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Introductory Remarks 

E  these covers are the proceedings of a research workshop
organized as part of a project entitled Security and Cooperation in the Baltic

Sea Region.1 The Swedish Institute of International Affairs participated in the
workshop by making its facilities, infrastructure and incomparable ambiance
available for the proceedings, and by the participation of its researchers.2

The intention behind the publication is to allow the research-oriented focus
of our workshop also to flow out to readers with similar research interests, saving
at least part of the discussion from being weeded out, as necessarily happens in a
straightforward book format.

The focus for the workshop was intractable research problems regarding secu-
rity in the Baltic Sea region. The phrase refers both to questions pertaining
directly to the security issues we study, and to questions concerning the way we
interpret and analyze them. In preparing their papers, the participating re-
searchers have been encouraged to use this occasion to serve up research puzzles
which may already have been presented before, but to which they have not had
any real feedback. They also have had the option of presenting a piece of work
here for the first time. Regardless of the specific form of the papers presented, our
task is analytical above all.

Since the contributing authors have not received any more specific guidance
regarding the substance except the overarching title and what was just said, the
danger was real that the workshop would come to have somewhat of the appear-
ance of a happening. But the intention was also to give serendipity a chance. At a
minimum, my calculation was that a chance to work at our research tangles in an
informal session of close academic colleagues would in itself be worth the event.

1 Project at Södertörns högskola (University College), funded by the Baltic Foundation (Östersjöstiftelsen). 
2 Coordinator for SIIA has been Senior Associate Lena Jonson.



To give some common direction to our discussion, I presented the following
general queries, which to me seemed central to all attempts to understand the
security issues of the Baltic Sea region in their present state:

Query 1: How can we explain the wide and persistent discrepancy in threat
perceptions between Russia and the Western states of the Baltic Sea region, man-
ifest both among elites and in the more informed public opinion? What are the
consequences?

Query 2: Is the Baltic Sea Region a power vacuum? Is the region marked by a
lack of great-power engagement in the harder security issues? For the sake of
argument, I suggest the answer to both is yes. But I would also want to discuss
whether a power vacuum is good or bad from the point of stability. This leads me
to my third query.

Query 3: Is a region more stable when major players are actively engaging each
other even when they disagree strongly—as is the case (e.g.) in Northeast Asia
between the Koreas, China, the US, Japan and Russia? Or is it more stable when
they are cautiously keeping a low profile and not seriously discussing difficult
issues, such as NATO membership for the Baltic states or a demilitarization of
Kaliningrad?

Query 4: How do we go about documenting our claims, contentions and con-
clusions, reliably and validly? Are we sufficiently aware of the dangers of posing
as oracles when we make our comments on ‘the real problems of this region’?
How can we know that which we pretend to know about the Baltic Sea region?

With these basic questions in mind, the reader is invited to move on to the
papers, which have gone through a process of editing and revision since their
presentation in August 2000.

The proceedings consist both of papers and of comments on papers. The con-
tributors were asked to make the main papers short—the original intention was
to keep them at a maximum of 8-10 pages. Some authors have stuck faithfully to
this request. Others have bargained with the editor for more space, some with bet-
ter luck—and better reasons—than others. Correspondingly, the comments were
to be a maximum of 3 pages.

Inconsistencies may expose the editor to charges of having been too liberal, to
which he pleads partly guilty, trusting nevertheless in the probability of redemp-
tion on account of the quality of his colleagues’ work.
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The Strategic Context of the Baltic Sea Region:
Theoretical and Empirical Perspectives

Introduction

E'  and especially the Baltic Sea region today reflect a security
environment vastly different from their erstwhile Cold War setting.

Individually and collectively, states in the region have been challenged to recon-
ceive the political, military and economic boundaries of their respective relation-
ships with intra-regional, European, trans-Atlantic and bilateral partners. Perhaps
the most basic change brought about by the end of the Cold War is one of geopo-
litical orientation, eroding, if not eliminating, a Nordic sense of separateness from
the travails of European integration and transatlantic security building. As Bo
Huldt explains, ‘the region is the meeting place of NATO, EU, Russian, Baltic,
Nordic and Central European interests’ (Huldt 1998: 41). Taking his observation
a step further, it might be suggested that because of these unique circumstances,
the region still faces an indeterminate security environment. A decade after the
Cold War and independence for the three Baltic states, the region continues to
wrestle with two essential security issues. First, how does the region fit into
European and transatlantic structures? And second, what role can, should, or
must the region play in the settlement of the much larger question of continental
security building? 

The region's very diversity invites challenging theoretical questions, too. How
might theory help untangle new issues of power distribution and alignment?
How can theory help explain the emerging connections between domestic pref-
erences and systemically determined foreign policy choices? Using security theory
and empirical evidence, this paper proposes an analytical model for how these
questions might be answered.

7
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The purpose of this paper is threefold. First, it attempts to engage the debate
in security studies between structuralists, also known as realists, and compara-
tivists over what determines the behaviour of states. Structuralists believe that a
state's foreign and security policy is predominantly a response to its external envi-
ronment and that policy outcomes are therefore externally determined.
Comparativists explain policy outcomes in terms of a state's domestic environ-
ment, its political institutions and agents, as well as in terms of cultural prefer-
ences and predispositions. Using either theoretical approach provides very differ-
ent explanations of why states behave the way they do.

Making theoretical distinctions explicit is a necessary precursor to empirical
analysis. Theoretical preferences are often hidden and need to be exposed before
empirical analysis can reliably present evidence for different kinds of policy
behaviour. This recognition leads directly to the paper's second purpose which is
to test the propositions advanced by both theories against observable behaviour
in post-Cold War Europe.1 Testing theoretical propositions can reveal the cir-
cumstances under which states conform to policy expectations proposed by either
structuralist or comparativist theory. Testing also reveals how well state behaviour
meets theoretical expectations and hence helps establish the veracity of either 
theory.

The paper's third purpose is to apply the insights gained through the testing
of theory to the security context of the Baltic Sea region. It is expected that the
relationships between theory and state behaviour will help elucidate the context
of regional security, suggest security strategies for states in the region and help
identify the sources of stability and instability in Europe's north.2 

Three developments in post-Cold War Europe serve to test theory: the unifi-
cation of Germany, the dissolution of the Soviet Union, and the evolution of
euro-atlantic institutions. The choice of test cases is determined by the profound
impact these developments are having on the general structure of security in
Europe and their relevance for the Baltic Sea region in particular. The paper posits
that the process of testing theory must include political developments significant

1 Testing theoretical propositions thoroughly, that is over lengthy periods of time including a multitude of
states in many different regional settings, goes far beyond the scope of this paper. Testing methods were
originally suggested by George (1979). One method suggested by George, the ‘congruence’ procedure seeks
to establish correspondence between theoretical expectations and actual policy outcomes. For an application
of this procedure see Duffield (1999), especially his methodological appendix, 793-796. ‘Congruence’ proce-
dure is also used here.
2 A very useful and relevant testing of different international relation theories is provided in Rauchhaus (2000).
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for both structural and domestic explanations of policy outcomes. Method-
ological logic demands that the credibility of different theories claiming to
explain the same external outcomes must be established across the same spec-
trum of cases. A caveat, however, is in order.

It is easier to explain events than it is to explain processes. Were the paper to
test theory against the event of German unification, the event of the dissolution
of the Soviet Union and the event of institutional decisions, the results would
most likely be less equivocal than can be expected when theory is tested against
the impact events are having on the emerging European security structure. The
findings of this paper are therefore conditioned by the dynamics of processes
whose ultimate impact cannot yet be fully anticipated. Despite these analytical
limitations, sufficient empirical data has accumulated over the past decade to
enhance theoretical testing.

German unification, for example, creates a new hierarchy among Europe's
major states, raises questions of Berlin's foreign policy orientation, the exercise of
German power, and the continued relevance of Germany's pre-unification pref-
erence for multilateralism and institutional constraints. Similarly, the demise of
the Soviet Union poses questions of Russia's status as regional power, the nature
of its relationships with former Soviet republics and former Warsaw Pact mem-
bers. Finally, evolutionary processes within and between the atlantic alliance and
the European Union, in part but not entirely in response to German unification
and the breakup of the Soviet Union, raise questions of institutional hierarchy
and rivalry as well as institutional relevance in the shaping of a new European
political order.

For the Baltic Sea Region, the foreign policies of major European states and
the degree of the region's institutional integration define the context within
which individual states conceive and articulate foreign policy choices.3 Histori-
cally, both Germany and Russia have been dominant players in the region. Today,
both countries are again in a position to shape the region's security. As indeter-
minate as the regions current security environment is, whether Russia and
Germany work together, balance each other, or use regional, European and
transatlantic institutions and forums to promote or inhibit the establishment of
a stable security environment, the two countries matter decisively. The continued
process of European Union and NATO enlargement confronts the region with

3 For an extensive summary of northern Europe's security context see Bonvicini et al (2000).
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incentives and barriers to integration. Thus far, the diversity of the region's insti-
tutional linkages gives the appearance of incoherence, ambiguity and fluidity,
with the three Baltic states pressing for institutional integration while the institu-
tions themselves as well as other state actors in the region are reluctant to pursue
a formalized strategy that would determine the region's place in Euro-atlantic
structures.

