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I ntroduction

The am of the research is to assess the security prospects of the three Baltic Sates eight
years after the restoration of their independence in 1991 in the context of European
integration processes. During that time Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania have established
democratic societies, building free market economies and griving for full involvement into
Trans-Atlantic structures and European integration processes. All three states have chosen
their foreign and security policy priorities, namey, membership in the EU and NATO.

EU and NATO enlargement issues, however, appear more complex and controversid than
inthar initid phase and the diplomeatic efforts of the Bdtic States toward implementing their
pro-western policy of integration have not been always met with success. It has become
clear that stated foreign and security policy goas and efforts toward implementation of these
aswell asthe democratic orientation of the Sates are in themsalves not enough to gain
security for the Baltics on a permanent basis, that is, to achieve the irreversibility of restored
independence.

Ingtability in the internationa system &fter the end of the Cold War and on-going systemic
changes make their presence felt on Baltic politicians making them congtantly aert to even
the dightest shift in internationa undercurrents that may determine the future status of Bdltic
dates in the new world order now emerging. The Baltic States accordingly must show
flexibility in coping with prevailing politicd reditieswhile a the same time reassarting their
foreign policy goas. Hitherto, there has been no indication that the strongly pro-western
orientation of the Baltic States could be questioned by internationa community.

The period of euphoriaand resultant illusions about the quick emergence of a new European
security architecture after the collapse of the bipolar world order has come to an end. The
debate today is no longer defined by illusons of tota friendship and peaceful transformation
of theinternationa system but rather by a set of comprehensive and complex issues
including ethnic conflicts, military confrontations, border disputes, refugees and illegd

migration, organised crime, drugs, money laundering, and Kosovo criss.



The Bdltic sates dready enjoy full membership in the UN, The OSCE, they are associate
partners of the WEU, they have ratified European agreements with the EU. The promise
given by European indtitutions that “Europe is going East” has been kept planting thereby
the firg roots of political belief in the Baltics that they will join the Club in the nearest future.
Some of promises had become aredity. Estonia has been invited to start negotiations with
the EU and Latviaand Lithuaniais expecting to receive the same invitation in the end of
1999. The Washington Summit named dl three Baltic States as candidates for the next
round of enlargement.

However, security prospects for the Baltic States are clear thereis still a question -what
policies should be chosen in order to peed up their European integration processes.
Therefore, the next decade for the Batics will be characterised by determined effortsto find
the best possible solutions for ther fragile security Stuation within the context on ongoing
process of integration.

A threshold of the research isintegration process. In the project integration will be analysed
in both —in the eastern and the western regions of Europe. Higtorically, these two regions
demondtrated two models of integration - either voluntary and consensud, or enforced and
coerced, know asimperidism. Itis, of course, difficult to imagine traditiona coercive
methods renewing empires being used today. However, it cannot be denied that integration
processes taking place east of the Bdltics are different to the Western tradition., and
therefore, the analyss of themisin order.

In fact, the Baltics as smdl states find themselves facing an integration dilemma, which will
be tested. This dilemma has been defined by Glenn Snyder, and its essence liesin the fact
that each politicad step is an ether/or choice; either the Sate gives up asubgtantid part of its
sovereignty with the danger of being entrapped in the integration system, or the State ingsts
on its independence with danger of being abandoned, i.e. not included in the integration
process with the disadvantages which might ensue.

The Baltic States have chosen to be entrapped in the integration system. Although, the pace
of theinvolvement and effects of it have not been assessed yet. Therefore, the research will
focus on following main issues. How far The Bdtic States are integrated into the EU and
NATO dready; How the ongoing co-operation in the Baltic Sea Region assigtsin achieving



integration gods, Daian; How Russais influencing the implementation of the Bdtic foreign
and security gods.

The research report highlights only some of our findings and the most important conclusions.
Thefull verson will be published as abook at the end of 1999 by Helsnki Universty.

1. Joining the EU and NATO: Baltic Security Prospectsat the Turn
of the 21* Century

AtisLegjins

The higtory of the 20th century in the main has been a veritable catastrophe for Etonia,
Latvia, and Lithuania: two devastating "hot wars' and along "cold war," during which they
were occupied for amost fifty years by aworld power. The result brought two of the Bdltic
nations - Estonians and Latvians - to the brink of nationa extinction.

The collgpse of the Soviet empire, in which the Bdltic peoples played a sgnificant role, did
not bring within its wake the millennium — guarantied peace, security, and high living
gandards. The "return to Europe” has proven to be alaborious journey giving rise to new
costs, dangers and chalenges. With atotd area of 175.000 km2 and a population of 7.8
million people the Bdltics continue to form, though increasingly less so as the world
geopolitical centre shiftsto Ada, asendtive security space dong a ill existing East-West
divide. This cannot but leave its mark on their search for security, which, ultimatdly, is
defined as gaining full membership in the EU and NATO.

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 Bdtics
as independent states before the Second World War, "former republics of the Soviet Union”
yesterday, and neighbours to Russia today.

By February 1998 the Baltics had become associated member states of the EU

and were, in addition, included in the EU accession negotiations process with Estonia one
step ahead in the process. Furthermore, ayear earlier a the Madrid summit NATO
recognised the right of the Baltics— despite Russa's determined opposition - to join the
dliance. Economicdly al three states show continued economic growth in 1998 of about 4



per cent, which, though significantly less than expected due to the collgpse of the Russan
market, is nevertheless matched by continuing low inflation rates.

If the new European security architecture based on co-operative security will succeed in
overcoming old East-West lines of divison dating back to the 13th century, then the
foundation for solving the "riddle" of Bdtic security will belad for the next century. If this
fals, theonly other dternative for the Bdltics isthe status of front-line EU and NATO dates
if they are not to be thrown back to arevanchist Russa

Background

The year 1997 was a momentous year for Baltic security: the EU decided to enlarge by
inviting one Baltic country - Estonia - to begin accession negotiations while at the same time
ensuring that the accession process on alower leve dso included the other two Bdltic
dates, Latviaand Lithuania; NATO decided to enlarge eastward by inviting three Centrd
European satesto join and leaving the door open for other aspirant

dates The three Baltic States were indirectly referred to in the NATO 8 July Madrid summit
declaration and explicitly named as candidate states at the NATO Washingron summit.

At the same time the Bdltics have developed a modd of co-operation that has become the
most successful example of regiona co-operation in Centra and Eastern Europe after the
break-up of the Soviet empire. An ingtitutional framework of Co-operation has been
created based on the Nordic mode, which has |led to agreements beyond free trade, to the
abolishment of non-tariff barriers and common transit procedures based on EU norms and
regulations.

However, though NATO (and the USA as expressed in the Baltic-American charter) put
inter-Baltic co-operation at a premium, the oppositeis true of the EU. The Bdtic States earn
no "points" in this regard from the EU; in fact, the EU gpproach - differentiating the three
Bdtic gates - has, on occasion, given rise to tenson between the Bdltics. At the sametime,
however, it is dso welcomed by them if thisis the way to help them escape from their
"former republics of the USSR" |abd.



It isthe thesis of this analysis that the Bdtic sates are firmly engaged in the EU integration
process but less so with respect to NATO. After the EU Luxembourg and Vienna summits
in 1997 and 1998 respectively, the roadmap to EU membership has become clearer with
the "Russian factor” receding in the background only to be replaced by the issue of sdled
EU internd financid and indtitutiona reforms gppearing as the main impediment to Batic EU
membership. Latvia managed to gain the endorsement of the EU Commission, subsequently
confirmed by the Vienna EU summit in December 1998, that accession negotiations could
begin in 1999. Lithuania, though praised for progress made, was sill nevertheless left
walting.

In the case of NATO membership the "correlaion of forces' (to use aMarxist term) both in
the West and Russiais even less favourable to the Baltics, even though joining EU is much
more difficult. Russan oppogtion to Batic NATO membership is the main obstacle while
the Baltic "lobby" in NATO is basicaly restricted to that of the USA, Denmark and — most
recently - Norway. The role of the USA iskey to Batic membership in NATO but even
here there is a strong desire for a pause to further enlargement after the initia three eastern
new members are "digested” in the system,

which itsdf is undergoing change in response to new threats and challenges.

The EU Roadmap

Finding themsalves placed in the unenviable " Soviet ghetto” - a condition for which the Baltic
dates themsdves are not responsible — initidly delayed the Bdtics from integrating into the
EU. The European Agreements with al three Baltic states were rdified by EU members
states only by late 1997 and came into force on 1 February 1998. This was a consequence
of the collgpse of the Soviet Union in 1991: the other Central and East European EU
candidate states, except for Sovenia, broke away from the still-existing USSR orbit aready
in 1989 and became associate states earlier. Sovenia became an EU associate state in
1996 only after property clams raised by Italy were settled between Sloveniaand Italy.
This higtoricdly determined timetable, however, does not mean that the Bdticslag behind
the other CEE dtatestoday. Aninterna EU Commission note grading the ten CEE gatesin
late 1996 showed that the Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovenia, Sovakia and Estoniawere



in the first, most economicaly advanced group. Poland, Lithuaniaand Latvia were placed
second, while Romania and Bulgaria were deemed to be far behind in meeting membership
criteria

Without the energetic lobbying of her Nordic neighbours the Batics may have dropped "out
of Europe’ dtogether. On 4 October 1994 the EU foreign affairs ministers meeting in
Luxembourg decided to admit CEE ministers responsible for foreign affairs, finance, interior,
transport and environment to take part in the so-caled "structurd didogue” with the EU.
The Bdltic states, however, were not on the agenda and hence faced the very real prospect
of being split off from the rest of the CEE dates into

adidinct "former republics of the USSR" category.

