two Baltic republics have each passed their own
legislation on important questions of commercial law, doing so in

rlr
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unnecessary haste and without due deliberation and also without the

slightest effort at bilateral agreement.

The stronsest bonds between the nations on the Baltic Sea and the

culture of theWest are the legacy of Roman law, whichextends farbeyond

national boundaries, and the deeply rooted appreciation for the legal

order. These protect against the influence of the East, which is formless

and without boundaries. Prior to the great war, the Russian intelligentsia
pursued the destruction of the hated European culture in the Baltic, but
succeeded only in part 

- 
failing due to the legal order in the Baltic.

Althoush the introduction of Roman law in Latvia and Estonia

occurred relatively late in terms of history, its elementary influence was

quick and strong. It provided the only well-established way to escape

from the enormous confusion of law which dominated in these coun-

tries due to the frequent change of rule, the destruction caused by war

and the chaos of economic depression. The acceptance of Roman law
is the result of self-government, aided and abetted by the diligent
*.:lt of law of the University of Dorpat.

Sance: Baltische Rechsanfuichung. 10 Jahre GesetzgebungEstlands wdlettlands.
Referate der 1 . BaltischenJwistenkurferenTTuDcrpat ( 1928) , Reval, 1929 , pp. 5-l1 ,

here pp. 6-7.

Document 5
Resolutions of the Tartu (Dorpat) Conference of 1928

(Unanimously adopted)
Among the elements of culture, law is a cultural value, which 

- 
due

to its common foundation 
- 

is strongly suited to serve as a bridge from

one people to another people and from one state to another state.

The common foundation of the law in force in Estonia and Latvia -
based on mutuality which goes back many generations and which shares

a common economic and political legacy within a newly ordered Europe

207

- 
should not be given up without compelling reasons, but should be

renewed and supplemented in certain areas. The special situation of
each country within its ethnographic, geographic-historical and eco-

nomic-social conditions should be taken into account.
The shared character of the law in force should be achieved by

unification of domestic legislation and international agreements.

In the first instance, one should strive for harmonization in the area

of commercial law. There is imminent danger here because of the
continual passage of new laws in this sector and because a drifting apart
at this level would substantially hinder the economic revitalization in
both countries.

In view of the fact that a systematically ordered commercial law is
lacking in both states, the Conference proposes the creation of a

commercial code which is based on common ground (law on checks, law
on bills of exchange, law on firms, law on corporations, mutual recog.
nition of legal documents).

It is noted with satisfaction that the Russian draft of 1903 serves as

the common basis in both states for new drafts of a criminal code and
that the procedural regulations of 1864 continue to serve as the legal
foundation for matters of criminal and civil procedure. Therefore, a

harmonized development of law in these areas appears to be assured.

In view of the significance which the common Baltic civil law in
force has achieved in the legal consciousness of the inhabitants of both
states, it is natural for both states to follow the same path in civil law
legislation, especially in law on obligations and property.

The Conference thus resolved:
that private lawyers' associations and official organs of the states of

Estonia and Latvia should be made aware of the urgency of a positive
solution to the problem of harmonization of laws and that practical
initiation of the work be stimulated.

Sotnce: Baltische Rechsanfuichrmg. 10 Jalve GesetzgebungEstlmds mAkttlands.
Referate der L BakischenJuistenkonferenTTuDorpat (1928) , Reual, 1929, pp.240-

241.
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Document 6
Proposal for a Legal Research lnstitute of the Baltic States

(Project)
Maksis Lazersons

[1e28]
Today, in the aftermath of change on the political map, completely

new and thus far unresolved challenges face all of Europe in the

economic and legal sphere, and it appears indispensable, that also the

universities should express their authoritative word in the transforma'

tion and reform of these new relations. The legislative institutions and

espe cially the separate departments are frequently unable to do research

in the required depth. They work from one matter to the next.

Information is often gathered casually and with insufficient thorough'
ness, since action is required without delay. All of this leads to the

necessity of often having to revise and amend what has already been

done.

If the Legal Research Institute in Riga wishes to fulfill its important

mission to harmonize Baltic law, then it must first establish close

contacts with all of the institutions and offices which currently are

engaged in the process of preparation and drafting of legislation.