Contending Theories: External or Domestic Environment?
The issue at hand relates to a rather simple question: what forces determine the
external behaviour of states, that is their foreign and security policies? Neorealism
proposes to answer this question by focusing on a state's external environment,
constituted by other sovereign independent states. Relations between states are in
the main characterized by the relative distribution of power between them where
some states have greater material capacities than others and are therefore better
equipped to exercise their interests. Most importantly, neorealism suggests that
states adjust to structural changes in their international environment, especially
shifts in the distribution of relative power. Decisions of alignment especially are
attributed to states' adjustments of policy in response to shifts in the material
capabilities of states.4 Neorealism thus identifies the international environment
as the primary independent variable that accounts for the way states exercise
strategic choice. The internal, domestic realm is seen as apart from the interna-
tional arena. Also of subsidiary importance is the role accorded to international
institutions which are regarded as auxiliary to the ‘real’ foundations of the inter-
national system.5 States cooperate, create and join institutions, but they do so
reflecting an existing distribution of power in the international system.

It comes as no surprise that neorealism developed its explanation of state
behaviour during the Cold War when international relations exhibited strong
power balances, bipolarity and hierarchy. With few exceptions, alignment deci-
sions could be credibly traced to states' responsiveness to external pressures and
opportunities. Consequently, neorealism established itself as the primary theory
able to account for the security choices of states.

Non-realist theories are based on entirely different assumptions about the role
of systemic forces determining state behaviour. Rather than emphasizing external

4 Waltz (1979) best exemplifies the broad thrust of the neorealist argument.
5 Mearsheimer (1995: 339-342). Also see Mearsheimer (1990), Keohane and Nye (1977), and Keohane (1986).
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structure, foreign and security policy is seen as the product of domestic variables
including, but not limited to, large-scale processes of internal political transfor-
mation affecting the nature and legitimacy of government, processes of economic
transformation that shift the socio-economic balance with society and between
the state and society, processes of interest transformation that empower sub-
national groups previously under-represented as well as regularized processes of
domestic negotiation involving established political groups. Domestic explana-
tions of external behaviour have been used to account especially for such phe-
nomena as nationalism, imperialism and aggressive foreign policies.6 The general
argument, however, is a generic one, namely that foreign policy is largely deter-
mined by preferences that empower domestic interest groups. Perhaps the best
known domestic account of foreign policy behaviour is the notion of the
Military-Industrial Complex which traces external outcomes to powerful domes-
tic interests profiting both materially and ideologically by interpreting interna-
tional politics a threatening to national security.

Related to domestic explanations are cultural approaches. Using culture as an
independent variable suggest that states behave in a culturally determined fash-
ion tracing its roots to historical experiences, collective memory, collectively held
ideas and perception of self. Usually defined as combinations of collective, non-
material variables, ‘it refers to the recurring patterns of mental activity, or the
habits of thought, perception, and feeling, that are common to members of a par-
ticular group’.7 Size and composition of groups can vary, ranging from small eth-
nic minorities within states to organizational cultures, to national cultures and
assumptions about the behaviour of groups of states sharing expectations about
themselves. Hence it is not surprising to find cultural approaches accounting for
sub-national, national and international outcomes, including culturally-based
preferences for unilateral and multilateral behaviour as well as regime compliant
and non-compliant behaviour.8

Non-realist theories have not been well received by realists. The essential issue
is whether phenomena other than structure can explain the dominant pattern of

6 Zakaria (1995), provides a useful overview of the primary literature on the utility of domestic explanations
of foreign policy.
7 Duffield (1999: 769).
8 For examples, see Duffield (1999), as well as Duffield (1998); Katzenstein (1996) provides an excellent
review of the literature; also Keohane et al (1993), especially the chapter by Jeffrey J. Anderson and John B.
Goodman, ‘Mars or Minerva? A United Germany in a Post-Cold War Europe’, 23-62.
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state behaviour. For theorists, this issue is of crucial importance because the pos-
sibility of alternative explanations to international politics raises fundamental
questions of paradigm validity (Kuhn 1970). Such questions include the subject
and object of study, how to deal with state behaviour the theory does not account
for, and the implications for further study and the development of the field as a
whole.

But even for non-theorist it is important to attain as much clarity as possible.
Interpretations of state behaviour are as much part of the policy-maker's world as
they are part of the theorist's. Policies are thus products of choice with real-world
impact. To illustrate this point, in his 1979 book Strategy and Ethnocentrism, Ken
Booth argues that a combination of domestic cultural variables accounts for
American ethnocentrism in international security that explains the US preference
for a strategy of deterrence vis-a-vis the Soviet Union. Moreover, ethnocentrism
can, according to Booth, create assumptions of universality and truth which to
others invariably appear as exclusive, harboring aspirations of superiority (Booth
1979). Or, consider Samuel Huntington's Clash of Civilizations in which he
attributes causes of stability and instability to cultural notions of modernity, relig-
ion and ethnicity (Huntington 1996). Whether strategies are devised because of
perceived religious threats or civilizational traits, they invariably reveal assump-
tions about how the world is believed to work.

The very general assumptions that theorists usually produce tend to be mutu-
ally exclusive and stimulate much debate. Culturalists have proclaimed the
poverty of realism9 and realists have retorted with claims that question the
methodologies of domestic and cultural approaches (Desch 1998: 157; Zakaria
1995: 469).

Among the many charges traded between the two 'camps', two are important
for the exploration of the security context of the Baltic Sea region: the relevance
of realism and the analytical strength of culturalism. Culturalists claim that real-
ism does not address the questions that are primary to understanding the future
shape of international security. Realists argue that the cases of security behaviour
studied by culturalists yield results that are either inconclusive or can by reached
within a realist framework.10

9 See Katzenstein (1996), especially the introduction, 1-32.
10 See Duffield et al (1999).
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European Security a Decade after the Cold War
Several developments within the past decade have been profoundly felt across
Europe and can be expected to play a forceful role in shaping the future of secu-
rity in Europe. Among these developments, three stand out. First, the unification
of Germany; second, the dissolution of the Soviet Union; and third, the increas-
ingly ambiguous role of euro/Atlantic institutions. Other developments, though
significant, pale in comparison with these. Their individual transforming effect
upon political and security relations on the continent and their combined effects
upon who does what, when and where, in and for Europe, are unprecedented.
These three developments also provide a unique opportunity to test realist and
nonrealist theories.

The ‘German Question’ in European Security
Realist theories would expect Germany after unification to return to being a
‘normal’ state. With the political constraints on sovereignty lifted and the mate-
rial capacities of the country greatly enhanced, Germany once again emerged as
the powerful actor it had been historically. It would have an assertive foreign pol-
icy, would conceive of its interests nationally and distance itself from the institu-
tions that had previously defined Germany's foreign and security policy space. In
other words, Germany would act more in accordance with its heightened status
and greater international responsibility. The dissolution of the Soviet Union
would increase Germany's room of maneuver even more, enabling Berlin to
spread its influence into central, eastern and northern Europe.

Contrary to realist expectations of Germany responding to structural change
in its external environment, the post-unification German record of foreign policy
behaviour does not provide sufficient positive evidence. Indeed, Berlin has been
reluctant to assume new international responsibilities, has actively supported the
growth of multilateral institutions and has strenuously avoided exploiting the
powerful position structural change has accorded it.

Germany's apparent continuation of policies developed under different struc-
tural conditions has lead culturalists to identify Germany as a prime example of
nonrealist state behaviour. Germany, it is argued, has developed a political culture
stronger than the systemic imperative of great power status.11 Relying on analysis
of German antimilitarism, multilateralism and professed reluctance to engage

11 See Duffield (1998), Anderson and Goodman (1993), and Katzenstein (1996).
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militarily in out-of-area contingencies, culturalists assert that realism cannot
explain the puzzle of a decade-long foreign policy that does not exhibit realist ten-
dencies. Though culturalists are aware that more case studies are needed to
enhance the claim that cultural instead of systemic forces explain foreign policy,
especially case studies on different issue areas across countries, the German case
nevertheless is seen as considerably advancing the case of nonrealist approaches.

Studying the continuity in German foreign policy from a political culture per-
spective has proved revealing. Realist theories are not equipped to reveal the
depth of Germany's commitment to the culture of restraint that has served the
country so well during the Cold War. A politically low profile, embeddedness in
euro-Atlantic institutions, and a profound reluctance to define interests in
national terms, all contributed to rehabilitating West Germany after World War
II. Its foreign policy became predictable, its alignments transparent, and its polit-
ical elites reliable allies. The replacement of the national with the multilateral was
so complete that West German identity came to be reflexively defined within an
institutional context, deeply ingrained in a political culture that had turned its
back on power politics.12

Yet the evidence in the German case for political culture as an independent
variable is equivocal. In fact, realist theories can quite well explain both German
Cold War and post-Cold War behaviour. In the first instance, it can be argued that
while West Germany undoubtedly did not pursue policies reminiscent of
Bismarck and emperor Wilhelm II, it was for lack of credible alternatives rather
than an emergent political culture. Divided, disgraced and its external security
dependent upon a U.S.-led alliance, West Germany was a product and a reflection
of Cold War bi-polarity, firmly embraced by structures over which it exercised
virtually no control. This would seem especially evident with NATO, though less
so for the European community where Germany actively pursued policies that
tied the country's economy, a major material resource for realists, ever more to
those of its partners.