Due to the intervention of the Nordic countries (even before their forma admission to the
EU) the Bdts were put back on the agenda and European agreements were signed in June
1995. Mr. Douglas Hurd, the British foreign minister in his remarks at the meeting indicated
the geopolitica 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 in the EU hard to accept.

Due to a shifting codition supporting the Bdtics Esoniawas invited by the Luxembourg EU
summit in 1997 to the "fast track™ accession negotiations. This carries the potential
possibility of knocking out the corner stone of Bdtic security - Baltic co-operation - and
throwing the Baltics back to the disunity of the thirties when each Bdtic State pursued
separate foreign and security policy objectives.

Bdtic Searegional co-operation isimpossible without close co-operation between the three
Bdtic States. Theided of a Batic common market leading to an eventud Baltic Customs
Union, however, gppears not to have been abandoned despite the strains in pursuing
security guarantees in the wider EU and NATO context. Hence, Baltic co-operation
remains the "generd rehearsd” for EU membership.

At the Vienna EU summit in 1998 Latvia, though receiving the most praise, was nat,
however, put on the fast track, but did receive assurance that this could happen in 1999.
"...the Commission wishes to highlight the particular progress made by Latvia If the
momentum of change is maintained, it should be possible to confirm next yeer thet Latvia



meets the Copenhagen economic criteria and, before the end of 1999, to propose the
opening of negotiations.”

Lithuaniafollowed closdy on the heds of Latviawith this evauation: "Congderable progress
has aso been made by Lithuania However, additiona measures are needed and some
recent decisions need to be tested in practice before it can be considered to meet the
Copenhagen economic criteria, which should alow the Commission to propose the opening
of negotiations.”

Although the EU asserts that the evauation is based soldly on objective criteriathe struggle
within the Commission over each country's evaluation and the rearguard battle that was
fought within the Commission up until the Generd Affairs Council meeting on the eve of the
Vienna summit showed clearly the conflicting nationd interests of each member state and

thus the pre-eminence of palitics in managing enlargement.

The Transatlantic Link - NATO

The Bdtic States from the very beginning of restored independence quickly made known
their enthusasm to join NATO. The former "enemy" was seen as the sole guarantor of
independence againgt Russia, which was mistrusted and which had troopsin al three Sates
inherited from the Soviet era until 1994. Relations with Russawere strained not only
because of the presence of the Russian troops, which were viewed as symbols of the long
occupation, but also because dl three Baltic states had to accept that a large number of
retired Soviet army officers remained living in their countries as part of the dedl in securing
the withdrawd of the Russian army. Latvia was |eft with 200.000 retired officers, twice the
number in the other Bdtic States. Coercive diplomacy on the part of Russia over the
citizenship issue for "Russan speskers’ and a massve internationa campaign aleging gross
human rights violationsin the Bdtic sates strengthened the palitical dites griving for NATO
membership.

The main problem is Russan oppostion to Batic membership in NATO and the belief that
the Bdltics as "indefengible,” which, together with the problem of Kdiningrad and Russan



minorities make Bdtic accesson to NATO amuch greater challenge than it was in the case
of Poland, Hungary and theCzech Republic.

NATO, until the launching and implementation of the Partnership for Peace Program in
1994, demondtrated a very cautious attitude to the Baltics not unlike that of the EU. Until
1996 when a number of Swedish anti-tank shoulder-fired rockets were delivered to
BALTBAT, the Baltic Peace Kegping Battdion, an unofficia arms embargo was upheld
agang the Bdltics.

By the beginning of 1998 the security Stuation for the Baltic States had improved
congderably. Arms were being ddivered to the Bdtics and the last Russan military basein
the Baltic ates, the Skrunda ABM stein Latviawith severd hundred military specidists
ceased operations on 31 August. But the observation made by Asmus and Nurick in 1996
that the Batics and NATO enlargement is"one of the most ddlicate questions facing the
Alliance' is 4ill vaid. Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbott

during his vigit to the Nordic countries in January 1998 affirmed the vdidity of this
observation by saying that ultimately, the Batic States are "the litmus test for the success of
NATO enlargement and for our European policy as awhole.”

The Bdtic question is ddlicate because the three states - Poland, Hungary and the Czech
Republic - that wereinvited to join NATO in 1997 were the states least facing a possible
threat from arevanchist Russaand are, in addition, not militarily as week as the three Sates
that need a collective defence insurance policy most of dl - Estonia, Latviaand Lithuania
However, if Russias opposition to the initidd NATO enlargement was a smoke screen for
the real battle - stopping the Bdtics 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 defence.”

The Badlts have plenty of time to get ready for NATO. The NATO 50" anniversary in April,
but for the Kosova war, would have turned out just as predicted in Rigain 1997, a
"celebratory affair, with the crowning act being the induction of three new membersinto the
Alliance - Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hungary." No other states were invited to join
and the question of further enlargement will only be raised at the next summit in 2002.

The position of NATO to future enlargement was spdlled out in two main principles by the
Prime Minigter of Greet Britain Tony Blair on the eve of the Washington summit and which
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were incorporated in the Communiqué. Thefirgt, enlargement will continue et the right
pace, i.e. once the gpplicants and NATO itsdf are ready; the second, their incluson in the
Alliance strengthens European security asawhole,

The American Connection

In his speech at the Latvian Freedom Monument in downtown Riga on 6 July 1994
Presdent Clinton said - "And as you return to Europe's fold, we will stand with you."
Subsequent events have borne out this promise. America became involved in Bdtic military
co-operation endeavours becoming the largest contributor to BALTBAT. More significant
has been America's assstance in the design of the Regiond Airspace Initiative (RAI) leading
to BALTNET which will, after implementation, link the surveillance of Bdtic air space to
the NATO civil-military ar traffic system through

Poland. US bilaterd assistance to the Bdtic states evolved from the internal policy
document” Bdtic Action Plan and led to the "Charter of Partnership and Co-operation
Between the United States of America and the Republics of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania”
The Charter sates that if a Batic date fedsthat its "territorid integrity, independence, or
security isthreatened” it can consult the USA ether bilaterdly, or, together with the USA,
use multilateral mechanismsthat dready exist for consultations. The opportunity of security
consultations on a bilateral bass with the USA isasgnificant security asset for three small
dates that have been more than once pawnsin big power palitics.

The Charter has dready been tested during the March Latvian -Russian crisisin 1998 when
the FBI helped investigate the bomb explosion a the Jewish synagogue in Rigawhich
occurred on the very day Richard Holbrooke arrived for avist, followed by a"sharply
worded letter" sent by Secretary of State Madam Albright to Foreign Minister Primokov as
the crisis deepened.

Another test was the audio-visua market dispute between the EU and the USA concerning
Latvials admisson to the WTO. Latvia chose the EU's position and eventually the EU won
the dispute; Latvia, after dl, was to become amember of the EU and the USA, as spdlled
out in the Charter, supported Latvias EU membership. The dispute, however, delayed
Latvias membership in the WTO for ayear, along time for a Sate in trandition desperately
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seeking new markets for its goods and contending with discriminatory trading practices on
the part of Russa. Strategicaly, the USA sees the three Bdtic States as key to regiona co-
operation as seen in the Northern

European Initiative launched by the USA in 1997.

2. Baltic Sea Region — A Test For European Integration

Zaneta Ozolina

The dynamics of Baltic Sea Region devel opment

The attitude of BSR countries vis-aVvis the region as such has undergone severd periods of
increasing and decreasing enthusasm. The logic of eventsin this part of the world shows
that interest in regiona co-operation usudly declines at the point when countries find an
opportunity to become involved in broader and more sgnificant entities such asthe EU and
NATO. When the activities of such ingtitutions recede, however, countries look for
opportunities to pursue their national interests under the framework of other unions of
countries. However, the BSR is ill an attractive arenafor al involved actors. Why are the
267 politica (both governmenta and non-governmenta) actorsin the BSR showing
increasing and sable interest in the nearest internationa environment? One explanation lies
in the fact that the BSR is a completely new project, one which did not exist before the
collapse of the USSR." 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 dl eeven countriesin the region, and no country wishesto miss that
opportunity.?

Interms of economic development, the BSR is one of the mast dynamic regionsin the
world. Interregiond trade aready amounts to more than USD 100 billion, and it is expected

! Prior to the collapse of the Soviet Union, the Baltic Sea Region was precisely the place where the
borderlines of the Cold War were most clearly drawn and where the balance poles of both sides of the
equation met. Any forms of co-operation, therefore, werelimited. The most common forms of co-
operation were “twinning towns’ and environmental programs.