Without question, such contacts could not be established without

the cooperation of the respective governments. Only in the instance

that the individual governments of the Baltic states become fully
conscious of and accede to the importance of this objective, will it be

possible for the harmonization of Baltic law to continue its course. A
Legal Research Institute in Riga must, in its work, enjoy the cooperation

of all the Baltic governments, since this is not an idea of simply academic

interest, but one of great practical significancc. In this cra of developing

codification of international law, a Legal Research Institute in Riga rvill

earn broad sympathy not only within the Baltic states themselves, but

also far from its borders in the nations of \Testern Europe and in

America. The harmonization of Baltic law will not only be an important
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cultural-legal achicvcmcnt, but will also be thc bcst counter-argument
to the so-called balkanization of the Baltic-

Without the existence of regular relations with individual parlia-
mentary committees and judicial organs and their offices, a Legal

Research lnstitute must establish an Institute of the Standing Con-
gresses of Baltic Jurists. These congresses must be held on a rotation
basis in the different Baltic states. 'Ihis will create a foundation for
mutual rapprochement and familiarity between the jurists and the
legislators, and will also serve government research. Furthermore, these

congresses will promote the flourishing of Baltic legal science, without
which a harmonization of legal systems is not possible.

A Legal Research Institute in Riga, including its various branches
and links, can without question occupy one of the most honored places

in the current renewal of leeal science in the Baltic states.

Sowce:TieslieaMinisuijasVestnesis, 10(1929)379-390,herepp.379,38U390.

Document 7

Joint Legislation of the Nordic States
Dr. Birger Ekeberg

Former Member of the Swedish Supreme Court
Chairman of the Commission for Reform of the Civil Code

lre29l
The prerequisites for successful cooperation between Denmark,

Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden in the area of lawgiving can be

regarded today as being extremely favorable from any point of view. The
strong feeling among all of these peoples of belonging to each other is

based on a sound historical foundation. Since ancient times, there have
been personal, cultural and economic ties between thcm 

- to a large

degree furthered by not only geographic location, but also by ethno-
graphic, linguistic, social and political conditions. The Danish, Norwe-
gian and Swedish languages are not only spoken in all of Scandinavia,
but are also understood widely in Finland and lceland. Economic and

i
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social conditions, customs and views are in the main so similar, that the

legislative problems are basically the same: the lack of conflict in the

sphere of religion has also been significant in certain legislative areas.

Sozrce: Rigasch e Zeitschift fin Rechtscrlisseruchaft, 3 ( 1929) 225-234 , here p. 225 .

Document 8
On Unification of Civil Law

Igor Tiutriumov
lr92el

Coordination of the legislation of the Baltic states can be easily

achieved, cspecially between Estonia and Latvia, where the same law is

in force 
- 

Part 3 of the Collection of Provincial Law of the Baltic
governments. The situations is somewhat more difficult in the case of
Lithuania, where the civil law in force is based on a great variety of
sources, namely, the Russian Civil Code (Volume 10, Part 1 of the

Collection of Laws), the Provincial Law of the Baltic governments (Part

3), the Code Civil and others. This diversity...can render the harmo-
nization of law in Lithuania with the legislation of the other states of the
Baltic region more difficult, but it does not exclude this possibility.

Source: Zakon I sud (Riea) , 1 (1929) col. 4-7 , here col. 7 .

Document 9
Drafts of Four Lithuanian Commercial Laws ( 1930)

Translated, annotated and provided by Oskar von Buchler, Kaunas.
The drafts were prepared by the Valstybes Taryba (State Council)... and

published in February, 1930.

Editorial Comment to the Drafts
The question of the harmonization of laws between the Baltic states

- 
i1 qon112st to the strongly furthered unification of laws within each

of the states - 
has not been turned into reality, even though the

necessity of the realization of this objective has been recognized in

important economic circles as rvell as arnong the jurists.

2rl

One of the most serious obstacles to the achievement of ttre major
task of harmonization is the fact that almost all legislative drafts and
laws, regardless of whether they come from Estonia, Latvia or Lithuania,
are almost exclusively written and published in the respective official
language of the state, thus precluding an examination of the new
legislative works by experts in the other countries.

The necessity of finding a common language in the Baltic has been
expressed often enough -.,p to now however without success, since the
official state organs do practically nothing in this direction, regardless
of whether their offices are in Estonia, Latvia or Lithuania. As a result,
it is not surprising that nearly every new law and draft of law is made in
ignorance of the newest legislative developmcnts in the neighbouring
countries. Hence, the community here must resort to self-help and set

a good example for the state organs. Accordingly, we take particularly
great pleasure to present our readers with four drafts of Lithuanian
commercial law fin German translation] in the hope that these drafts
can be used as materials for the draft of a Latvian commercial code.

The Editor

[Benno Berent]

Sowce : Rigasche fui*clvift fw Rech*wissercchaft, 4 ( 19 30) 280 .