Second, German anti-militarism—evident later in Bonn's and Berlin's reluc-
tance to commit troops out-of-area—can be accommodated quite easily by real-
ist theories, too. An alliance whose strategy is based on deterrence and derived
from the balance of threat between the United States and the Soviet Union, did
not need to take recourse to military action. The threat of mutual assured

12 Anderson and Goodman (1993: 61). Also see Haftendorn (1980: 8).
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destruction was reflective of a rough equality in the distribution of power in the
international system. War between the major players and their allies was thus
avoided for systemic reasons, not for cultural preferences of antimilitarism. The
Cold War security system thus provided space for German preferences. It was
generated by external structures, perhaps solid enough to permit Germans to
believe that their antimilitarism would indeed carry over to the post-Cold War
era.

Third, culturalists incorrectly assume the longevity of German policy conti-
nuity which they only see threatened if NATO were to collapse and the U.S. to
withdraw from Europe. Realist argue that cultural reasoning may be premature
and therefore inconclusive.13 Germany may have displayed culturally based pref-
erences during the structural upheavals of the first post-Cold War decade but
such preferences might not be sustainable and Germany can therefore be
expected to adapt to the structural changes unification and the demise of the
Soviet Union brought. Thus realists would acknowledge the role of political cul-
ture as an intervening variable, accounting for the delay in Germany's structural
adjustment; they would not see the fact of eventual adjustment threatened.

Quite obviously, realist and nonrealist theories have a contribution to make.
Neither can fully replace the explanatory power of the other. Culturalist, empha-
sizing the domestic roots of German foreign policy behaviour point to the trans-
forming impact integration and multilateralism have had on political culture.
Realists remind us that tumultuous structural change also needs to be accommo-
dated and that cultural preferences may not be immune to systemic change. Thus
neither theoretical approach serves as a ready guide to future German foreign and
security policy behaviour. Germany has established strong cultural preferences. At
least two generations of political elites have been socialized into a multilateral,
antimilitary context, both limited to European integration and defense of allied
territory. At the same time, however, external change is making pressing demands
upon Germany to come to terms with a fluid, unpredictable environment. How
has Germany reacted to these pressures?

There is considerable support for suggesting that Germany is attempting to
merge its cultural traditions with systemic requirements. In other words,
Germany is adapting to systemic imperatives on terms that accommodate as
many of its cultural preferences as possible. Three issue areas can be pointed to

13 See Desch (1988: 157) and Johnston, p. 33.
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where Germany has shown the strength of its political culture as well as respon-
siveness to structural changes. This mix of independent variables has not been
explored in the literature but is vital to understand foreign policy positions held
by Berlin.

The first issue area concerns Russia and Germany's evolving relationship
towards it. Since unification, Germany has developed a sophisticated diplomatic
approach to dealing with its large eastern neighbour, successfully maintaining a
constructive relationship that does more than balance Russian power. Instead of
exploiting Russian weakness by asserting itself in central and eastern Europe,
Germany's goal has been to facilitate and foster Russia's ‘Europeanization’.14 This
goal has been consistently pursued, matched by enticing credit and trade arrange-
ments. For Germany, peace and security in Europe cannot be established without
constructive Russian involvement. German leaders are concerned about Russian
marginalization in shaping European security, a possibility they consciously try to
avoid. Thus Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer can be credited for his efforts to
include Russia in the final settlement of NATO's war in Kosovo. Without the
‘Fischer Plan’, NATO would not have been able to engage Russian support for a
Kosovo Peacekeeping Force.15 Germany had, of course, the option of joining
other western powers in their neglect of Russian interests. The fact that it did not
speaks to the strength and maturity of Germany's political culture.

Germany's appreciation that Europe cannot be built on competitive strategies
also shows itself with regard to future rounds of NATO enlargement. None of its
leaders have spoken out on the subject since the Washington NATO Summit in
May 1999 formally admitted Hungary, Poland and the Czech Republic to the
alliance. In his June 2000 visit to Estonia and Latvia, addressing the Estonian par-
liament, Chancellor Schroeder affirmed Russia's role in Europe, declaring it of
‘strategic significance’.16 Speaking to Balts about the need to involve Russia in
decisions that concern Russia's interests appears to be a clear signal that the Baltic
states can not expect to become members of NATO without Russian consent.

14 Vortrag von Staatssekretaer Wolfgang Ischinger, ‘Russland als Europäische Macht,’ Sommertagung des
Politischen Clubs der Evangelischen Akademie Tutzing, 2 July, 2000. Ischinger calls on Russia to define itself
as a European power.
15 The purpose of Fischer's plan was to effect an end to the air campaign by moving western diplomacy to
the G-8 level where Russia could fully participate. Since Germany held the G-8 presidency, its influence over
the G-8 agenda was considerable. See Krause (2000).
16 ‘ Schröder hält in Riga ein Plädoyer für Russland,’ Die Welt, 7 June, 2000.
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Germany's approach to Russia is not a ‘Russia first’ policy. Drawing upon its
own historical experience of accepting western democratic values after World War
II, Germany sees Russia's future as one of embracing these values and the consti-
tutive role they play in shaping Russia's identity. Russia's ‘Europeanization’ does
not mean a less significant Russia, but a Russia willingly tied to post-national
goals of integration.17

The second issue area where domestic political culture is merged with struc-
tural changes concerns the future of European integration. German leaders have
consistently supported the twin notions of EU enlargement and deeper integra-
tion. Their support is based on the widely shared recognition that Germany's
inherent power must be contained within a strong multilateral setting. Should the
strength of this multilateral context erode because the EU does not extend its
mantra to the east, or because integration among current members stagnates,
Germany's multilaterally conceived identity might be threatened. German leaders
have therefore issued strong support for EU enlargement and have used the coun-
try's current presidency of the Council of Baltic Sea States to facilitate Baltic
membership.18

Because German identity is profoundly linked to the future functioning of the
EU, thought has also been given to what the end-stage of integration might be. In
a much noted speech at Humboldt University in Berlin, Joschka Fischer laid out
his vision of ‘the finality of European integration’.19 Addressing the basic realist
notion of the state, Fischer called for a federal union framework that accords the
nation state a recognized place rather than subsuming the state under the
umbrella of a new state-like body. Fischer's federation is a decidedly post-modern
political entity where civil society, transparency, representation and accountabil-
ity rank high. It is also a thoroughly democratic body, where issues of national
sovereignty are subsumed under the higher goals of creating a truly European
political identity.

The third issue area concerns the creation of a European security and defense
identity. Clearly, if the European Union is to amount to more than functional

17 For examples of German opinion on what it might take for Russia to become part of Europe in a more
than geographic sense, see Joschka Fischer, Rede bei der Mitgliederversammlung der Deutschen Gesellschaft
für Auswärtige Politik, 24 November 1999, Berlin; Joschka Fischer, Rede vor dem Europäischen Parlament,
Strassburg, 12 January 1999.
18 Prioritäten der deutschen Ostseerats-Praesidentschaft, Auswärtiges Amt, Berlin, 21 June 2000.
19 Joschka Fischer, ‘From Confederacy to Federation – Thoughts on the finality of European integration,’
Speech at Humboldt University, Berlin, 12 May, 2000.
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alignments, the issue of defense capability is part and parcel of political union. In
recent years, the EU, with strong German support, has embarked upon a pro-
gressively clearer articulation of what such a capability would look like and what
it might be used for. Building on provisions in the Maastricht Treaty and at EU
summits in Cologne and Helsinki, the EU is creating an institutional framework
that will provide for some 60,000 troops by the year 2003.20 At the same time,
Germany is restructuring its armed forces to meet the requirements of out-of area
contingencies.21 German leaders do not envision an EU interventionist army.
Rather, an EU defense capability is seen in relation to Europe's ability to
strengthen its diplomacy and to turn Europe into a partner vis-a-vis the United
States. Germany has indicated clear preferences for strengthening the United
Nations as well as conflict prevention as the primary goal of EU foreign policy.22

These three issue areas clearly show Germany's concern with external struc-
tural conditions and processes. They also show that these structural conditions
are perceived through the lens of political culture and resolved by means of cul-
tural preferences.

It may be naive on Germany's part to believe in the ‘Europeanization’ of
Russia. It may be presumptuous, too, to expect Germany's vision of Europe to be
shared by its partners. Add note on this. And, it may be downright foolhardy to
believe that Europe can get its act together and provide for its own defense. Be
that as it may, the point here is that Germany consistently ‘fails’ to argue its case
from a realist perspective. Nor is there a French ‘difference’ or British ‘aloofness’
in Berlin's perspective. Instead, it can be observed that Germany is critically con-
cerned with the future of European/Atlantic institutions. These institutions have
rehabilitated post-war Germany, have provided a legitimate home for the coun-
try's power, have constrained that power, and created a democratic political and
civic culture. A purely realist Germany would have instrumentalized its member-
ship rather than continued to view institutions as constitutive elements of the
country's identity. Far from ignoring systemic change, Germany has recognized
the need for more actively shaping its environment. Yet Germany is not locked
into systemic determinants. It has successfully manipulated its external environ-
ment to sustain its institutional identity.

20 Helsinki Summit Document;  Cologne Summit Document;  Feira Summit Document.
21 Bundesregierung, Bericht der Kommission zur Streitkraeftereform, Berlin, 23 May, 2000.
22 Joschka Fischer, Rede zur Deutschen Gesellschaft fuer Auswaertige Politik, Berlin, 28 June, 2000. Fischer
speaks of creating a ‘culture of prevention’.