2 An extensive description of the BSR as anew regional project is provided in the following book:
Perko, S. (ed.). Nordic-Baltic Region in Transition: New Actors, New Issues, New Perspectives.
Tampere: Tampere Peace Research Institute (1996).
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that the volume may triple by the year 2000, then triple again by the year 20103 Economic
relations are blossoming at dl levels. The Union of Bdltic Cities, for example, brings
together 65 cities around the Batic Sea. They participate in a number of projects amongst
themsdlves, or under the umbrella of the CBSS, dedling with economic, environmentd,
culturd and other issues. Financing is recaived from the EU, and this hel ps the various cities
in terms of economic development, aswell asin terms of practica movement toward the
European Union.*

Politically the Bdtic Sea Region has become an area of high sahility, if we compare the
Stuation with what was happening two years ago. Thisisindicated by processesin the
various individua countries, aswell as by Russd s increasng involvement in the region and
Moscow' s growing interest to participate as a partner in the process. Thereisdso the
involvement of the EU in the BSR, which has become red through various concrete
projects, programs and financing schemes.

Security issues were left off the table for along period of time. Thiswas partly because of
the initialy fragile nature of the emerging region at atime when there were fears againgt
threatening the dialogue that had been undertaken and the atmosphere of trust that was
being created, and partly because of the security interests of the various countriesin the
context of an uncertain future for European security. It is clear that co-operation on security
matters will continue in the region and between Baltic and Nordic countries but there will not
be any attempts made and supported in the creation of aternative security organisation
undermining dready existing ones. It must be remembered that each multileve and
multipurpose regiona network has a certain * security load'.

Various external factors have dways played an important role in the cregtion and
development of the BSR. Theinfluence of these factors has not been uniform; it has
depended on each specific structure in the internationa environment.® In the early 1990, it

was undeniable that geopolitical considerationsin particular brought the countries around the

¥ Walter, G. Addressto the workshop “ The European Union and the Baltic States— Visions, I nterests
and Strategies for the Baltic Sea Region”. Bonn, Europa-Zentrum, 25 June 1997, p. 3.

* “Preparing Member Cities for the European Union — EU Funding Granted for the Project”. Baltic
Cities Bulletin, No. 2/1996.

® See Ozoling, Z. “The Nordic and the Baltic Countries: A Sub-Region inthe Making?’, in Bleiere, D.
and A. Ldins (eds.). The Baltic States: Search for Security. Riga: Latvian Institute of International
Relations (1996), pp. 93-112.
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Bdtic Sea closer together. Aswe come toward the end of the century, however, very many
different factors are dominating. The intensity of co-operation is dictated by indtitutiona
changesin the region itsdf, aswell as by the overal triumph of inditutiondism in Europe.
The expangon of the EU and its links to the BSR provide evidence of this, as does the fact
that the CBSS has been transformed from a debating forum to a structured organisation
which finds the EU to be an active participant in various regiond projects.

Undoubtedly, the most important factor which is stimulating regiona co-operation isthe
European Union itsdf, as well as the prospects for the EU enlargement.

The beginning of EU enlargement and its impact on the relationship between the

Baltic and the Nordic countries

The onsat of EU enlargement was atest of the clams which had been made in various
palitical forumsto the effect that the Bdtic sates are one of the main foreign policy dements
of the Nordic countries. EU enlargement was not only atest of political rhetoric, however.

It was dso linked to awhole range of purely practical issues. Firg of al, two of the Nordic
countries became members of the EU only in 1995. This meant that Finland and Sweden
themsdlves had to integrate into the ingtitutiona system of the EU and to adapt to the various
economic, socia and other processes which this entailed. Simultaneous national adaptation
and the involvement of new candidatesin the EU meant the first redl step in the move from
smpler forms of co-operation to a process of al-out co-operation. The decision by
Denmark, Finland and Sweden to help the Baltic states to become members of the EU was
the result of the regiondization policies which had been begun earlier and which were
expressed by the politica dlites of these countriesin various foreign and security policy
documents.

How is Nordic assstance in promoting Batic strategies for eventuad EU membership
occurring now, and how might it intengify in the future? The mogt important dement is
assgtance in preparing the Baltic States for membership negotiations. The Bdtic states do
not have the necessary knowledge and experience in this area, but Denmark, Finland and
Sweden do. If the Baltic States have “ Europe policies’ which are Six years in the making,

the Nordic countries can look back on 20 years of experience. The next level involvesthe
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expression and defence of Baltic interests at the bilaterd level between Nordic countries and
other EU member countries, as well asin such EU Structures as the European Council, the
European Commission and the European Parliament. 1t is aso important to continue to
increase investments and to develop multilateral co-operation forms, including in the field of
security and military issues. At the politicd levd, it isimportant to maintain regular didogue
among themsdves and with other Batic Sea Region countries, demongrating that stability,
security and economic welfare in the BSR (aregion which is becoming an inseparable part
of the EU) isan important issue in terms of Scandinavian interests.

The new approach to Nordic-Bdtic EU integration process was affirmed in December
1997, when a the Luxembourg Summit of the European Council Finnish government came
up with the proposd of establishing a“Northern Dimension” policy for the EU.°

A concept of the ND is based on several consderations. First of al, Helsinki wantsto clear
up the EU’ sless-than-clear policy towards the Northern reaches of Europe. Given the
region’s development prospects in the future, there must be a concrete and specific policy
with respect each regiond country, including Russa. Taking into consideration that dmost all
countries soon will become EU members it means that soon the dimension could become a
bridge for avariety of relationships between the EU and Russa It is possble thet in the
future the ND will describe the “Russan dimension inthe EU. A second issue hereisthe
rapid economic development that has been occurring in Northern Europe and the region’s
geo-political gtuation between the East and the West. The Finnish government fedls that
trangt and trade in this geographic environment will boom in the nearest future, while existing
infragtructure and technologica levels are far short of future requirements. This means that
the region must prepare now to utilise the opportunities that the mutua economic interests of
the region’ s countries and the EU can afford. Much of the ND is focused on the
development of such sectors as energy resources, raw materids, wood products, trangit, the
trangportation infrastructure, environmental development and nuclear safety.

A third congderation emanates from the EU’ s existing experience in developing promising
regionsin which there are entities of various developmenta levels— the Mediterranean

region, to name a specific example. That region was established by the EU in 1995 with a
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USD 5 hillion budget over four years with the am to promote free trade and to reduce
differences between the nations in the North of the region and those in the South. The
project has been successful so far, and it has caused the EU to develop a Southern
Dimengon that is powerful and with adistinct identity. One of Finland's hopesisto bring the
same kind of favourable result to Northern Europe, and by attracting financing gain benefits
aso for Finland. By “Northern Europe’ Finland understands not only the BSR, but also the
Barents Sea Region and the Arctic Council.”

The fourth issue is the fairly tense security Situation in Northern Europe, where Russa
continues to have a concentrated military and nuclear weapons potentid, the control over
which is dosdly linked to the chaotic political Stuation in that country. Increased co-
operation and greater investments in the region would serve to increase stability and
security, too.

Fifth, the ND is, on the one hand, an instrument with which to attract EU attention to
Northern Europe, thereby, changing the periphera status of Finland. Helsinki could be given
aregiona leadership role in the North. On the other hand, by turning thisissue over for EU
congderation Finland has turned it into a broader, al-EU initiative.

Even though each Scandinavian country, which is a member of the EU, hasits specific
gpproaches for increasing links between the Bdtic states and the EU. We must conclude
that the co-operation, which began even before Finland and Sweden were admitted to the
EU, and before the Baltic states were invited to accession talks, crested afavourable
environment for ascertaining that once the European integration process began in earnest,
there were more unifying eements than differing € ements between the Baltic Sates and the
Nordic countries. EU enlargement will not only bring together in asingle indtitution countries
with smilar vaues, but it will aso enhance security and stability in the BSR asawhole,
because the reform process will be promoted in the candidate countries, aswel asin Russa

through its specia agreement with the EU.

® Theidea of establishing an EU strategy towards its external environment in Northern Europe was
proposed by the Finnish Prime Minister Paavo Lipponen in aletter to the President of European
Commission Jacques Santer.

" Founded in 1996, it is an international organisation with eight members, the aim being to promote co-
operation at the government and non-government level, and in the future, with external actors, too.
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NATO enlargement and the reaction of the Baltic and Scandinavian countries

The beginning of NATO enlargement does not play as Sgnificant arolein relations between
the Baltic and Nordic countries as does EU expansion. Thisisfirst and foremost because of
the interests of the Nordic countries themselves. Only one of the three Nordic countries
which arein NATO — Denmark — has consistently supported Baltic membership in
Transatlantic Sructures, while the others have limited themselves to interna debates and
about the future of the aliance about the right of each country to define its security and
defence policies independently. Second, irrespective of a country’s membership in one or
another region, it was clear from the very beginning of NATO's enlargement strategy that
the Baltic states would not be among the first group of countries to be invited to join.
Excessive focus on the Bdtic States in this process did not promise any politica victories.
Third, Denmark chose a policy of “active internationaism” ® vis-avis the Baltic Sates
despite alack of objective conditions for the policy to have any effect. This political choice
was linked to the possihility that Denmark might increase itsinfluence in the BSR and obtain
anew identity within NATO.