Document 10

Cooperation of the Baltic States in the Field of Law
[covering the period from 1931 to 19341

Arturs Dzirkalis

lr934l

The young Baltic states are bound by a common history, by good
neighbourly relations, but especially important are their economic
interests and political considerations. \Vhen the new narions obtained
their liberty, they were initially forced by practicaliry to continue using
Russian laws. However, very soon both Latvia and the neighbouring
Baltic states discarded many of the previous Russian legal institutions
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which were not in conformity with the principles of liberty of the new

states, with their national cultures and with the structure of life in their
society. Hence, whereas the Russian government 

- 
with few excep'

tions 
- 

had previously issued the same laws for all of the three Baltic
states, each of these countries, upon obtaining their liberty, took

completely independent paths. In the first years of independence, the

new states were involved with the extremely feverish task of reconstruc'

tion and renewal. There was not much time to examine how this or that
legal issue had been resolved in the neighbouring countries. On the

other hand, today 
- 

nearly 20 years later, when the legal systems of the

Baltic states have achieved stabilitv. the time has come to examine

whether the Baltic states should not only seek a common path politi-
cally, but also juridically.

I.

The next stage of cooperation is the harmonization of legislation.
This harmonization of legislation is mandated by the proximity of
common interests of the Baltic states and by their shared history. Of
course, legislation can not be harmonized in government and adminis-

trative legal branches, since issues here are decided by each state

individually based on internal political circumstances. The necessity of
harmonization also does not apply to laws on procedure and the
judiciary system. Herc it is sufficient to have a solid exchange of
information.

On the other hand, unity and uniformity of legislation is extremely

desirable in material private law, commercial law, corporation law and

material criminal law. As far as these branches of law are concerned, we

might adopt the following principles: insofar as the laws of the three

Baltic states are uniform, it is desirable that changes of these laws be

done jointly and be harmonized with the laws of the other states. Insofar

as the laws of the three Baltic states differ from each other, it is desirable

that changes of these laws do not increase the distance between them,

but rather that they approach the existing laws in the Baltic states. In
general, one should note that changes of laws which increase the
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distance between the legislation of the Baltic states should only be

permissible if mandated by utter necessity.

II.
Continuing at this point with the practical steps toward coopera-

tion in the legal sphere, it must be pointed out that jurists in the Baltic
states already expressed the idea of cooperation ten years ago. The
discussion at the rime was limited to smaller individual cooperative
efforts. Only much later, when the matter had become ripe for action,
was there a movement to call a conference of jurists. In this conne c-
tion, at the initiative of Lithuania, a conference of the representatives
of the Latvian, Lithuanian and Estonian ministries of justice took
place on. January 13, 1931 in Kaunas, at which conference the
participants concluded that the question of the unification of laws was

very difficult and demanded through preparation beforehand, that it
was not possible immediately to turn to the work of drafting common
legislation, that it was first necessary to become familiar with what had
previously been achieved in the legislation of the three Baltic stares,
and that a congress of jurists of the Baltic nations should be called to
stimulate cooperation in the legal sphere. Since the initiative in this
matter had come from Lithuania, the conference participants resolved
to hold the first congress of the jurists of the Baltic states in the Spring
of l93l in Lithuania.

III.
The congress took place on May 2I,22 and 23 in l93l in Kaunas.

There were 69 participants, 3B from Lithuania, 24 from Latvia and 7

from Estonia. In addition to the official state delegates from Larvia,
Lithuania and Estonia, participants also included representatives of
parliament, of the ministry of foreign affairs, of the ministry of justice,
and of the courts, the universities and lawyers' associations.

Many papers were presented at the congress on the future coopcra-
tion among the Baltic states.

The congress resolved:
a) To carefully follorv the activities of official as well as privare
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organizations who werc working in the legal field and in the direction
of unification.

b) To take part in the activities of such organizations if possible.

c) To discuss the question of acceding to conventions on legal

unification as drafted by international organizations.

d) To acknowledge, a) that the fact that the Uniform Law on Bills of
Exchange adopted at the 1930 Geneva Conference departs from the

Russian regulations on bills of exchange is not so important as to preclude

acceding to the Geneva Convention on a Uniform Law on Bills of
Exchange, considering the option of making reservations provided therein;

b) that the Uniform Law on Checks, adopted at the Geneva Conference

of 193i, in its most important provisions with respect to the so-called

external rights on checks is based on generally recognized principles

applicable to checks as vzell as on fundamental principles adopted in the

Uniform Law on Bills of Exchange, for which reason acceding to the

Convention on a Uniform Law on Bills of Exchange also opens the
possibility of acceding to the Convention on a uniform Law on Checks,

and; c) that it is desirable, that all three Baltic states jointly decide the

question of acceding to the conventions discussed above.

e) To discuss the question of acceding to the convention on mutual
execution of the decisions of courts and arbitrators.

f) To discuss the question of drafting norms for conflicts of law.

g)To acknowledge as desirable theworking out of jointprinciples on

bankruptcy law for all three states.