Germany's ability and willingness to manipulate its external environment
does, however, raise questions about how Berlin exercises power even though
Germany's goals are to strengthen institutions, deepen its own institutional inte-
gration and sustaining its cultural preferences. Thus far, it can be argued,
Europeans have regarded integration as yielding absolute gains. Though national
sovereignties have progressively given way to joint and even federal policies and
bodies, all EU members could be said to be benefitting from the collective
achievement of stability and prosperity. How these joint gains were distributed
among individual members was a minor issue. Now, as the EU is looking towards
enlargement, Germany stands to benefit most. Enlargement requires a reform of
EU structures that inevitably leads to a deepening of integration which, in light of
its cultural preferences, is seen as desirable by Germany. Others, however, regard
more integration with trepidation, eventually leading to a federal state and sub-
suming the nation state entirely. Germany, least wedded to the idea of the national
and in favour of widening and deepening, is bound to emerge strengthened. More
integration demands the least sacrifices from Germany and instead confirms the
preferences of its political culture. This very process, however, also catapults
Germany into a position of unprecedented leverage vis-a-vis its European part-
ners and suggests that increasing integration may no longer be the absolute gains
bargain it once was. If more integration has the effect of increasing Germany's rel-
ative power its EU partners face the problem of how to contain Germany within
institutional structures. Berlin's enthusiasm for institutionalism and multilateral-
ism, reflective of its cultural identity, thus creates a very realist looking outcome.

For culturalists, the shifting alignments within the European Union therefore
point to an intrinsic weakness of the culturalist approach generally and must not
be ignored. If progressive institutionalization leads to structural transformations
that produce relative gains, institutionalization may emerge as the very dynamic
that reintroduces realist perspectives into the debate on cultural determinants of
state behaviour. At the same time, realists can not ignore the cultural foundations
and goals of state behaviour. It is important for realists to recognize that an
increasingly realist setting may still be negotiated according to cultural prefer-
ences. Germany is unlikely to behave in a ‘standard’ realist fashion though its push
for further integration may be hard for others to resist.

The ‘Russian Question’ in European Security
In the wake of World War II and again in 1990, Germany made a bargain with his-
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tory which resolved the ‘German Question’ of power and alignment through inte-
grative processes that prevented a resurgence of German hegemony. Russia still
has to strike this bargain. In striking it, Russia, like Germany, will have to deter-
mine the extent to which external determinants shape its foreign and security pol-
icy as well as the degree to which domestic, including cultural variables, guide its
external choices.

Analytically, Russia is a difficult subject to contain in any one framework. Its
domestic political situation is unsettled and its external aspirations often ill-
defined and shifting in focus. Nevertheless, a number of developments point to
specific problems in Russian foreign policy that lend themselves to theoretical
investigation.

What kind of Russia emerged with the dissolution of the Soviet Union has
been the subject of considerable debate.23 The results are mixed, with scholars
cautious to predict the eventual outcome of Russia's large-scale transformation.
Because Russia's transformation process is societal and institutional, is about cre-
ating civil society as well as a functioning state and market economy, the com-
bined impact of these processes are both domestic and external. Russia thus faces
a dual vulnerability: both domestically and internationally, Moscow is dealing
with unsettled, often fluid, environments that exert mutual influence. A domesti-
cally weak and incapable Russia, for example, has neither the capacity to act in a
credible realist fashion nor does it have the capacity to embrace international
institutions. In either case, policy outcomes are different: an institutionalized
Russia, in line with the previously mentioned ‘Europeanization’ of Russia, is a
very different actor than a Russia that is demanding partnership and equality on
the self-styled notion of great power status. Often Russia is appearing to want
both and has thus far achieved neither. Failure to achieve these demands render
domestic transformations even more precarious. Russia thus appears to compen-
sate for domestic failures by outward oriented assertiveness.24 

Though the degree to which Russia remains an unpredictable actor is consid-
erable, NATO and European Union enlargement as well as NATO's war in Kosovo
have compelled Russia to articulate at least some foreign policy preferences.
Though these may be transient, they point to certain directions that can be 
analyzed.

23 Baranovsky (1998) is one of the most sensitive and insightful collections of thoughts on the future of Russia.
24 Baranovsky (1998), Introduction, p. 5.



21

Ranking above all other Russian concerns is the task of halting Russia's rela-
tive decline as a great power. Here Russia's realist behaviour is evident and it is
here, too, where the absence of a constraining political culture as well as the lack
of institutional ties are most keenly felt. In a passionately argued piece, Oksana
Antonenko recently vented Russian frustrations over what she identifies as
Moscow's ill treatment by the West. She argues that Russia has been denied influ-
ence in European affairs, has no role in decision making, blames the West for fail-
ing to integrate Russia, charges the West with neo-containment, and dismisses the
Founding Act and the Permanent Joint Council for not providing Russia with an
equal say in security matters (Antonenko 1999-00).

Russia's classical balancing behaviour is portrayed as Russia's natural role in
Europe, especially regarding the United States and its dominant role in NATO.
Even more conforming to realist assumptions, Russia is vigorously promoting
enlargement of the European Union since a more prominent Union can be
expected to reduce NATO's overall primacy and US influence on European
affairs. It would be much easier for Russia to balance against the EU than it is to
balance against NATO. Russia recognizes that NATO does not pose a military
threat to Russia (Dannreuther (1999-00: 147). The threat posed by NATO is
entirely political. What Moscow struggles with is the West's ‘soft power’, that is its
increasing ability to define the global and European security agenda through per-
suasion, the cohesiveness of its values and the attractiveness of its domestic sys-
tem.25 It is this soft power the West has which most clearly reflects the post-Soviet
structural changes in the international system. Russia's attempts to counter west-
ern agenda setting have thus far focussed on balancing through threats Russia is
not willing to implement. Thus Moscow acquiesced to NATO enlargement
because there was little it could do to prevent it. Failing to muster a balancing
counterweight through the Commonwealth of Independent States, Russia could
not impede the advance of NATO.

NATO's dominance in European affairs was starkly revealed during the
Kosovo crisis. Nineteen states, mostly ruled by social-democratic governments
with strong anti-war sentiments, agreed to use military force to resolve a human-
itarian crisis. Had it not been for the German Foreign Minister, Russia would have
been left on the sidelines, opposed to NATO's action but without access to nego-
tiations. Oleg Levitin suggests that it was Moscow's fear that cooperation with the

25  On the notion of ‘soft power’, see Nye (1990).
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West might jeopardize Russian presence in the Balkans which prevented Russia
from recognizing the deteriorating situation in Kosovo (Levitin 2000).

Thus far, Russia does not appear to have found an answer to the shifts in the
distribution of power brought about by the end of the Cold War. Stemming the
tide of decline by claiming great power status and playing by its own rules has not
delivered expected results. Nor are they likely to be gained in the future. Dimitri
Trenin suggests that Russia has to integrate itself into a Western concept of norms
and values before it can play anything but a traditional balancing role.26 In other
words, Russia's future is in the West and with the West, not in balancing against
it. The notion of a westernized Russia presumes, of course, that Russia is able to
play the role of regional actor, since a westernized Russia that is still balancing
from within would defeat the very purpose of westernization.

Realist theories of national interest, power maximization and responsiveness
to structural change appear to explain Russian foreign policy quite well although
a caveat is in order. It is often not clear whether Russia is responding to external
or internal determinants. It is widely believed that foreign policy is also used for
domestic competitive bargaining between political factions vying for domestic
prominence. Russia could thus be as much in the process of developing an
assertive political culture as it is following external determinants. Thus similar
structural forces that lead Germany to seek the embrace of institutions and a con-
straining domestic political culture may lead Russia into the opposite direction,
demanding status without offering cooperation; a path that will surely lead to iso-
lation and unilateralism (Legvold 1998: 60-62).

Does the Russian case leave room for purely domestic, especially cultural fac-
tors as independent variables accounting for external behaviour? Interestingly, the
literature on cultural determinants shows its major weakness in the Russian case.
As successful as it is in explaining major German foreign policy outcomes, it bases
its success on the hidden assumption that cultural variables explain state
behaviour when states eschew realist options. Cultural interpretations of foreign
policy are thus over-determined. They are applied to signal departure from real-
ism. Further case studies need to be developed to include cultural determinants
of realist-compliant behaviour. In Russia, where political culture is rudimentary,
where weak political institutions cannot adequately respond to conflicting popu-

26  Deutsche Gesellschaft für Auswärtige Politik, I. EU-Russia Forum for Foreign and Security Policy 21./22.
January 2000, Conference Report.
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lar demands, and where a political center is still absent, the possibility for an
aggressive political culture to emerge is still strong (Legvold 1998: 48-53). For
cross-national comparisons, culturalists need to include cultural variables that
clearly define different cultural preferences spanning the spectrum of a variety of
behaviour constraints.

The ‘European Question’ in Baltic Sea Region Security
In this paper I have advanced three propositions. The first proposition introduced
was that theoretical approaches are relevant to a discussion of European security.
Theory provides focus and an explanatory framework. The second was that test-
ing theory against observable behaviour yields both theoretically and empirically
significant results. The third was to project the paper's findings of observed
behaviour into the future.

These three propositions depart significantly from established analysis of
security in the Baltic Sea region whose primary focus is on the region itself. This
paper is an attempt to provide the strategic context, both theoretically and empir-
ically, for studying Baltic Sea region security as part of the much larger European
and transatlantic security problematique. For the purposes of this paper, basic
trends in the behaviour of Europe's most critical states have been sketched. It is a
fundamental assumption of this paper that security in the Baltic Sea region is ulti-
mately dependent upon how Russia and Germany cope with each other and how
both relate to euro/Atlantic institutions. Turning to the third proposition, a num-
ber of plausible projections with direct relevance for the Baltic Sea Region
emerge.