If thereisregular didogue among the Nordic countries with respect to EU enlargement,
aong with co-ordination of activities at the regiond and the EU level on theissue of NATO
expangon and the future prospects of the aliance, they have largely stood gpart from one
another. Only Denmark and Norway are NATO members. This has to do with the
higtorica tradition of not discussng security issues under the framework of Nordic co-
operation, choosing to leave those in the hands of the individua countries. In addition,
Finland and Sweden gtill have not made clear thar attitude toward the dliance. All of the
Nordic countries are unified in the idea that the Baltic States must be free to choose their
own relations with NATO. Because the Baltic states, snce 1995 have consistently stated
that their security policy isamed at NATO membership, the Bdtic Sea neighbours of the
three mugt take this into account. For that reason it isimportant to study the reaction of the

8 A more detailed explanation of this concept can be found in Holm, H.H. “Denmark’s Active
Internationalism: Advocating International Norms with Domestic Constraints”, in Heurlin, B. and H.
Mouritzen (eds.). Danish Foreign Policy Y earbook 1997. Copenhagen: Danish Institute of International
Relations, pp. 52-67.
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Bdtic-Nordic countries to this aspect of Bdtic security policy — the movement toward
NATO.

Astheturn of the century approaches, Denmark has become much more active in its
foreign policy, and this can be seen as a yearning to reach and maintain a high internationa
profile. The main way to achieve thisinvolves the neighbouring countries of Estonia, Latvia
and Lithuania, but it is equaly true with respect to many different kinds of processes
throughout the Baltic Sea Region. Even though Denmark is the most active supporter of the
Bdltic States in security and defence issues, it, like the other Nordic countries, does not
want to guarantee Bdtic security. Thisislargdy because of the overdl understanding of
Europe s future security structures. An officid document from the Danish Foreign Ministry
datesthat “ ... they will not be able to accept such atask. Security in Europe cannot be
regionalized, but the regiona co-operation structures can make a ussful contribution to
generd gtability.”® Thisisafar-sghted policy, because Denmark has chosen not to offer a
replacement for dliance-oriented policies. Rather, it has offered to help the Bdtic States to
draw nearer to NATO and to prepare for full membership in the dliance. Denmark has
actively participated in the development of various assstance programsin this area.
Denmark dso offers regular assstance in purely practica activities. For example, 100
Bdltic soldiers were included in the Nordic-Polish brigade, which is participating in
peacekeeping operaionsin Bosnia. 1n 1998 aone there are plans to implement some 80
joint projectsin the field of military co-operation.

Norway, dthough it is not the most active supporter of the pro-NATO palicies of the Bdtic
States, has recently been more active in asssting the Baltic countries to establish their
security structures. In May 1997 the Norwegian Foreign Minister Bjorn Tore Goddl
proposed a new foreign policy initiative for stronger relations with the Bdltic states, under
the auspices of which, with Norwegian and American support, co-operation, especidly in
the field of security policy, could be expanded considerably. One result of thisinitiative was
that the issue of co-ordinating ass stance was on the table in September 1997, when a
mesting of foreign ministers from the Baltic Sea countries met & Bergen. The discussion

focused on concrete co-operation projects in economics, politics, security and

° “ssuesin Focus’, op. cit. [Note 9], p. 25.
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environmentd protection. This meeting resulted in an initiative —Friends of the Bdltics, which
later turned into more el aborate programme BALTSEA (Baltic Security Assistance).
Finland is one of the Scandinavian countries which must define its own éttitude toward
NATO in the new post-Cold War world and the possible role of the country therein. Until
recently Finnish membership in NATO was not seen as a security policy dternative. Even
though in a document that was signed on 29 May 1996 between Finland and NATO sated
that Finland is not planning to join the dliance. Finland is especidly interested of the effect of
NATO enlargement on Northern Europe and the BSR.™° Finland' s co-operation with the
Bdtic States in defence and security issues has been concentrated on Estonia, which
receives help in officer training, defence planning, optimisation of adminigrative sructures a
the Defence Minigtry, and in other areas. Latviaand Lithuania have virtualy no contacts of
this type with Finland.

Sweden isthe most cautious of the Scandinavian countries in defining its attitude toward
NATO. Idessheld by the country’s palitica €lite, aswell asits overal society, have been
shaken up, however, by the onset of NATO enlargement and by the fact that both NATO
and the EU have come into the BSR where Sweden wants to be the leader. In discussons
about Sweden’ s foreign and security policies, faith in neutrdity is still cited very frequently,
but snce 1996 there have been increasing suggestions that Sweden might undertake a
gpecid role as a guarantor of security in the BSR. Reaction to these ideas has been positive
in the sense that Sweden has a positive internationa image. In Sweden itsaf, however, the
suggestions were rejected.

In the current Situation, it must be decided how the ongoing enlargement of NATO will
influence Sweden and Finland. There are at least four parald processes which both of the
countries must take into account. First, NATO now includes Poland, but not the Baltic
States. As compensation, the Batic states are dready being offered, and will continue to be
offered, expanded co-operation with NATO. Sweden and Finland have been invited to
participate in this process. Second, the Partnership for Peace program is being expanded
and deegpened 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

10 “Djscussion Between Finland and NATO of Implications of NATO Enlargement on European

Security”. Finnish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Number 211, 29 May 1996.
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will bring the Bdtic and the non-NATO Scandinavian countries closer together in military
co-operation. Danish Defence Minister Hans Haekkerup has spoken of a* decentralised
PFP-plus’. Third, Swweden is one of the mogt active participants in internationa
peacekesping operations. Through the “ Europeanization” of the Combined Joint Task
Force and NATO, Sweden will be drawn closer to NATO, aswill other non-NATO
countries. And fourth, by remaining outside the dliance, the Bdtic States, dong with
Sweden and Finland, become an area of drategic interest for the dliance, aregion whose
security can be fadilitated through the fostering of regional security co-operation.™

If welook at the attitude of BSR countries toward NATO and the future of security
developments in the region (not including in this condderation Russia, which isaonein
seeking to rgject the idea of NATO enlargement), we can specify three possible scenarios
for these devdlopments: (a) a soft-security or security regime is established within the BSR;
(b) Sweden and Finland join NATO and expand their influence in the Bdltic Sates as
member countries of the dliance; (c) Finland done joins the aliance, while Sweden decides
to maintain its neutraity and thusis linked to the Bdtic states because of the logic of
implementing its security policy. Which of these scenarios will come to pass is dependent
on severd condderations — the success of the first wave of NATO enlargement, not only
from the perspective of accumulating new members, but dso on the basis of the dliance's
sdf-identification in the new Stuation; on Russa s future attitude toward the enlargement of
the dliance; 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 regiond security links
which have dready been stabilised in the military sector, both at the bilateral and at the
multilaterd level, as well as the co-operation programs which have been offered by NATO
—dl of these will help to promote the integration of the Baltic Sates into European security
gructures, including NATO.

3.The Role of Central Europe in Baltic State Policies

Daina Bleiere

" gsvenska Dagbladet, 26 September 1996.
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The onsat of enlargement by NATO and the European Union, and the inclusion of the
Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland in the firgt round of expansion in both instances, has
crested two types of consequences for the security of the Bdtic states, including Latvia. The
first group of consegquences emanate from the enlargement mode which has been chosen by
the two organizations and the influence which this modd may have on the future pace of
enlargement. The second group of consequences are linked to changes in the status and
influence of the aforementioned three countries.

It should be taken into account that the accesson process is becoming increasingly
individudized, especidly in the case of EU enlargement. The decison to sart negotiations
with Estonia first was important for the Baltic states from the security point of view, asit was
aclear 9gn that they would not be |eft entirely done even if their chances to become NATO
members is not an issue in the short or medium term future. However, if during the previous
stages the Bdtic states moved towards the EU a the same pace (digning of free trade
agreements and association agreements with the EU), now each country sets its own pace.
Interna problems of the Union, the preferences of different EU countries, and globa politics
do play a role. However, the performance of particular candidate countries becomes
increasingly important, in addition to their ability to “advertise’ themsdlves.

This is less trangparent with NATO enlargement. The sgning of the US-Bdtic Charter
shows thet the Bdtic states till are looked upon as a geopalitica entity. Although individua
ability to undertake the obligations of NATO membership and to atain compatibility is
important, the decisve factor is the development of NATO-Russan relaions and NATO
member countries readiness to assume risks involved in admitting the Bdtic Sates to the
Alliance. From the military point of view the Bdtic dates form an entity. However, there
could be politicad consderations and specid preferences by particular NATO member
countries as well.

Some andydts, especidly, Zbigniew Brzezinski advocate a view that at first one Bdtic Sate
— the best prepared one — (Lithuania) should be admitted to NATO. However, this view
was not gpproved by the Washington summit of NATO in April 1999. Nevertheless, there
are indications that the Bdtic dtates are looked upon increasingly according to each
individua country’s ability to fullfil criteria of NATO membership.
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The new gtuation cdls for more flexible foreign policies and a revison of rdations with
different groupings of states as well as with particular countries. In particular, this applies to
the Bdtic dates policies vis-avis the Central European countries, especialy the Czech
Republic, Hungary and Poland, whose membership in NATO is aready secured and which
have the best prospects for entering the EU in afew years.