In order to put the named principles into action and to develop

methods for maintaining standing contacts between the jurists of the

Baltic states, the congress resolved to establish a permanent joint legal

office for the representatives of the ministries of justice of Latvia,

Lithuania and Estonia.

IV.
Based upon the congress resolution, the first meeting of the Joint

Legal Officc of the Baltic states took place on October 1 2 and 13, l93I
in Riga.
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V.
Subsequent to the second, larger, mecring of the Joint Legal Office,

the unification of laws and the cooperation of the jurists of the Baltic
states continued unabated.

Taking into account the resolution of the commission of jurists, the
Latvian Ministry of Justice asked Prof. Dr. A. Loeber to draft the text of
the Law on Bills of Exchange. Professor Loeber had already drafted the
Uniform Law on Bills of Exchange [for the Baltic srates] and it has been
sent for review to the ministries of justice of Estonia and Lithuania. Since
the draft on the Uniform Law on Bills of Exchange was worked out
according to principles recommended by the commission of jurists, no
objections are expected from our neighbours and all three Baltic states will
be able to accede jointly to the Geneva conventions discussed above.

It must be noted here that the League of Nations has a great deal of
interest that as many nations as possible accede to these conventions, not
only because of the importance of the laws themselves, but also as a matter
of prestige. Moreover, it is very important for us to accede to these
conventions, since in this manner we bind ourselves organically to the
laws of Vestem Europe. Our en bloc accession would make a great
impression in Geneva. This would bear witness to our cooperation and to
o"t.1:t"t strength and would mandate that this strength be respected.

Source: TieslienMinistrijas Vesurcsis, 15 (1934) 320-328, here pp. 320-324,327-
3 28 (footrntes omitted) .

Document l l
Work of the Joint Legal Office of the Baltic States

[covering the period from 1935 to 1939]

Aleksandrs Mengelsons

lre39)
In the last years the Ministry of Justice has been very active in the

area of the international unification of the laws. After the 1 93 1 congress

I
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of jurists in Kaunas, the Joint Legal Office of the Baltic States was

established with the objective of promoting legal unification in the

three Baltic states - Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania - and to exchange

information concerning current legislation in these countries. The first
meeting of the Legal Office took place in 193 1 in Riga, but had more an

informative nature. The first actual working session occurred in March

29 and 30. 1935, in Tallinn.

The agenda of the Legal Office was the Law on Checks drafted by the

Lithuanianbranch of the LegalOffice and theLaw onBills of Exchange,

the Law on Bankruptcy, the Law on Conflicts of Laws, the Law on

Extradition of Criminals and Criminal Statistics, all drafted by the

Latvian branch.
The work is crowned with success - the Legal Office adopted the

drafts on the Law on Bills of Exchange and the Law on Checks.

In the other questions on the agenda, the Legal Office exchanged

opinions for the purpose of a subsequent complete drafting of the

projects.

On January 10, 1937, the first two conventions concluded - the

conventions on mutual execution of court decisions and on [criminal]
recidivists - went into force.

From June B-10, 1936, the next plenary session of the Legal Office
took place in Riga. No draft was adopted here, with the exception of new

regulations for the Legal Office, but the drafts were further discussed,

especially the Laws on Bills of Exchange and Checks.

On April 9, 1938, in Kaunas, Lithuania, the Foreign Ministers
and Envoys respectively signed the convention regarding the Laws

on Bills of Exchange and Checks. On October 1, 1938, all three

Baltic states introduced the new Laws on Bills of Exchange and

Che.cks.

Sulrce: Tiesliew mirustnjas un tiesu uestwe 1918-1938, Riga (1939) pp. 116, 118-

ZL?

Document 12

On Unification of International Legal Assistance in Latvia,
Lithuania and Estonia

Armins Rusis

Ir932l

Such subtypes of intemational legal assistance in criminal matters as

the execution of tasks ordered by a court, summoning of witnesses, experts

and accused, and issuance of property. . . have recently become ever more
important. These subtypes are regulated mainly in the form of extradition
conventions which are also called international legal assistance treaties in
criminal matters... But since the said subtypes are increasingly regulated
by international agreements [to which the Baltic states have not yet
acceded], uniformity here is strongly endangered. Hence, these develop-
ments provide one of the most compelling reasons to obtain unification,
as far as this is possible, in the intemal legislation of the three Baltic states.