The thrust of European diplomacy towards Russia has been ‘to bring Russia
in’. The European Union's May 1999 summit agreement on a Common EU
Strategy for Russia was an important step towards formalizing relations between
the two entities.27 Establishment of the rule of law, civil society and democracy
are crucial components of the EU's strategy. Underlying this initiative and many
scholarly analyses is the assumption that Russia can establish a political culture
based on western norms and that Russia can also define itself as a regional power.
In other words, the desired outcome of Russia's transformation is that Russia acts
with restraint by choice not because of lack of capacity. Formidable obstacles
need to be overcome before this outcome is realized.

27  Cologne Summit Document.
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The first obstacle to a successful Russian-EU relationship is the EU itself. The
European Union is weak. The dual pressures of widening and deepening have
exposed deep fissures among the fifteen member states, hence German anxieties
about the EU's future as expressed in Fischer's Humboldt address. Over the next
six months the Union has to undergo a basic restructuring to accommodate new
members, raising issues of national representation and voting powers that go to
the heart of every member's national interests. Large members will be particularly
affected and asked to pool unprecedented degrees of sovereignty under the EU
umbrella. If successful, the Union will emerge strengthened albeit at the expense
of national sovereignties. For a future partnership with Russia it needs to be a
cohesive body, especially as, in the aftermath of Kosovo, it is also emerging as the
West's standard bearer for its relationship with Russia.28 If EU structural reforms
fall short, the Union is likely to emerge considerably weakened, raising the specter
of increasing bilateralism among members and between members and Russia.
Such a Union could not expect to develop a partnership with Russia, even if
Russia were to define itself in regional terms. Russia's geopolitical weight, even as
a regional power, would dwarf the Union. Germany would most likely feel
exposed, vulnerable to potential Russian pressures, and compelled to balance
Russia on its own. In a recent speech, Rolf Ekeus warned against this potential
outcome.29 In light of German-Russian historical balancing and collusion, this
scenario is highly undesirable especially for small countries such as the Baltic
states for whom the danger of being squeezed between the power plays of larger
neighbours is existential.

Even if EU structural reforms are forthcoming, the Union would still be left
with considerable problems. Its attempts to give itself a security and defense iden-
tity still lack the basic building block of any defense community, namely a shared
strategic culture that prioritizes security concerns according to a shared vision of
purpose. The emergence of a European strategic culture is crucial for the EU's
ability to act in security matters. Without it, the Union's goal of providing capa-
bility where NATO might not, cannot be realized (Brzezinski 2000).

Assuming that a strategic culture can grow, states in the Baltic Sea region

28 See Dannreuther (1999-00); also see ‘Russia and Europe: The Common Future,’ Conference Report,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Swedish Institute of International Affairs, Stockholm, 13 October 1999, Session
Four: The EU - Russia Strategic Partnership, pp. 20-25; Varwick (2000).
29 Rolf Ekeus, ‘The Twenty-first Century: An Era of Peace or War?’ Olof Palme Memorial Lecture 2000,
Andrakammarsalen, Riksdagshuset, Stockholm, 14 June 2000.
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should not rest easy. An EU with the military capacity to act will be expected to
act, especially in a contingency that involves one of the Baltic states. With Estonia
among the countries in the first round of EU enlargement, it would be very diffi-
cult for the Union not to get involved should a Baltic contingency arise once
Estonia has become a member state. But even prior to this occurring, since the
EU's military capability is designed to handle security issues in the EU's periph-
ery, it will be hard for the EU not to act. It might, of course, be suggested that an
EU military capability could act as a deterrent to aggressive Russian behaviour,
but it cannot be assumed that it will. This is particularly questionable if the EU
were to assume the role of European Ordnungsmacht and displace the primacy
NATO and the United States in European security affairs. Without doubt, the EU
needs to strengthen its ability to look after security concerns on the continent.
Otherwise the historical project of integration might stagnate. Whether it should
aim to play a primary role remains questionable.

While historically Germany has balanced Russia, it appears that Germany no
longer desires this role.30 Throughout the Cold War, it has been NATO's task to
contain Russia. The EU's emerging military capability carries the risk that this
NATO task could devolve to the Union, eroding the presence of the United States
in Europe. This is especially worrisome for the Nordic Region which has benefit-
ted from the American presence in Europe without uniform membership in the
alliance. A dominant EU cannot replace the security umbrella provided by NATO
to the region, essential for maintaining the link between regional and Atlantic
security. Even with a European strategic culture, the EU will remain a consensus
organization, striving to carry along its least committed members. It is therefore
unlikely for the Union to offer the kind of leadership both necessary to act deci-
sively in crisis situations and currently offered by the United States through
NATO. Baltic Sea region security relying on a revamped EU may thus not promise
a desirable future at all.

To stabilize a situation which has the potential of promoting the security capa-
bilities of the EU for the Baltic Sea Region while eroding the generic security abil-
ity of NATO, Nordic non-members of NATO should be encouraged to review
their position on alliance membership. Were Sweden and Finland to join NATO,
US input into the regional security dialogue would be assured, as well as enhanc-

30  It is this change in Germany's identity that explains Axel Krohn's reference to Germany's ‘non-policy’
towards the Baltic Sea region. (Krohn 1999: 115).



ing America's general role in European security developments. Without Swedish
and Finnish membership, US interest in the region is sporadic and unpredictable.
In a crisis situation, US involvement might be reluctant and late, and have the
effect of escalating the crisis rather than resolve it. With Sweden and Finland tied
to NATO and the US anchored in the region, much of the uncertainty that cur-
rently surrounds the region's security will decline. Without alliance membership
neither Sweden nor Finland can be expected to play a prominent role in shaping
the regions security. The current division of tasks among Nordic states vis-a-vis
their Baltic neigbours (Knudsen 1999), serves important ‘soft’ security goals. It
does not, however, replace the strategic necessity of planning for a potentially
deteriorating situation. The European Union is unlikely to develop the degree of
consensus necessary to engage coherently in strategic planning. Alliance mem-
bership for Sweden and Finland enables both countries to strengthen their posi-
tion vis-a-vis Russia, essential for dealing with Russia as a partner in the region
and beyond.

The importance of strengthening regional actors should not be underesti-
mated. Robert Legvold concludes that, ‘no matter how tame its course at any
given moment, the country [Russia] will remain partial to simple and arbitrary
solutions to problems with weaker nearby states’ (Legvold 1998: 53). His analysis
suggests that in order for Europe to have a constructive relationship with Russia
it needs to strengthen its institutional capacities, not dilute them through inter-
institutional rearrangements and uneven membership. With Russia willing to
move closer to Europe and develop its still embryonic capacity for working with
multilateral institutions, Europe needs to demonstrate coherence and purpose at
both alliance and EU levels. In light of Russia's unpredictable domestic situation,
Europe does it no favours if it appears at odds over who does what, when and
where.

The ‘European Question’ in the security of the Baltic Sea region thus appears
to represent a complex web of institutional initiatives, national preferences, and
strategic choices. It also highlights the fact that the Baltic Sea region is part of a
much larger strategic context that makes the region a potential fulcrum in the
broader discussion of Germany's and Russia's place in Europe and the institu-
tional developments that are intricately linked to the future of both countries.
Such complexity will take time to be appreciated and disaggregated.
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Conclusions
1. Theories of state behaviour, distinguishing external and internal determinants
have provided a useful analytical framework. Basic behaviour patterns were iden-
tified, preferences highlighted and causality was established. The results yielded
offer insights into the interplay between external and internal sources of state
behaviour and the merging of structural and cultural variables that can take
place. The dichotomy between realist and non-realist approaches is misplaced;
they polarize and over determine analysis.

2. Germany has developed a strong political culture of restraint based on a well-
rehearsed understanding of the limits on its powers within the European context.
In order to sustain domestic and international legitimacy for its foreign and secu-
rity policy, Germany needs effective euro/Atlantic institutions. Institutional
weakness makes Germany vulnerable to balancing behaviour, especially towards
Russia; a thoroughly undesirable outcome for everyone.

3. Russia is struggling to come to terms with a post-Soviet international environ-
ment. Its domestic situation is uniquely vulnerable to external outcomes. Its
political culture is rudimentary, domestic forces polarize, not coalesce. Russia is
drifting between ‘great power’ ambition and ‘Europeanization’. Systemic changes
may yet compel Russia to eschew its European options.

4. Baltic Sea region security cannot rest on an amplified EU role in Europe.
Though desired by Russia, it carries the potential of eroding the existing respon-
sibilities of the alliance without, in return, offering enough weight to provide
Russia with a unified and coherent framework to enter Europe as an equal part-
ner.

5. Baltic Sea region security would be strengthened through Swedish and Finnish
membership in NATO. It would give backing to the EU in the region as well as
determining ‘hard’ security responsibilities.
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Comments on Regina Karp’s Paper

S   something to this rich paper would be ill advised. I merely
want to inject a remark or two, taking as my point of departure Regina Karp’s

argument that Germany's approach to Russia is not a ‘Russia first’ policy. She con-
tinues:

Drawing upon its own historical experience of accepting western democratic 

values after World War II, Germany sees Russia's future as one of embracing

these values and the constitutive role they play in shaping Russia's identity.

Russia's ‘Europeanization’ does not mean a less significant Russia, but a Russia

willingly tied to post-national goals of integration.