Security consequences of the first round of NATO enlargement and the start of

negotiations on the EU accession

Four problems related to the Central European countries are particularly important for the
Bdtic sates in the enlargement context:

1) Czech, Hungarian, and Polish support for Batic membership in NATO;

2) Military cooperation with the Central European countries within the framework of
Partnership for Peace, Euro-Atlantic Partner-ship Council, peacekeeping and peace
enforcement missons, ec. on amultilateral aswell asabilaterd levd;

3) Exchange of experiences and consultations on EU pre-accession problems;

4) Development of co-operation with Centra Europe in the economic sphere, as
well on the Maastricht second and third pillar issues.

With the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland joining the EU and NATO, the geopoalitical
gtuation in Centra Europe will change immensdly. They would obtain not only the “hard”
guaranteesof NATO's Article 5, but aso the “soft” guarantees of political and economic
gability that come with EU membership. It can be expected that their economic and socia
development will become more rapid, even though their integration into the EU will not be
easy because of the immense structurd problems of their economies. As NATO and EU
members they will obtain decison-making powers in those organizations. Of course, they
will be wesker members, but the principles for which these organizations stand will
guarantee some measure of equality regardless of the sze or the political and economic
influence of member states. The internationa prestige of the Czech Republic, Poland, and
Hungary will increase, and that could potentidly mean increased influence for the three in
Centrd and Eastern Europe. Especidly thisis true as regards Poland — the largest country in
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the region. It can play an active role in the region. Indeed, this is expected by the Bdltic
States.

The experiences of the Czech Republic, Poland, and Hungary in the integration with NATO
and the EU are of particular importance for the Bdtic states. NATO membership initidly
was looked upon by the CEE countries to a very great extent as akind of symbolic gesture
of being a part of “the West”. The Kosovo criss has posed to the political dites of the
newcomers to the Alliance an evidence that there are dso obligations imposed by the
membership and that NATO actions could meet a controversd attitude by their population.
There are dso different problems in reaionship of the Czech Republic, Poland, and
Hungary with the EU, which should be andysed by the Bdtic states in order to redise the
difficulties on their way to the EU.

Until recently the Central European countries were for the Baltic Sates felow travellers and
competitors on the way to a common god. They were dso brothers-in-arms in their fight
againg communigt regimes and have smilar problems now, in the trangtion period. The
relationship, however, is becoming more complicated. As integration with the EU will take
sometime, and Latviaand Lithuania, at least theoreticaly, have a chance to outstrip some of
the countries named by the European Commission, it is expected that in some aspects the
competitive relaionship will become more acute. At the same time, the three Centrd
European countries will have a say on further NATO enlargement and their pogtion on this
issue is very important for the Baltic Sates.

From a purdy military aspect, the security of Centra European countries (epecidly
Germany) has increased, because now the Czech Republic and Poland are the “hinterland”
of Europe to the East and the Northeast.” The new NATO member countries, furthermore,
will beinterested in creating their own “hinterland” and in expanding the zone of security and

12 German support, indeed, was decisively important in determining that NATO enlargement to the East
would begin and that the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland would be the ones to be offered first-
round membership in the aliance. Despite Germany’s efforts to ascertain that NATO enlargement not
exacerbate tensions between Russia and the West or domestic instability in Russia, Bonn nevertheless
was active in supporting NATO membership for Central European countries, and especially for Poland.
Worthy of notice, moreover, is a line of thought which emphasizes Poland’s own role in assuring
Germany’s support: “Through symbolic politics and direct appeal, Polish policy makers have by their
actions ensured that Germany decision makers view themselves as outspoken advocates for the Polish
cause of joining NATO.” Hampton, M. N. “Poland, Germany and NATO Enlargement Policy”, German
Comments, No. 49, 1998, p. 94.
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gability. The Bdltic ates can neither thresten nor improve the geodtrategic Stuation of the
Czech Republic and Hungary in any mgor way. Undoubtedly al three Centrd European
countries are interested in Bdtic security, as well as domestic and foreign policy sability,
from a political perspective, but their geostrategic interest, except for Poland, is a a much
lower level. Even here, however, Poland's mgor concern is Lithuania, because of the
shared border and the Kainingrad enclave. However, the geodtrategic interest is one side of
acoin. Thereisamutud interest of the Baltic and Central European countries to co-operate
that stems from integration process in NATO as well as from specific political and military
interests of each particular country. Practical implementation of those interests depend on
political will and available resources of each country.

The Centrd European countries promised after the Madrid summit that they will enhance
their co-operation with those countries in the region which did not find themsdlves in the first
group of dates to be invited by the aliance. As was pointed out by the ambassador of
Poland to Latvia Jarodaw Bratkiewicz, ensurance of gability and security in its regiond
environment is one of preconditions of NATO membership.”*

It may be predicted that Batic economic co-operation with the Central European countries
will increase. Especidly, after Russan financid cridgs of August 1998, the Bdtic Staes as
well as the Centra European countries are forced to find new markets for their goods and
has become more interested in mutud trade. Perhaps, this will increase their competition,
however, thiswill be beneficid for development of mutua contacts and understanding.
Conaultations between the CEE candidate countries on the EU enlargement problems are a
pressing issue. Multilaterd structured didogue has been aimed at comparison of legidation
of the CEE candidate countries, and has been beneficia as it helped the CEE countries to
get more ingght in particular sectors of national economies and legidation. However, this
didogue has showed that al candidate countries have amilar problems and deficiencies. Al
CEE countries are choosng as a mode legidation of particular EU countries, and an
experience of other candidate countries has only restricted applicability.

Possible consequences of Kosovo crisis on the Baltic States' accession to NATO and

the EU
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In addition, there is the problem of influence of processes in the other Centrd and East
European countries on the Baltic chances to integrate with NATO and the EU. The Kosovo
criss has diverted an atention of both NATO and the EU very much to the Bakans.
Already the 1997 Madrid declaration had placed a greater emphasis on Southeastern
Europe, especialy Romania and Sovenia. Those countries had strong supporters behind
their back — France and Itady. The Bdtic States could count only on Danmark and
Norway.™ This trend has been incressed by Kosovo crisis. Necessity to stahilize the
Security Stuation in the region gives more credibility to efforts of Albania, Bulgaria, Romania,
Macedonia, and Slovenia to obtain NATO membership. Despite risng anti-NATO
sentiments in some of above named countries of the region, it can be expected that
Southeastern Europe will be paid much aitention by NATO after the military action will be
over.

The Kosovo crisis has increased aso deep anti-Western and anti-NATO fedingsin Russa
It could be expected that Russas oppostion to the Bdtic membership in NATO will
increase. However, in the Kosovo criss context it can be seen that Russa's ability to
influence NATO has diminished. So it can be expected that more pressure will be applied to
the Baltic countries directly, not through NATO countries. As was pointed out by Russan
journdigt and diplomat Alexander Bovin, Russia is anoyed not so much by NATO's
expangon to the East as by the effort of the former Soviet republics to escape to the
West.®

Even more complicated sStuation is as regards the EU enlargement. On one hand, the
Kosovo criss has enforced the positions of those who maintain that the enlargement process
should be speed up in order to increase dtability in the whole post-Communist space, and
this means that Latvia, Lithuania, and Sovakia has good chances to receive an invitation to
gart negotiations at the December 1999 Helsinki summit of the EU. However, there are
indications that there is very strong lobbying in favour of Bulgaria and Romania. It is not
clear dso will the Stuation in Balkans change the Stuation of Turkey.

3 Bratkevics, J., " Vért§ot pagatni un domajot par nakotni", Diena, 1999. gada 13. marta.
¥ Ausra Park, Lithuania' s Security Options: NATO and WEY Response.
5 z2vestiya, 29 April, 1999.
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On the other hand, the Kaosovo crids has destroyed the economy of the Bakan region. In
the Yugodavia it is a direct result of military action and economic embargo. In Macedonia
and Albania — due to refugee flows. In other countries — indirectly, as costs of interrupted
communications on Danube river and through Y ugodavia. This will demand a greet financid
effort from NATO and the EU countries to help to rebuild their economies. But this could
mean an increasing pressure from the countries, which never were particularly favourable to

the enlargement and, eventually, the dow-down of the enlargement process.

Arole of Poland in the region

From the Badltic point of view, Poland plays a specid role in the region. It is a Centrd
European and Bdtic Sea country a the same time; it is the biggest country in the region and
has consderable politicd, military, and economic potentid. Poland may end up playing a
very active role in the region, and thisindeed has been expected by the Bdtic States.

Former Polish Foreign Minister Dariusz Rosati, spesking on 8 May 1997 in Poland's
parliament, stressed that “Poland’ s important task within the council of Batic Sea States will
a0 be to act toward enhancing the interest of European Union member gatesin thisregion
and toward an extension of Union projects to cover the countries of the Baltic region.”*®
Also, a a meeting with former US Secretary of State Henry  Kissinger, Prime Minister
Cimoszewicz listed integration with the EU and NATO, as well as regiona co-operation
within CEFTA and the Council of Bdtic Sea States as priorities for Polish foreign policy.
Poland, however, has a wide range of interests dso in Centrd and Eastern Europe as
mentioned earlier. We should take into account that relations with the Baltic States cannot
be an exclusve priority in Polish foreign policy. But it could be aso argued that the
integration of Poland (as wdll as the Czech Republic and Hungary) into NATO and the EU
will increase the dready existing asymmetry with the Bdtic States.