This movement should go hand-in-handwith the unification of criminal
law in Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia, before these states depart too far
from the previously existing common foundations of their laws.a

Source: TiesliewMinistrijasVesrnesis, 13 (1932) 22U242, here p. 222.

a This idea has been raised several times by most honored mentor, H. Albats,
regarding not only criminal laws but also with respect to conflict of laws norms

applicable to international civil law (found particularly in his paper presented at the

first congress ofjurists of Lithuania, Estonia andLatvia inKaunas inSpring of 1931.)

Document 13

On the Conventions of the Baltic States for the Mutual Recognition
and Execution of Court Decisions

Hermanis Albats

Ire3el
On January 10 of this year, two conventions signed among Latvia,

Estonia and Lithuania went into effect, namely, the conventions on
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mutual recognition and execution ofcourt decisions, both in crirninal menrioned in Section 1 of this law is to b€ published with this law,
and civil matters. These conventions are significant successes in the together with its translation in the Latvian language.
cooperation of the Baltic states in the judicial and legislative spheres. 3. The convention takes effect pursuant to the time and manner
Moreover, they have a Ereat practical importance. provided for in Section 4 of the convention.

Riga, November 29, 1935 President of the State A. Kviesis

Source : Tieslieu Minisrrijas Vesrnesis, 1 7 ( 19 3 6) 204 -209, here p. 204 . Sowce:LikumuunMinish-Ltkabinetanoteikumukrajunts,1935,No.23,itemslS9,

t9l
Document 14

Conventiom Documert l5
Mutual Recognition ofcourt DecisioB (1935) Conventions

Law on the Convention betweetr Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania on Uniform Law on Bilh ofExchange
Muoral Recognition and Execution ofJudgements in Civil MatterE Uniforin I3w on Checkr ( 1918)

(Valdibas Vcstnesis No. 272 ofNovember 29, 1935) Law on the Convention between l,atvia, &toda and Lithuania on a
1. The "Convention between Estonia, Lawia and Lithuania on Uniform Law on Bills ofDxchange

Mutual Recognition and Execution of Judgements in Civil Matters", (Valdibas Vcstnesis No. 143 of June 30, 1938)
signed in Kaunas on November 14, 1935, is adopted and confirmed by l. The "Convention between Lawia, Estonia arrd Lithuania on a

this law. Uniform l-aw on Bills ofExchanee", siened in Kaunas on April9, 1938,
2. The law takes effect on the day of publication. The convention is adopted and confirmed by this law.

mentioned in Section 1 of this law is to be published with this law, 2. The law takes effect on the day of publication. The convention
together with its translation in th€ Latvian language. mentioned in Section I of this law is to be published with this law,

3. The convention takes e{fect pursuant to the time and manner together with its translation in the l-atvian language.
provided for in Section 11 of the convention. 3. The convention takes effect pursuant to the time and manner

Riga, November 29, 1935 President of the State A. Kviesis provided for in Section 5 of the convention.
Riga, June 29, 1938 K. Ulmanis,

Law on the Convention b€tween Estonia, ktvia and Lithuania on President of the State and Prime Minister
Mutual Recognition of Prewiously Made judgeme$s in Criminal

Matten Law on ihe Convention between Latvia, Eftonia and Lithuania on a
(Valdibas V.stnesis No. 272 ofNovernber 29, 1935) Uniform Law on Checkr

1. The "Convention between Estonia, Lawia and Lithuania on (Valdibas Vestnesis No. 144ofJulv, 1938)

Mutual Recognition of Previously Made Judgements in Civil Matters", 1. The "Convention between Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania on a

signed in Kaunas on November 14, 1935, is adopted and con{irmed by Uniform Law onChecks", signed in Kaunas on April9, 1938, is adopted

this law. and confirmed by this law.
2. The law takes effect on the dav of Dublication. The convention 2. The law takes effect on the dav of oublication. The conv€ntion
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mentioned in Section 1 of this law is to be published with this law,
together with its translation in the Latvian language.

3. The convention takes effect pursuant to the time and manner
provided for in Section 5 of the convention.

Riga, June 29,1938 K. Ulmanis,
President of the State and Prime Minister

S owce : Likwnu un Minisuu knbirvn noteikwrw krajmrs, I 93 8, No. 29, itzms 1 5 0-
l)1.