One may note that to accept that German policy is not ‘Russia first’ implies an
evaluation, on the one hand, of German intentions, on the other of the percep-
tions of bystanders—in particular other governments with sensitive memories.
German intentions aside, the way others have often experienced or assessed
German policy is that it seems to boil down to just a Russia-first policy. When
post-soviet Baltic and Russian concerns have collided and had to be weighed
against each other in Bonn or Berlin, facts of the case have often not seemed to
matter in these other perceptions—the Russian view has usually won German
support and the Baltic views have at best been passed by in silence. A striking
illustration was the early phase of the Russian-Latvian spring crisis of 1998.

Such a pattern of policy, of course, is read in Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania as
proof that power still rules preeminently in relations between states, and that ‘jus-
tice will never be done’ when great powers and small face each other off.
Unfortunately such reactions strengthen a preexisting ‘small state syndrome’—
well known from the Nordic states in the 1900s—a syndrome according to which
‘small is beautiful’ and great powers are criminal or plain evil. The paragraphs in
which Regina Karp explains the German attitude (quoted above) are lost on those
affected by this syndrome.
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But in a more distant perspective, Russia’s europeanization must necessarily
weigh more heavily in Berlin than justice and support for the Baltic states. It
means a sort of higher justice for Germany not to be alone in accepting integra-
tion as absolution from past sins and insurance against possible future ones. Now
it is Russia’s turn—in the German line of thinking—Russia, the more recent sin-
ner. If Germans could subordinate their power instincts to the requirements of
integration, so can the Russians.

The German policy towards Russia is understandable. If it succeeds, it will also
be a major step forward in stabilizing Europe at large. While Germany’s own EU
strategy—a key factor in European stability—is a long-time proven fact, it remains
to be seen how far Russia can be budged along the same road. In making that
assessment, one cannot fail to observe that success is dependent on the effect of
outside influence. That has been applied in massive doses to Germany since
WWII and has obviously gone home. But outside influence can hardly be counted
on to have similarly strong effects on Russia, given both the smaller dosage, the
shorter period involved and the much larger domain (Russian domestic affairs)
in which it has to be applied.

Regina Karp points out that Germany’s own policy of ‘European restraint’ is
contingent on the continued forward movement of European integration. But the
forward motion of the European bicycle is in itself a questionable proposition.
The level of European integration may well be near its high point in the long
term. Karp links EU success to the case of Russia. She rightly observes that
Germany’s Russian policy is dependent on the strength of the EU in its partner-
ship with Russia; a weak EU cannot bind Russia to integration. If Russia’s future
is to be tied to an integrated Pan-European region, this also requires a Russian
policy of restraint similar to the German one.
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Regina Karp's Response

O ' comments on my paper highlight two issues that scholars
and policy-makers need to continue to explore, foreign policy legitimacy

and the processes through which powerful states come to accept structural con-
straints. These issues are fundamental to my paper and I welcome the opportu-
nity to briefly expand on them.

All states are well advised to recognise the internal and external dimension of
foreign policy. It is not enough for states to be convinced of the domestic legiti-
macy of foreign policy nor is it enough for states to lay claim to some abstract his-
torical mission whose merit is only obvious to themselves. Rather, states must
establish policy legitimacy also through effectively communicating motives,
methods and goals to other states. External policy legitimacy cannot be asserted.
It can only be granted by others. In the context of the future political order in
Europe, this is nowhere more important than in the study of Germany and
Russia. Both countries have historical legacies standing in the way of creating
external policy legitimacy. Often, their ‘true’ motives and goals are held to com-
parison with negative perceptions others have of their previous performance.
While historical evidence tends to create its own clichés, scholarship is nonethe-
less burdened with a working environment that includes lingering perceptions of
hegemonial and imperial foreign policies.

My paper makes the argument that German elites have understood the polit-
ical parameters within which German foreign policy can earn external legitimacy
and have accepted the boundaries of institutionalisation and multilateralism.
Berlin has by no means mastered the rules of institutional and multilateral gov-
ernance; German leaders make mistakes, are too pushy at times and reluctant to
lead when others think they should. The point here is to recognise that while
Germany does not get everything right, neither does it get everything wrong any
more either. Those who raise the threshold for German foreign policy legitimacy
ever higher, will undoubtedly discover questionable performance shortcomings.
Yet they will also miss the bigger picture which is all about creating a European
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political order that imposes constraints on state power as much as it confers priv-
ileges. I fully agree with Hedley Bull on the constitutive role order plays in inter-
national society and that notions of justice reflect concepts of order rather than
precede them. Germany shares with its European partners a vision of Europe that
no longer includes war as an organising principle. For Germany, this vision rep-
resents a civilisational leap, providing a concept of political order that has eluded
the country throughout its history and that promises stability, peaceful change
and the rule of law.

For Russia, the picture is infinitely more complicated. Unlike Germany, Russia
does not believe that its foreign policy choices lie between isolation and integra-
tion. Instead, Moscow appears to hold out for a third option, that of 19th century
Great Power. Alas, such thinking betrays the enormous gulf between today’s
Russia and the intellectual evolution western Europe has undergone since the end
of the second World War. Europe's possibilities are no longer measured in terms
of Great Power status but in terms of how progressive interdependence can be
turned into collective strength. As a political region, Europe has reinvented itself
and it will continue to slowly evolve towards an ever more communal polity.

In 2004 when European leaders hold their next constitutional conference, a
new rung on the integration ladder will be climbed. Where will Russia be? Even
today, many would argue that Russia has already missed out on fundamental
transformations that have swept through Europe for decades. As Russia previ-
ously failed to embrace modernity when others made it the basis of industrializa-
tion and civil society, Russia again stands poised to miss the transition to post-
modern concepts of nation-state and the emerging new balance between the
national and the collective. The consequences for Russia and for Europe, should
Russia continue to stand apart from the intellectual life of the continent, are
wholly negative. Moscow's foreign policy is unlikely to gain legitimacy abroad as
long as Russian leaders play by rules that no longer define the political discourse
of the vast majority of Europeans. Whether Russia is able to muster its domestic
resources to engage its European partners remains ultimately uncertain.
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Stable Peace in the Baltic Sea Region:
Prospects and Problems

T   the Cold War and the subsequent dismantling of the Soviet
Union has brought about fundamental changes in the Baltic Sea region in the

last decade. In view of these developments, this article addresses two central ques-
tions when it comes to Baltic Sea security—how can the current peace in the
Baltic Sea region be characterized and what are the prospects and problems
involved in achieving lasting and high-qualitative peace in the future? 

Conceptualizing Peace
Contrasting examples such as the European Union and the Middle East under-
score the obvious point that not all peace-time relations carry the same quality.
This calls for a differentiation of the peace concept. Looking at the scholarly field
of international relations, such conceptualizations of different peace qualities are
sorely lacking. Drawing on important contributions by Karl Deutsch (1957),
Kenneth Boulding (1979) and Alexander George (1992), I have elsewhere devel-
oped a typology of peace covering precarious peace (based on deterrence between
the parties), integrative peace (denoting a double-edged relationship involving
competition as well as sustained cooperation and diffuse reciprocity), and stable
peace (characterized by the absence of military violence or threats thereof in the
process of conflict resolution) (Bengtsson 2000a, 2000b).

A fundamental dimension differentiating these different peace stages from
one another is the level of trust between the parties. Trust is conceptualized here
as a cognitive phenomenon, as a response to the expectation about the future
behavior of a counterpart (for elaboration, see Bengtsson 2000a, 2000c). Stable
peace relationships (and security communities, to use Deutsch’s similar concept)
rest on such a high level of mutual trust between the actors that military violence
or threats thereof are unthinkable as means of conflict resolution. We may even
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label this disposition confidence, since the actors do not even reflect upon the
possibility of being betrayed. The Nordic countries are an often-cited example of
a zone of peace characterized by confidence in security-political matters. The EU
may also be given as an example. No matter how serious the conflicts that arise
among the member-states of the union , we expect them to be solved without any
member-state resorting to military violence against another. The security
dilemma has in effect collapsed.

As for the characteristics of integrative peace, although the anarchical trait of
international relations is still valid, it is complemented by more positive disposi-
tions such as the identification of mutual interests, dependence, joint-problem-
solving, and norm-governed behavior. Hence, a certain amount of trust may be
expected to preside in such relationships, although not to the same extent, and
not as definitively, as under stable peace. In terms of examples, relations between
Russia and the West in the post-Cold War era are generally developing in this
direction. This seems to be the case also for the Western Mediterranean and the
ASEAN countries.

This emphasis on trust obviously stands in stark contrast to conventional
interpretations of international relations, in which international anarchy is the
defining character of the international system, resulting in unavoidable security
struggles among states. Precarious peace corresponds to this type of international
relations, where distrust rather than trust is the defining element.

A central issue that needs to be addressed concerns the causal dynamics of dis-
trust, trust, and confidence. The academic literature suggests three main sets of
causes: experience-based factors (involving pre-existing images of a counterpart
and his reputation), which highlight the importance of experience and time in
deciding whether to trust or distrust; compatible and incompatible identities
(stressing the importance of the presence or absence of feelings of similarity and
of shared values); and interaction, as a set of processual means (exchange and
communication) for the reduction of uncertainty and the identification of
mutual interests.