The Polish-Lithuanian drategic partnership is very important as it dabilizes the relaions
between the two countries, thereby contributing to the development of stability in Central
and Eastern Europe as a whole. On the other hand, there may aso be negative implications

18 “Priority Tasks for Polish Foreign Policy”. An address by the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Dariusz
Rosati, in the Sgim of the Republic of Poland, 8 May 1997.
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for Bdtic co-operation. There is a fear that Lithuania will abandon Baltic co-operation in
favour of a Central European orientation in order to seek earlier admission to the EU and
NATO with Poland’ s support. However, Estoniad s probable integration into the EU and the
developing regiond co-operation in the Bdtic Sea region will work to equdize this
tendency. Stll, an enhanced patnership with Poland is of mgor interest not only to
Lithuania but aso to Latvia and Estonia. Co-operation with Poland is a natura extension of

Bdltic co-operation, athough there is a problem of resources on al sdes.

Prospects of regional co-operation

An immediate result of the sart of the enlargement processes is an increasing interest in
mutual CEE co-operation. The beginning of the enlargement processes give a free hand for
those countries admitted to the fird wave of expanson to pay more atention to the
development of relations with their neighbours since they are no longer afraid that this co-
operation could delay their membership in NATO and the EU. It has dso led to increasing
interest from other candidate countries for co-operation with the Czech Republic, Hungary,
and Poland, as well as with Centra and Eastern Europe on the whole.

Already in December 1997, the foreign ministers of Poland and the Czech Republic agreed
that “their countries will jointly and swiftly react to any movesthet are intended to delay their

accession to NATO.”Y’

Paralel to such politica co-operation joint actions on practica
military matters are under way. For example, the Polish, Czech, and Hungarian defence
ministers agreed on 30 January 1998 to form a joint consultative group to co-ordinate
military infrastructures dong NATO lines and co-operate in the upgrading of equipment.*®

Recently some optimism has been expressed as regards a possible reviva of the Visegrad
group, especidly, after Slovakia has returned on democratic track. Meeting in May 1999 in
Bratidava, the Polish, Czech, Slovakian, and Hungarian prime minigters tried to set an
agenda of common activities, such as creation of a common TV channd, cross-border co-

operation, common refugees and visa policies.™® Of course, the main am of this effort is to

7 Polish Daily News Bulletin, 21 Dec. 1997.
18 Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, 2 Feb. 1998.
9 Frankfurter Rundschau, 15 May, 1999.
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gpeak one voice in Brussas. Nevertheess, so far there is a consderable oppostion to the
Visegrad co-operation in the countries under congideration.

We must agree with the view that, despite the enhancement of political and economic co-
operation, the enlargement of the EU will mogt likdly not lead to a “Visegradization” of the
Centrd European countries — i.e., they will not become a specific region within the Union
which enjoys in-depth economic, political and security co-operation. That is because the
views of the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland diverge on a good many fundamenta
questions® It is possible that the Central European region would have been more atractive
for the Bdtic States if the Visegrad process had developed more successfully, and a more
or less ided modd of co-operation between Centrd and Eastern Europe would have
emerged; as was the intention when the Visegrad group was established. In the event,
however, it has proven that the Centra European countries areinvolved in avariety of forms
of regiond co-operation which form a mutualy overlgpping network of structures, but which
are not centred around any specific nucleus.

It is ds0 true that there are no regiond forms of politica and security co-operation in the
Central and Eastern Europe. In this area of activity, bilaterd relations dominate, and it can
be expected that this type of rdationship will remain the main form of politicd and security,
aswell as economic co-operation. In co-operation between the Baltic States and the Czech
Republic, Hungary and Poland, in other words, bilateral relations will be the name of the
game. The establishment of extensve sub-regiond economic and political dructures to
include the Centrd European countries and the Bdtic Statesis afairly problematic issue.
This does not mean that there cannot be increased multilateral co-operation in the politica
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 presdents in Vilnius on 6 and 7
September 1997. The conference was organized a a very high levd (induding the
paticipation of the Russan prime minister) primarily thanks to the fact that the onset of
NATO and EU expansion has reduced fears that regiona co-operation may leave the

 Riishoj, S. The Visegrad Process and CEFTA. The Working Papers on European Integration and
Regime Formation, No. 27, South Jutland University Press, 1997, p. 35.
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Central and Eastern European countries in a “grey 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 expangon.
For Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary, meanwhile, regiona co-operation provides
something of a guarantee for successful integration into NATO and the EU. What's more,
co-operation of this type provides opportunities to involve Russia in the resolution of
regiond security issues, and this is in the interests of NATO and the EU, as wdl as the
Centrd and Eastern European countries. It is possble that some types of mutua co-
operation, such as meetings between the Bdtic, Polish and Ukrainian presdents, may
become regular events. At the same time, the ingtitutiondizeation of co-operation forms will
probably happen on bilaterd or narrowly regiond foundations, but not in the form of
mechanisms for extensive sub-regiona co-operation.

With respect to regiond frameworks, there is only one organization that has had a potentia
to embrace the entire Central and Eastern European region — Central European Free Trade
Agreement (CEFTA). It has been described as a “success story” in Central European co-
operation,? and that is because this form of co-operation has been limited exclusively to the
economic sector. At Portoro in September 1997 it was decided to start accession
negotiations with Bulgaria, and Lithuania has not abandoned its intention to join CEFTA.
Latvid s intentions vis-avis CEFTA have never been formulated clearly, and it is not clear
what policies Rigamay develop in this respect in the future. This perhaps depends mostly on
Latvia's prospects concerning EU membership, as wdl as the future development of
CEFTA itsdf. Asregards Estonia, it has not showed any interest in this form of regiona co-
operation so far.

More promising are prospects for Baltic co-operation with Poland under the framework of
various Baltic Sea Region inititives.

In terms of regiona work under the framework of the Baltic Sea Region, Poland acts more
as a Baltic Sea country than a Centra European state. Ground for optimism concerning the
development of such co-operation lay in the fact that in addition to Poland and the Bdtic

2 Hensel, L. “The chances of ‘Visegrad' and CEFTA”, in Stefanowicz, J. (ed.) Polskaw Europie na
przelomie wiekow. Warsaw: Instytut Studiow Politycznych Polskigf Akademii Nauk (1997), p. 172 (in
Polish).
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States, Germany and the Scandinavian countries (especidly Denmark and Sweden) have
demongrated stable interest in the process. Their financid and economic resources can
provide a solid underpinning for regiona co-operation. It is aso important that these
countries are members of NATO, the EU or both. In this way regional co-operation does
not contradict the strategic goas of the Baltic States to integrate into NATO and the EU.

Of specid importance in this regard are different forms of cooperation (cross-border co-
operation in the framework of the “Niemen” Euroregion, trilateral cooperation among
Lithuania, Poland and the Kaliningrad region on economic and environmental maiters, co-
operation under the Partnership for Peace framework, etc.) which could help to gabilize the
economic, socid and military Stuetion in the Kdiningrad region. Although it can be argued
that “regiona mechanisms for internationa co-operation that do not take into account the
Russian point of view will produce an effect thet is ouite the opposite to that intended”?
with respect to Kdiningrad's problems, as well as Russa's efforts to use its economic
influence to achieve palitica gods, the fact is that risks can be lessened through confidence-
building measures and the ensuring of trangparency (especidly in the military sphere). It is
aso true that there are important incentives for Russa to participate in this type of co-
operation.

We should make particular note of the potential for cross-border co-operation, because it
helps not only to resolve practica ecologica, economic and other problems, but it aso
promotes the integration of related regions in a variety of ways. The integration of countries
in the region into the EU will increase the status of cross-border co-operation in that it will
then involve co-operation across the EU’ s boundaries.

Regiond co-operation is facilitating integration with the EU, but at the same time it can dso
wesken nation states. As John Newhouse has pointed out: “As borders lose their meaning,
deeply rooted patterns of commercid and cultura interaction are regppearing in regions
where people have more in common, culturdly and economicaly, with neighbours across
the border than with their fellow countrymen.”* Fear of centrifugal forces is apparently one
of the factors, which is leading Russa to try to ascertain that its work in the auspices of the

% Zajaczkowski, W. “Polish-Lithuanian Relations: The Complexities of Geopolitics’, in Wohlfeld, op.
cit., p. 38.
% Newhouse, J. “ Europe s Rising Regionalism”, Foreign Affairs, Jan./Feb. 1997, p. 71.

30



Council of Bdtic Sea States is run from Moscow. This, of coursg, is frequently opposite to
the interests of those regions, which are located directly on the Bdtic Sea. Poland, to cite an
opposte example, is involved in co-operation directly through its coastal provinces, and
Warsaw's role is inggnificant. Overal, however, given that the statehood of Centrd and
Eastern European countries is gill in some cases shaky, tha there is insufficient territorid
and ethnic integrity, and that there are extengive traditions of centrdized authority, there may
be many underwater obstacles on the way to regional co-operation.