Short Biographies of Pre-war Authors and Editors Whose
Works Have Been Included in the Collection

Brief biographies of pre.war authors and editors whose works have been
included in this collection

Albats, Hermanis (1879-1947). Secretary general of the Latvian Foreign
Ministry, 1922.L933; docent at the University of Latvia, l9Zl.l939; professor,
1939-1940; Iector in international rights; deported in 1941; died in Vjatlag.
Sources: State Archive of Latvia, Records Group 1986, Inventory No. 1, File
38908. See also Birzir,ra, L. Profesors Hermanis Albats. Riga (1992), 24 pp. Also
VidiqS, J., Karogs, No. 2, 1990. Also Es sapni par dzimteni pagalvi lik5u. Riga
(1993), Vol. 1, pp. 92-94. Mention: Document 30.

Berent, Benno (1892-1946) . Attorney in R1ga,1920.1939; Minister of Justice
oftheRepublicoflatvia, L9Z9;editorofRigascheZeitschriftfurRechtswissenschaft,
1926-1931 (except 1979)i emigrated in 1939; died in a Soviet prisoner-of-war
camp near Valka. Sources: Temida, No. 1, 1991, p. 18. Latvijas Jurists, No. 5,
1993, p. ll. Deutschbaltisches biographisches Lexikon. Cologne (1970).
Mention: Doc. 1, Z,7, 13.

Buchler, Oskar von. Mention: Doc. 6.
Bukovskii, Vladimir (1867.1939). Docent at the Universitv of Latvia, 1921-

193 1; professor,1932.1937; lector on civil procedure rights; senator,1934-1937;
died in Riga. Sources: LU l9L9-1929; LU 1919-1939; Tieslietu Ministrijas
Vestnesis, 1937,pp.927-931;Jurists,1937,coI.111,113;Zakonisud,1937,col.
3666. Mention: Doc. 12.

DiSlers, Karlis (1878.1954). Docent at the University of Latvia, 1920-1932;
professor, 1932.1940; lector on administrative and state rights; dean, Faculty of
Economics and Law, several occasions beginning in 1923; member of Parliament,
1925-1928; editor, Tieslietu Ministrijas Vestnesis, 1937.1939; Deported with
family in 1941, died during deportation. Sources: Latvian State Archive, Records
Group 1986, Inventory l, File 17956; Birzi4a, L. LU Juridiskas fakultetes
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dibinetaji un tas ilggadcjais dekans profesors Karlis Di5lers. Riga (1991);Zvargzne,
No. 11, 1990, pp.6.7. Mention Doc.77.

Dzirkalis, Arturs (1901. ). Attorney in Riga; member, Legal Consultation
Office, Ministry of Justice, 1933-1940; emigrated in 1994, eventually to the
United States. Sources: Tieslietu ministrijas un tiesu v6sture. Riga (1939), p. 45;
Es viryu pazrstu, 1939; Archivs, Vol. 11, 1971,p.254. Mention: Doc77.

Ekeberg , Birger (1880-1968). Justice, Swedish State court, 1975-1927;
chairman, Legislation Commission, Swedish Parliament, 1927.1931; president,
Swedish Crown Court, 1931-1946; Riksmarskalk 1947-. Source: Svenskt
forfattarlexikon 1941.1950. Stockholm (1953). Mention: Doc. 3.

Freimanis (von Freymann), Rudolfs ( 1 860. I 934 ). Russian senat or, 19 14 -1917 ;
legai advisor, Latvian embassy in Moscow, 1927.1926; attomey in Riga ,1926-1934;
editor, Rigasche Zeitschrift fur Rechtswissenschaft, l9Z8.l9Z9 and 1931.1934;
author, "Der lettlaendisch-russische Friedensvertrag von 1920 und seine
Verwirkiichung", Riga, 1927,34pp.;editor, Latvijaskonkursalikumi. Riga (1934).
Sources: Latvis, 19 July 1934;Zakon i sud, No. 6,1934, col. 1627 -1678; Rigasche
Zeitschriftfur Rechtswissenschaft, Vol. 8,19341L935,pp. 73.75; Deutschbaltisches
biographisches Lexikon. Cologne (1970). Mention: Doc. 12, 16.

Freymann - see Freimanis.
Grohmann, 'Woldemar 

( 1873-1950), dr. iur. Director, Department of Indus-
try, Finance Ministry of Russia; active state counselor; counselor, Labor Ministry
of Estonia, 1918.1940; Estonian representative to the International Labor Orga-
nization, Geneva, c. 1920.1930. Emigrated, lived in Poznan (Posen), died in
Munich. Source: Eesti Vabariigi kodakondsuset lahkunud isikute nimestik.
Tallinn (1940), p. 76. Report, Justus Grohmann, Kiel ( 1996). Mention: Doc. 9,
lu.