Framing the causal dynamics from the perspective of inter-state security
affairs, the main argument in the literature concerning psychological factors as a
cause for variations in trust is that the pre-existing perception a state holds of
another state is likely to influence future decisions whether to trust or distrust.
This is in effect an argument for the importance of time and prior experience in
the formulation of security policy. Among the operative mechanisms are to be
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noted national stereotypes and historical analogies, and as in the general formu-
lation, the reputation of a state can be expected to be important (since reputation,
along with direct prior experience are substitutes for information about the cur-
rent situation). The link between trust and sense of community can in our con-
text be specified to form of government (for example democracy, but potentially
also other forms), to the effect that similarity in regime type promotes trust,
whereas difference in regime type works in the direction of distrust. The interac-
tion factor, finally, rests on the hypothesis that also communication and exchange
in other areas than security affairs, for example in the economic area or between
societies generally, have an impact on the level of trust within the security field.

Baltic Sea Peace At The Turn Of The Millennium
Having spelled out certain principal/conceptual points, let us now turn to the
question posed at the beginning: what is the character of the current peace in the
Baltic Sea region? Due to the limited space available, the concept of region is not
problematized: here it is merely understood in the geographical sense as those
states bordering on the Baltic Sea. This means, naturally, that also Russia is con-
sidered part of the region; as we will see later, this is of importance for the con-
clusion of what kind of peace is at hand.

The question induces a regional approach to the analysis. Rather than looking
at the various bilateral relationships within the region, then, we will take note of
ongoing regional processes. It is to be noted that these take place within an all-
European framework consisting mainly of the integration and enlargement pro-
cesses of the European Union and the enlargement of NATO. These processes are
not discussed in detail here but are of importance for the factors of experience
and image since these processes help the parties to overcome historical divides in
the Baltic Sea region, not least evident in the last fifty years. At the same time we
should acknowledge the potentially new cleavages between those inside and out-
side of these processes.

Let us return to the distinction between identification and interaction as fac-
tors for greater trust. Beginning with identification, we are focusing on shared
norms, feelings of similarity and commonality. The states of the region are either
consolidated democracies or on the route to consolidation, albeit with some
uncertainty concerning developments in Russia. Liberal democracy may thus be
said to constitute a shared cognitive structure for the states of the region, and we
would expect it to contribute to greater trust among the participating states. Also
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statements made by political leaders of the region convey a picture of a sense of
identity among the states, in that there is a repeated common commitment to
democracy, co-operation, and market economy within the Baltic Sea region (for
such declarations and statements, see www.baltinfo.org).

As for interaction, two main dimensions need to be mentioned—organiza-
tional developments and economic interaction. The upsurge of post-Cold War
organizations in the Baltic Sea region underscores the fundamental point that the
states of the region now meet rather intensely in various governmental and non-
governmental forums. As an important example of these developments can be
noted the Council of the Baltic Sea States (CBSS), which was established in 1992
with the underlying aim of providing a setting for closer contacts and coopera-
tion of Baltic Sea states in order to secure democratic and economic development
and greater unity between member states, Russia included. The scope of the CBSS
has expanded gradually and now involves a number of issue areas and coopera-
tive schemes. The political significance attached to the organization rests on
annual meetings of foreign ministers and biannual meetings of the heads of gov-
ernment of the Baltic Sea states. (For detailed information about the CBSS, see
www.baltinfo.org.)

When it comes to economic interaction within the region, a great deal of cau-
tion is called for in interpreting such data. It is generally an unbalanced picture in
this area. Foreign direct investments (FDI) have increased greatly in the last ten
years, but have been one-sided to the extent that the more developed states of the
region have invested on the eastern shore of the sea, especially in Estonia and
Latvia (NEBI 1998:Statistics, see also Kivikari 1998). When it comes to intra-
regional trade, we find that the volumes of trade have increased greatly in the
post-Cold War era for the eastern states of the region, but remained rather per-
manent for the Nordic countries and Germany. The intra-regional fraction of the
total trade has remained relatively stable after a couple of turbulent years in the
beginning of the 1990s. For the Baltic states intra-regional exports by the mid-
1990s amounted to about 60 per cent of their total exports and the correspond-
ing figure for imports was 69 per cent. For the Nordic countries intra-regional
share of their total exports made up 38 per cent of all exports, and imports were
43 per cent of total. For the Russian regions of relevance here, the figures were 43
per cent for exports and 49 per cent for imports (NEBI 1998:Statistics). Two
related observations ought to be made, first in noting the significant redirection
of the trade of the Baltic states away from Russia and towards the other states of
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the region, and second, the profoundly low level of trade among the three Baltic
states.

Drawing out the conclusions of these developments for the issue of the char-
acter of the current peace in the Baltic Sea, we find that developments reviewed
here grant the conclusion from the model sketchily drawn out above that the
region as a whole has moved from being characterised by distrust during the Cold
War to featuring a certain and increasing amount of trust at the present stage. We
may not conclude that confidence is at hand, however. By way of discussing cri-
teria, we find that whereas there is co-operation on national security matters in
place (often taken as a sign of confidence), the criteria of absence of military plan-
ning towards each other and unfortified borders (other often-cited examples) are
not completely fulfilled. For example, not all border disagreements between
Russia and the Baltic states are settled, and uncertainty as for Russian develop-
ments remains in the military planning of at least some of the other states of the
region (Klaar 1997:25-28; Lejins and Ozolina 1997:35-42; Vitkus 1997:64-67, 74;
Forsberg 1998). Returning to the typology of peace relationships established
above, it seems appropriate, in light of the conclusion that trust rather than con-
fidence prevails, to label the present peace in the Baltic Sea region as an integra-
tive peace. The major differences between the states of the region have been set-
tled, and far-reaching co-operation has been engaged in. Moreover, these co-
operative schemes, also involving Russia, may be expected to grow in the future.
A rather positive and co-operative relationship is at hand among the parties at
present, based among other things on institutionalised co-operation in the form
of the Council of Baltic Sea States, substantial levels of interaction, and a shared
focus on the importance of democratic developments. As noted by Pertti
Joenniemi (1992:40), the current rhetoric is one of inclusion, not exclusion. There
have been elements of deterrence and other behavior associated with precarious
peace, but these are becoming less and less frequent. At the other end of the scale,
as argued above, we may not conclude that confidence as to all others’ intentions
is at hand: there is at present no basis for characterizing the Baltic Sea area as a
whole as a zone of stable peace.

Future prospects and potential problems
The conclusion that the Baltic Sea peace today is not a stable but an integrative
one begs the question of what are the prospects of achieving stable peace in the
Baltic Sea area in the future. The major question concerns the future of Russia’s
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democratic development. Today, Russia features a sort of electoral democracy, but
falls short of liberal democracy. So far, liberal and peace-minded parties and lead-
ers have had the upper hand over more nationalist and war-prone counterparts
(at least when it comes to inter-state war in Europe, that is). It is indeed promis-
ing that the transition to market economy has created new economic and politi-
cal elites with an interest in peace, international contacts, domestic stability and
strengthening of the institutions of the state. In this way, domestic democracy and
international peace may be mutually reinforcing. Michael McFaul (1997/98:21)
argues: ‘...the political and economic winners in Russia’s transition are the very
groups that would not benefit from war. As winners, they have actively pursued
foreign policies that avoid international conflict, because they are the political and
economic actors in Russia that stand to gain the most from peaceful foreign poli-
cies.’ This points to an interesting mix of the internationalist idea of peace
through interdependence and the universalist idea of peace through democracy
and falls back on what we have discussed here as interaction and identification. It
is still too early to be assured that these developments in Russia are of truly last-
ing character. If they are, there is good ground for achieving increasing levels of
trust and reaching confidence between Russia and the other states of the Baltic
Sea region.

Also of great importance is the future of the regional Baltic Sea co-operation.
Pertti Joenniemi and Carl-Einar Stålvant (1995:37) conclude about the Council
of Baltic Sea States: ‘As a recently established institution where direct co-opera-
tion with and the participation of Russia is a crucial element, the CBSS is valuable
both as a token of Russia’s commitment to regional development and as a vehicle
for the promotion of stability.’ The way this co-operation has expanded in the last
few years seems promising, since despite all previous differences, it has proven
possible to establish, maintain, and increase co-operation based on reciprocity in
a number of areas involving all the Baltic Sea states.
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Comments on Rikard Bengtsson’s Paper

R  has made a good case arguing that his concepts of peace
are applicable to the Baltic Sea area. Explaining peace (rather than conflict)

is a fresh and relatively unusual approach to international relations, not least for
understanding politics in the Baltic Sea area. Theoretically, Bengtsson draws on
his recently published doctoral dissertation Trust, Threat and Stable Peace:
Swedish Great Power Perceptions 1905-1939 (Lund University Press 2000). The dif-
ferentiation of peace into stable peace, integrative peace, and precarious peace
provides a reasonable and comprehensive typology. It is convincingly argued that
each of these types of peace imply different political relationships: stable peace is
associated with confidence between polities, integrative peace with trust, and pre-
carious peace with distrust.

In addition, three groups of explanations are provided: historical experience,
identity, and interaction. Like the typology of peace, this set of explanations is
comprehensive. Nevertheless, there is a significant weakness in this set of expla-
nations: the historical experience, identity and interaction may work both ways,
i.e. they can explain both peace and war at the same time. The specific circum-
stances under which experience, identity and interaction lead to peace rather than
war are not sufficiently elaborated. In particular, there is a risk that if interaction
is seen as a major explanation of peace, increasing interaction is naively equated
with trust and confidence. This is not explicitly argued by Bengtsson, but there is
still good reason to be more specific about the conditions under which interac-
tion promote distrust rather than confidence. This is the fallacy of many integra-
tion theories, especially (neo)functionalism and transaction theory. In the case of
current cooperation among the Baltic Sea states, one could ask whether this is
promoting consensus, or if this is highlighting the differences in political interests
more clearly than before. In reality, the picture seems to be mixed, as is often the
case. While some progress has been made for instance concerning environmental
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pollution, very little has been achieved in the realm of military security. Baltic Sea
regional politics seems to have very little influence on the ‘hard security’ policies
of the region.