Successful  regional  co-operation requires several  pre-conditions. common  politicd,
economic or other interests; existence of contacts at various leves (intergovernmentd, a the
level of locd governments or cities, among business enterprises, a the interpersond leve,
efc.); and a certain sense of higtorica or cultural community. Batic co-operation with al of
the Central European countries save Poland is based on palitica and, to a certain extent,
economic considerations, but other components are hard to see in the process. There are
some unifying eements and co-operation which is based on them (eg., co-operation
between Egtonia and Hungary in studying the common Finno-Ugric higtory of the Estonian
and Hungarian nations), but often these links are quite week. People in Centra Europe tend
to know very little about the Bdtic States, while people in the Bdtic countries have a much
better understanding of the Centrd European nations. During a vist to Riga in February
1998, the chairman of the Czech Senate, Petr Pithart, said that Centra Europeans often
have trouble in telling Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia gpart. Recognition is a key indicator of
mutud links and the level of integration, and it is clear that in the case of the Bdtic and
Centra European countries, these levels are quite low. The Bdltic States must teke concrete
steps toward overcoming this problem.

It should be expected that bilaterd co-operation will remain the leading form of political,
economic, and military co-operation. It seems that regiona co-operation will develop most
successtully within the dready exigting regiond patterns, i.e. Batic Sea, Centrd European,
South-East European, and Black Sea co-operation. Perhaps a link should be created to
connect these regions. If such projects should enjoy support from European and
Transatlantic indtitutions, and if they prove to be of practicd importance the CEE countries,
then they will develop and grow.
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We mugt agree once again with the Hungarian scholar Andras Inotai who pointed out thet
successful regional  co-operation in Centrd and Eastern Europe must be seen as a
consequence of successful integration into the world economy, not as a precondition for
doing 0. This notion is true aso with regard to political and security co-operation. Thus
EU and NATO integration creates the necessary conditions for establishing closer
relationship between the Baltic and the Central European countries even though competition
in the race to join the EU and the possibility that Batic NATO membership may be deayed
aso creste conditions for rivary. Although there is a political will on al sdes to collaborate
more effectively, a more integrated relationship cannot be achieved in the short or even
medium term.

In order to raise the level of integration of the Bdtic States with the Centra European
countries severd developments are necessary:

1. The Bdtic States must catch up with the countries now about to enter the EU and
dready new members of NATO in economic and political development in order to minimize
the asymmetry that exists in the economic, palitical, and military spheres.

2. Some form of culturd integration is indigpensable. An integrated system can not
be built from above soldly. A multi-layered network of bilaterd as well as multilatera
relations on interstate as well as on locd level, and on an interingtitutiona and interpersona
leve, is indispensable to achieve regiond or sub-regiond co-operation. Such a system is
dready being formed in the Bdtic littord. Perhaps the common experience under
Communigt regimes is the most important unifying factor; however, it is a trandent one. It
seems that culturd integration is possble only through “Europeanization,” through
consciousness of their being bearers of a common European culturd heritage, since there is
no helpful historical background for the building of a CEE identity.

This will not be an automatic process, however. It will require conscious effort and
resources. It is precisdy the issue of resources, which is the largest problem when it comes

to the effectiveness of Baltic and Centra European co-operation with NATO and the EU in

*notai, A., “The Visegrad four: More competition than regional cooperation?,” eds. Lippert, B. and
Schneider, H., Monitoring Association and Beyond: The European Union and the Visegrad States.
(Europe Union Verlag: Bonn, 1995), p. 167.
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the context of integration. What's more, the lack of resources is problematic for both groups
of countries, not just the Baltic States.

Poland's participation in various regiond initiatives creates better conditions for more
expanded co-operation involving Centra Europe. It is clear, however, that the “gravitationa
pull” of the Bdtic Sea Region is much greater than that of Centrd Europe. That is for
economic, politica, as well as cultural and historical reasons. Development of the “Northern
Dimengion” of the EU will foster an integration of Estoniaand Latvia, aswell as Lithuania, in
the Northern Europe.

4.The Latvian-Russian relationship at the beginning of 1999

Aivars Stranga

Toward the end of 1998, the Latvian-Russan rdationship was gradudly losing the openly
confrontationa nature that is typica of a crigs, but greater progress toward normaisation
was not experienced. On October 3, Latvian voters in a referendum approved libera
amendments to the country’s citizenship law. For Russa this was an unexpected and
undesirable result; Moscow had hoped that the amendments would be rejected o that it
could continue its internationd campaign againg Latvia without any difficulties. Just a few
days before the referendum Russan Foreign Minister Ivanov announced that Russia's god
was to achieve “internationa intolerance’ againg Latvia, which was tantamount to asking
for the country’s internationa isolation. On the same day as the referendum vote, Latvia
a0 eected a new parliament, and the results of this was the formation of a government in
November that was led by Vilis Kristopans of the Latvia's Way party. The government’s
operationa declaration took a very friendly stand toward Russia, one which, it might even
be said, contained certain eements of naiveté. The declaration spoke of establishing a new
phase in the rdaionship with Russa, one “free of higoricd biases’. The government
announced that it would come up with an initiaive to “begin work on a declaration on the
history and future of the relaionship between the two countries.” These postive intentions
were put into the declaration a the behest of the prime minister himself, but in the process
the government failed to take into account such very important factors as the fact that Russia
has never been interested in a declaration on the history and future of the bilaterd
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relaionship. Maoscow is interested in things such as security guarantees that would bring
political benefitsto Russia, e.g., diverting the Baltic sates from their pro-NATO path. Even
though Prime Minister Kristopans expressed readiness to go to Moscow a any time
(something that has been typicd of Latvian politicians) and hoped that this would soon be
followed up by an invitation, nothing much had moved forward by the spring of 1999.
Russa announced that it would like to tak — in expert groups — only about so-called
“humanitarian issues’ such as new demands in the area of the Stuation of “Russan
gpeskers’ in Latvia A deputy in the Russan Duma, S. Faadegev, announced openly that
the Dumawould ratify no serious economic or political agreement with Latvia (i.e., a border
treaty) as long as the latter country continued to seek membership in NATO and as long as
no new and extensive concessions were made with respect to the “Russian speakers’. The
American ambassador to Latvia, James Holmes, was right in saying about the Russian
postion that “over the last severd months we have been disgppointed, because there have
been true opportunities to improve the reaionship between Latvia and Russia, while
Moscow has not been forthcoming. [..] For some reason Moscow has not done this. We
have been disappointed.”

There is another factor that has an impact on the Latvian-Russan relaionship, and that is
Moscow’s relationship with NATO. Even though the reaction which Latvia's government
had toward the NATO dlrike againgt Serbia was very measured, Russa greeted it with
displeasure and announced that it could not help but have an effect on the bilatera
reaionship. In March 1999 the Duma once again began to tak about implementing
economic againg Lavia, while the chairman of the Duma's Foreign Affairs Commission,
Vladimir Lukin (Jabloko) went so far as to announce that Bdtic support for NATO may
give Russa sradicals areason to implement aggressive actions in the Bdltic region.

In the area of economic relaions, we can expect Russia to take advantage of a proposa to
build a new ail pipeine (something that is a great hope of Ventspils Nafta) that has come
from a newly established company caled the Western Pipeline System. The pipeline would
run from Northern Russato Ventspils. Russa can use the proposa not only to wage new
economic demands such as lowered reloading tariffs in Ventspils, but dso to influence
various palitical decisons. When the issue of privatisng Ventspils Nafta came to the fore in
early 1999, it quickly became clear that Lukoil would not be satisfied with the 20-25%
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ownership share that Ventspils Naftais prepared to offer to it. At atime when the profits of
Russid s oil monopolies are fdling, the am is not so much to buy the share (there is alack of
funds for that), but rather to prohibit serious Western companies from participating in the
privatisation of Ventspils Nafta. Russid's ail oligarchs want to want to keep their options
open 0 that in the future, when their economic Stuation improves, they might gan a much
larger share of the company. The new pipdine project has aso served as a convenient
piece of bat for the Latvian trangt industry, and the process has dready begun to bring
dividends in terms of Russas interests. The owners of Ventspils Nafta have begun to
display nervousness, demanding a“normdisation” of the Latvian-Russan reationship (albeit
without any clear understanding of how to accomplish this), and beginning to accuse
Sweden and Finland of trying to push Latviaout of the trangt business.