Grunthal, Timotheus ( 1893.1955). Chairman, Civil Departmenr, Estonian
State court, 1928.1940. Emigrated in1944, died in Stockholm. Source: Eesti
AvalikudTagelased. Tartu ( 1932). Report, H. Lender, Sweden ( 1983 ). Mention:
Doc.8.

Gruzenberg, Oskar Osipovid (1866-1940). Attorney in St. Petersburg,1905-
1917; Russian senator,1917. Emigrated, 1920, lived in Berlin and, from 1926.
1932, in Riga. Attorney in Riga; co.founder, Russian Legal Association of Larvia;
editor, Zakon i sud. Lived in Nice, France, 1932-1940, died in France. Source:
"I.L. Citron", in O.O. Gruzenberg, Oierki i reii. New York (1944), pp. 45.57.
Mention: Doc.5.

Hasselblatt, Verner (1890.1958). Attorney in Tartu, 1917 and 1920-1932;
member of Parliament of Estonia, 1923-I932; secretary general, European Union
of German Minorities, Berlin, 1932.1945; died in Luneburg. Source:
Deutschbaltisches biographisches Lexikon. Cologne (1970): Thomson, E.,
"Werner Hasselblatt", Arbeitshilfe, Bonn, No. 5711990. Mention: Doc. 9, 11.

Imberg, Kurt. Berlin, Mention: Doc. 8.
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Jakobi, Petr Nikolaevia (1876 - c. 1945). Staff member, Russian Ministry of
Justice in St. Petersburg; emigrated to Latvia after the Russian revolution; staff
member,LegalConsultationOffice,LatvianMinistryofJustice, 1920-1936;long-
time member, punitive legislation commission; founder, Russian Legal Associa-
tion ofLatvia; co-editor, Zakon i sud, l9Z9-1938; arrested in 1940, deported, died
in deportation. Sources: Tieslietu ministrijas un tiesu vesture, Riga ( 1939), pp.

41 and 45; Posev, No. 3, 1981, p.46; Journal ofBaltic Studies, Vol. 16, 1985, pp.
399, 402. Mention: Doc. 5.

Lazersons, Maksis ( 1887-1950). Memberof Parliament oflatvia, 1922-1931;
imprisoned after the Latvian coup of 1934; emigrated to Palestine, then the United
States, c. 1935; professor, Columbia University, died in New York. Sources: The

Jews in Latvia. Tel Aviv (I97I), pp.295-797; Slld", A. Latvijas vesture 1914-
1940. Stockholm ( 1976), p. 590; Sitd., a. Pirma republika. Brooklyn ( 1982 ), p.

314. Mention: Doc.4.
Loeber, August (1865-1948). Senator, 1918-1938; docent at the University

of Latvia, l9Z0-l930,professor, 1930- 1935; emigrated in 1939, died in Schleswig-
Holstein. Sources: Tieslietu Ministrijas Vestnesis, 1935, pp. 782-783, reprinted
in Latvijas jurists, No. 10, 1990, p. 3; Temida, No. 3, 1990, pp. 15-17; Zvaigzne,
No. 9/10, 1991, pp. 26-27;Senators Augusts Lcbers. Riga (1990); leskats Latvijas
Senata spriedumos un senatora Augusta L€bera rakstos. Riga (1992); Birzi4a, L.
Senators August Lcbers. Dzive un darbs. Riga (1995). Mention: Doc. 10, 32.

Mengelsons, Aleksandrs ( 1 896-194 1 ). Director, Courts Department, Minis-
try of Justice, 1935-1940; chairman, Latvian Division, Baltic Attomeys Office,
1935.1940; deported in l94L with his family, died in deportation. Sources:
Latvian State Archive, Records group 1987, File 14002; Tieslietu ministrijas un
tiesu vcsture. Riga (1939), pp. 55, 57,1L8,280; Es viSru pazistu. Riga (1939);
These Names Accuse. Stockholm (1951), p. 308. Mention: Doq 25,28.

Millers (Mueiler), Vilhelms (1895-1945). Attorney in Riga, c. 1925-1939;
editor, Rigasche Zeitschrift fur Rechtswissenschaft, 1934-1939 emigrated in
1939disappeared during militar service in 1945 in Poiand. Source: Album
fratrum Rigensiurn. Hamburg (1981), p.459. Mention: Doc. 20.