Russia’ s relationship with Lithuania and Estonia

Even though the issue of “Russan spegkers’ is not on the agenda in Russid s rdationship
with Lithuania — something that Russiais usng to keep from normdising rdaions with Latvia
— the Russan-Lithuanian relaionship, too, was not in very good order in 1998 and the
beginning of 1999. In September 1997 Lithuania became the firgt of the three Baltic
countries to sign a border agreement with Russia, but that treaty has not yet been ratified in
the Russan Duma. When in June 1998, Yevgenij Primakov — then 4ill Russa's foreign
minister — gppeared in Vilnius for a brief vist, he announced that there were no unresolved
issues between the two countries. He dso said that a vist by the Lithuanian prime minister
to Moscow could be expected in the fal of 1998 and that various agreements would be
ggned a that time. Nothing of the sort ended up happening, however. In August the
Russian economy collgpsed, and Moscow had no time to think about inggnificant treeties
with Lithuania A bilaterd negotiating commisson between the two countries met in
November 1998 for its second meeting, making no forward movement on the key issues
such as an agreement concerning trandt to Kdiningrad, a visafree regime for Russan
citizens in Kdiningrad, etc. We can predict that the Kainingrad issue will become more
complex. In April Boris Yetsn ordered the Russian government to ensure independent

energy sources for Kainingrad (currently the region is completely dependent on Lithuania
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and Poland); the Russan press saw Ydtan's directive as a dedre to maintain the military
potentiad of the Kdiningrad region — a potentia that has been declining dl the time — jugt in
case Russan-NATO reations deteriorate to a critical point.

The Russian economic criss has dso had a powerful effect on Lithuania Even though
Lithuanian banks were much less exposed to Russa than Latvian banks, Lithuania, like its
northern neighbour, suffered heavily from the rapid decline in exportsto the East. The crisis
in Russia aso unveiled the darker sides of the Lithuanian economy. Some 400,000 people
in that country earn ther living in the illegd labour market, producing chesgp goods for the
Russan market. Under conditions of dire economic graits, the Russan oil monopolies
waged savage pressure againgt Lithuania. At the end of January 1999, Lukoil stopped
shipping ail to the Mazeikia ail refinery, thus trying to force the Lithuanians to give Lukoil at
least a 33% ownership share in Mazelkiu Nafta and to incresse the amount of money it was
paying for oil bought from Russa The Russan oil monopolies are dso dearly trying to
force the American company Williams Internationd out of the Lithuanian market. In case
the opposite happens, and Williams pushes Lukoil out of the market — and this started to
happen in the spring of 1999 — the reationship between Russia and Lithuania will amost
certainly become more chilly. The conflict with Lukoil was dso one of the main reasons why
the Butinge Oil Termind did not begin exports of il in January 1999, as Lithuania had
vowed to do at the end of 1998.

Estonia was not at the centre of Russa's attention in 1998 and the beginning of 1999,
largely because Moscow has been implementing individua approaches to each of the three
Bdtic States, and during this particular period it was more focused on Latvia. Russia was
too wesk to maintain pressure againgt both countries smultaneoudy, even though a one
time Estonia was portrayed in Russa as the most wicked of the three Baltic countries. Itis
a0 true that EStoniag, unlike Latvia, did not give Russa any reason for a new anti-Estonian
campaign. Truly wishing to join the EU and not wanting to damage its rdaions with the
Wedt, for example, Estonia avoided Latvia's mistake with respect to the legionnaires of
World War 1. In Estonia the legionnaires held their commemoration quietly and without the
paticipation of Estonian government officids in July 1998. Even the Russan press was
forced to admit that Estonia had passed a difficult test of political maturity. At the same
time, however, Estonia did not manage to achieve any sgnificant results in bringing grester
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order to its reationship with Moscow. No border treaty was signed, for example. The
Egtonian-Russian intergovernmental commisson met for a long-awaited meeting in early
December 1998 in Tdlinn, but the results of that meeting were indgnificant. The man
economic issue concerned the double tariffs that Russia has gpplied to Estonian goods.
These were not repeded, and the chairman of the Russan ddlegation, Vaentina Matvijenko,
sad that the tariffs are linked to politica issues, namdly, the trestment of Estonia's ethnic
Russan minority.

In June 1998 the Estonian parliament gpproved a concept paper on the integration of non-
Egtonians into the country’s society, Russa continued to fed that Etonia had not done
enough. The populigt and nationaist mayor of Moscow, Jurij Luzhkov and his scanddous
advisor A. Perdigin began to devote increased attention to Estonia.  The latter man
announced severd times that Russia does and will continue to support Estonid' s leftist, so-
caled “Russan-spesker” politica parties. It is dso true that as power in EStonia is taken
over by the right-centre party of Mart Laar, Estonia will probably once again become an
object of Russan criticiam.

In conclusion, it must be stressed thet the relationship of the Batic States with Russia will
long continue to be ungtable, disorderly and with a tendency toward various mini-crises (at
least). The main reason for this will be the postion that Russa tekes vis-avis the Baltic
States. Overcome by dl kinds of possble and impossible crises, Russa continues to
display an arrogant and pushy attitude toward the Baltic countries. In the area of security
policy, Russd's deteriorating relationship with NATO (because of the Kosovo crigs) is
exacerbating Maoscow’ s irritation with the Baltic desire to expand contacts with the dliance.
In the area of economic relaions, the deep criss in the Russian economy is the main reason
for problems. The Economist has noted that “the prospect of a fascigt, feudd or thieving
government in charge of thousands of nuclear and other wegpons now seems less remote.”
The Bdtic States have little hope of bringing order to their relaionship with a country thet is
in as bad a Stuation as it has ever faced since the period between 1917 and 1920. Russa
has never seen proper relations with the Baltic States as any kind of foreign policy priority
for itsdf; both Sdes see the orderliness of the relationship differently, and Russa would be
satisfied only if the Bdtic countries were obedient satellites to the centre. The extent of the
Russan crigs, however, dlows us at least to predict that it will be too tired and wesk to
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implement any aggressive or excessvely hodtile policy toward the Bdtic States. The best
thing that the Bdltic three can do in this Situation is to implement their EU accesson dtrategy
congstently and without any hesitation, modernise their economies and re-orient their foreign
economic contacts as much as possble toward more predictable markets, strengthen

contacts with NATO, and continue to integrate the so-called “Russian speakers’.

Conclusion

The Bdltic dates, after a generation of occupation and amost fifty years of life as Russan
provinces have done wdl in building their security sncethefdl of the Soviet empirein 1991.
All three have stable democrdtic indtitutions and functioning market economies and should
no longer be perceived as "former republics of the Soviet Union.” Any comparison between
them and the Stuation in Russaand the other CIS

datesis no longer relevant.

The Bdtic 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: Russids readiness to
acknowledge Bdtic membership in NATO; the Bdltic peoples readiness to accept the
policy priority of their eites and costs of membership; and the readiness of NATO member
gates to pay for the inclusion of the Baltic statesinto NATO.

It isimpossible to say what future developments will arise both in Russa and itsrelations
with the West after the disruption of NATO-Russian relations during the Kosova war.
Although Russids drategic interests in the Balkans basically coincide with those of the Wes,
the deteriorating political, socid, and economic Stuation in Russia coupled with an ingrained
anti-NATO mindset and anti-Western rhetoric can gain a momentum which develops
according to its own logic leading eventualy to anew Cold War.

One need not automatically pronounce Batic membership in NATO as"dead” dueto
Russas hardened attitude to NATO as aresult of Kosova The lesson that has been
relearned from Kosovais that only a determined demonstration of massive force displayed

at the very beginning can stop the tragedy of ethnic cleansing and aggression on the part of
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Eagtern dictators - heditation and a gradudist military reaction as displayed in the beginning
of the Kosovawar on the part of NATO only multiplies the tragedy and increases the costs
that must be paid to stop aggression.

Although it isin the Bdltic States that Russia can still demondtrate her lost great power
datus, this does not rule out the very opposite conclusion that Russia can draw. With the arc
of ingability ranging from the Bakans to Tadjisktan possibly spreading further north into
Russato compound an dready grim domestic Situation, the Bdltics, asintegrd parts of the
"new West," can better serve Russias interests than weak buffer states between her and
NATO.

An important part of Baltic security is occupied by Batic-Nordic relations. Over the last
severd years, there have been qudlitative changesin the relationship between the Baltic and
the Nordic countries. No longer asmple question of reciproca activity, the relationship has
grown into highly varied co-operation, and the volume of this co-operation continues to
expand. These fundamental and progressive changes are linked firgt and foremost to
increasing co-operation within the BSR, both at the bilaterd and at the multilatera level.

The enlargement of the European Union is the single most powerful factor in promoting co-
operation between the Baltic States and Scandinavia. Thisis partly because the Nordic
countries are interested in strengthening the EU’ s northern dimension and, with the help of
the Baltic States, to eiminate the view that they are small countries with limited resources of
power. It isaso true, however, that as one of the main trends in contemporary international
processes, regiona co-operation offers great opportunities for countries to become involved
in these processes, identifying their specific place in the internationd system and adapting to
the dynamic changes which are taking place.

The collective understanding of the advantages and opportunities which the Batic Sea
Region provideswill lead to intendfied and more divergent forms of co-operation which will
be both deeper and broader. Thisisdictated by the logic of internationa processes which
saysthat in our day, only those palitical actors who are effective collectively will survive. A
maximum of co-operation, in other words, is the best security guarantee.

The dominating developmentd trends which will affect the relationship between the Bdtic
gates and the Nordic countriesin the future are clearly seen, but the concrete manifestation

of these processes will be dependent on a series of factors: NATO'srolein the security
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structure of 21%-century Europe; the success of NATO enlargement; EU involvement in the
region; and the process of democratisation in Russia and that country’sinterest in

participating in the BSR on equd terms.