Mincs (Mintz), Pauls (1868-1941); Attorney in Riga, 1890-1917 and 1918;
State Controller, 19L9-1921; member, Constitutional Convention, 1920-1922;
docent at the University bf Latvia, l9l9-l9Zl, professor, 1921-1938; lector in
criminal law; Latvian delegate to the lnternational Bureau for Unification of
Criminal Law, Bucharest, 1935; co-editor, Zakon i sud, 1929-1930; deported in
1941, died in deportation. Sources: Latvian State Archive, Records group 1986,
Inventory 1, File 17150 and Inventory 2, File 10145; Tieslietu Ministrijas
VEstnesis, 1938, p. 876; The Jews in Latvia. Tel Aviv (1971), pp.254-156:'
Birzi4a, L. LU profesori Roberts Akmenti4S un Pauls Mincs. Riga (1992).
Mention: Doc.5.

Mueller - see Millers.
Noges, Valter ( I 905 - ). Staff member, Estonian Ministry of Justice; reported
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in 1941, died in deportation. Source: Report from list of students at Tartu
University. Mention: Doc. 19.

Robinzonas, Jokubas (1889- c. 1985). Attorney, Kaunas, 1922-194A; member
of Lithuanian Parliament, 1923-1927; emigrated to the United States, 1940; staff
member, Columbia University, New York; participated in the founding of the
United Nations as a legal counselor, 1945; Israeli representative to the UN, 1949-
1957; lecturer, Hague Academy, 1958. Sources: Recueil des Cours, Vol. 94,1958
lI, pp. 493-496. Encyclopedia Judaica. Jerusalem (197 l), Vol. 14; Encyclopedia
Lituanica. Boston, Vol. 4; Yad Vashem Studies. Yad Vashem (1977), Vol. 12, p.
XIl. Lietuviskoji tarybine enciklopedija. Papildymai. Vilnius (1985). Mention:
Doc.24.

Rtsis, Armins (1907-1987). Assistant, Faculty of Economics and Law,
University of Latvia, 1939-1940; emigrated in 1944; doctorate at the UNRRA
University in Munich; emigrated to the United States, 1947; staff member, Baltic
Research Sector, Library of Congress, 1952 - retirement, died near Washington,
D.C. Sources: universitas, No. 40, 1977 , pp.82.83; Universitas, No,, 60, 1987,
pp.74-75. Mention: Doc. 15.

Schilling, Carl von - see Sillings.
Selter, Karl (1898-1958). Estonian foreign minister, 1938-1939; lived in

Geneva after Vorld \far II, died in Geneva. Source: Eesti noukogude
Entsiklopeedia, Vol. 7. Tallinn (L975). Mention: Doc. 12.

Stegmans (Stegman), Helmuts (1892.1983). Member, Riga District Court,
1921.1928; attorney in Riga, l9ZB-1939; member, Riga City Council, 1921.
1933; member of Parliament,1933.1934; chairman, Riga Association of German
Attorneys, 1936-1938; emigrated in 1939; judge in Stuttgart, 1952.1957 died in
BadTeltze. Sources: Tieslietuministrijasuntiesuvcsture. Riga(1939),p.279.
Baliing,M.O. VonRevalbisBukarest,Vol. 1. (1991),p. 148. Mention: Doc. 17.

Sablovskij, I.S. (18?3-1934). Attorney in Riga, 1899.1934; chairman and
founder, Russian Legal Association of Latvia; co-editor, Zakon i sud, 1929.1934.
Source: Zakon i sud, 1934, No. 10, col. 1753.1754. Mention: Doc. 5.

Sllht'tgs, Keriis (Schilling, Carl von) (18?3.1954). Justice, Riga District
Court, 1918.1923; member, Courts Chamber, 1923-1935; docent, Herder Insti-
tute, 1920-1927, professor, 1927.1939; lector in civil rights; co.founder and long-
term chairman of the Riga Association of German Attorneys; emigrated in 1939,
died in Hamburg. Sources: Tieslietu ministrijas un tiesu vesture. Riga ( 1939), pp.
234 and 278; Deutschbaltisches biographisches Lexikon. Cologne (1970).
Mention: Doc. 1, 8, 14, 21, 22.

Tjutrjumov, IgorMatveevia(1865.1943). Professor,UniversityofSt.Peters-
burg; Russian senator; emigrated to Estonia after the Russian revolution; profes-
sor, Tartu University, 1920-1938. Sources: Istorija PravitelstvujuSdego Senata.
St. Petersburg (191 1), Vol. 4, p. 494; Sovetskoe pravo. Tallinn (1977), p. 400;
Istorija tartuskogo universiteta 1632.1982. Tallinn (1982), p. 182. Mention:
Doc.5.
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