Returning to Bengtsson’s argument, it is noteworthy that he also makes an
important contribution to the ‘democratic peace’ debate by showing that democ-
racy within a single polity is not sufficient for trust to emerge between states. Of
importance for trust to develop between states is the similarity of regime type,
whether it is democracy or dictatorship, according to Bengtsson. He briefly exem-
plifies this by discussing the various relationships in the Baltic Sea region, for
instance the confidence developed between the established democracies of the
Nordic states.

However, when Bengtsson describes the entire Baltic Sea region as a case of
integrative peace characterised by trust between states, there is reason to be more
critical. What Bengtsson does is applying a peace concept developed for bilateral
relationships to a multilateral context. Does it work? As a very generalised
overview of a perceived trend perhaps. But it would be difficult arguing that it is
water-proof. This foresees the great differences between the bilateral relationships
of the region. In fact, all three types of peace can be found within the region,
ranging from the precarious peace between Russia and the Baltic states, the inte-
grative peace between Poland and the other Nato countries, to the stable peace
between the western countries of the region. Therefore it is not without difficult
to generalise and refer to the entire region as a case of integrative peace.

Furthermore, Bengtsson’s peace typology is strictly focused on relations
between states. This is suitable for the historical case study made in his disserta-
tion (Sweden’s great power perceptions 1905-1939), but not necessarily so for the
contemporary relations of the Baltic Sea region. That contemporary conflicts and
security problems are of a domestic or transnational rather than an interstate
nature is a well know observation. Moreover, the security agenda has been
widened, not only in western Europe but increasingly also in eastern Europe and
the former Soviet Union. Therefore it is an open question to what extent and in
what form Bengtsson’s state-centric framework is applicable to current issues.
There seems to be a need to open it up and make it more widely applicable than
initially intended. If most contemporary conflicts are domestic, it would only be
logical to approach domestic peace as well.

Finally, some minor comments could be made. Methodologically, how to
study trust, confidence and distrust need to be more elaborated. There are note-
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worthy obstacles, as all studies of cognition and perceptions of relations involve,
and these have to be addressed. In addition, the potential predictive power of the
framework should be discussed. That there is such a potential is underscored by
the simple elegance as well as empirical reasonableness of the framework. But
there is still need to take on this issue more directly.

Despite these critical remarks, Bengtsson’s framework is a fruitful and inspir-
ing contribution to security studies. It is both thought provoking and empirically
applicable. The general patterns of relations in the Baltic Sea region have been put
in perspective, and the bilateral relationships are now more easily comparable.
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Russia’s Baltic Regions Between Moscow and the West:
The Roots of Regionalism

Introduction

A   for Russia’s neighbors on the Baltic Sea since the Soviet
Union fell apart is whether Russia is moving toward integration or disinte-

gration. Analytically, the latter can take more or less radical forms ranging from
increased powers or autonomy to secession and independence as a state or asso-
ciation with another state. Henry E. Hale and the Russian political scientist
Alexander Sergounin identify six main determinants of secessionism in Russia,
namely: cultural distinctness, history of independence (Tyva being the only
example), regional wealth and proximity to foreign markets, victimization by
Moscow (Chechnya), a foreign border, and republican status. (Sergounin 1999, 20 f.) 

Likewise the American political scientist Stephen Hanson, in comparing rea-
sons for secession in the Soviet Union and Russia, discerns on the one hand,
“essentialist” or “primordial” factors such as ethnic community, based on com-
mon culture, language, etc, and on the other structural factors such as geography
and economic strength and interests (Hanson 1999, 18 ff).

Elaborating on the above analyses, I have chosen the following parameters to
investigate their potential for regionalism: constitutional status, military impor-
tance, ethnic and cultural identity, economic strength, and the political orienta-
tion of the regional leadership (definitions below). By regionalism I mean a pol-
icy aimed at increasing the region’s powers over its own affairs. The first two fac-
tors mainly concern the limitations that the federal center imposes on the regions.

I will apply these parameters to Russia’s four ‘Baltic’ regions; the oblasts of
Kaliningrad, Pskov, Leningrad and the city of St. Petersburg, which all have the
status of subject of the federation entitled to seats on the Federation Council.
They are all situated on the Baltic Sea except Pskov, and they all border on foreign
states except St Petersburg, which is an enclave in the Leningrad oblast. All except
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Kaliningrad are also part of the Leningrad military district. Using the parameters,
the regions are also compared with each other. The focus is on the regions as
actors between Moscow and the West, so the perspective is “bottom-up” and
“inside-out”. This paper builds on data from a research project on Russian
regions, mainly conducted by Jakob Hedenskog and myself (Oldberg &
Hedenskog 2000).

Constitutional Status
This section will investigate the legal status of the regions as defined mainly by the
power-sharing agreements that they have concluded with the federal center, and
also the local Charters (Ustavy) that the regions have defined themselves. The
power-sharing agreements, signed between 1994 and 1998 were the main docu-
ments defining the powers and rights of the regions after the Federation Treaty of
1992 and the Constitution of 1993.

According to Russian federal law, the ethnically based republics are sovereign
with a constitution, a president, their own citizenship and foreign policy, whereas
the oblasts, among them three in this sample, and the federal city of St. Petersburg
only have charters and elect governors. Both republics and oblasts have a flag, a
coat of arms and an anthem.

The important federal city of St. Petersburg signed a treaty on power division
with the federation just before the presidential elections in June 1996. According
to this, the functioning of the defense complex, customs collection, development
of the transport and energy system in the city are common responsibilities, but
the city only participates in working out economic, social, and cultural federal
programs, and has to take care of their financing. Only if all other regions in fed-
eral laws acquire better rights and privileges than St. Petersburg, the city also gets
them. More generous is the clause that the city is entitled to sign agreements with
foreign states, regions and ministries, which is more than what for instance the
republic of Karelia is entitled to. The clause that the distribution of natural
resources between subject and federation are determined by mutual agreement
seems to be of less consequence in the case of St. Petersburg than of the other
regions, but the clause declaring that the type and size of revenues for the city
budget also are to be decided in agreement could be more favourable for the
city.((Tsentr regionalnogo analiza i prognozirovaniia 1999) Dogovor o raz-
granichenii … RF i Sankt Peterburga: 2-7) 

Leningrad Oblast on the same date got an almost identical agreement with the
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federation as St. Petersburg with regard to rights and duties. However, different
from the city, its Charter calls the region an independent participant in interna-
tional and foreign trade contacts and entitles it to conclude agreements with
other states, though within the limits of the Russian constitution.((Tsentr region-
alnogo analiza 1999) Dogovor o razgranichenii … RF i Leningradskoi oblasti:
2-7; (Ustav Leningradskoi oblasti 1997)).

Relatively liberal was also the power division treaty that Kaliningrad signed
with the federation earlier in 1996. According to this, the region may conclude
agreements with regions, ministries, institutions of Russia and other states–
within its competence. In order to compensate Kaliningrad for its exclave loca-
tion, the federation instituted special customs zones (in the plural!) for import
and export and promised to work out and finance federal priority programs on
socioeconomic development. By a separate federal law the whole oblast became a
special economic zone, as such unique in Russia.

However, the federation retained control of border passages as well as the right
to impose quantitative limits on imports and to make restrictions on the zone
regime in order to protect local producers. The region could also impose quotas,
but not widen the limits. It could participate in making priority plans, but also
had to help finance them.(Tsentr regionalnogo analiza 1999).

The Pskov oblast, finally, seems to have the worst legal position in relation to
the federal powers, since it has not been allowed to conclude any power division
treaty with Moscow at all. The region’s Charter only states that it may take its own
laws about what is outside the federal domains and concerning common fields of
responsibility until federal laws are taken, and must then be corrected ((Tsentr
regionalnogo analiza 1999, Ustav Pskovskoi oblasti:2).

The western regions thus have a few differences in their legal standing vis-à-
vis the federal powers. Kaliningrad seems to have a little more leeway than St.
Petersburg and the Leningrad oblast, whereas Pskov has less. On the whole, how-
ever, the federal center has imposed severe legal restrictions on all the regions
under consideration here.

After Vladimir Putin was elected President in 2000, the invigorated federal
center took several additional steps to restrict the powers of the subjects and
invalidate regional legislation that violated federal law. In May seven “super-
regions” were instituted headed by presidential representatives, who were charged
with the tasks of managing the federal organs and controlling the implementa-
tion of federal decisions in all of Russia’s 89 component parts. These super-
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regions largely coincided with the military districts, and mainly security and mil-
itary persons were chosen to lead them, including the Northwestern district, to
which the Baltic regions belong. St. Petersburg became the headquarters for this
super-region.

In July the Federal Assembly empowered the president to dismiss governors
and to dissolve regional parliaments, if they according to a court decision had vio-
lated federal law. Further, the governors were no longer to be ex officio members
of the Federation Council but were instead to appoint representatives to the
Council. In September a new consultative State Council was set up, in which all
the governors became members; the president became chairman entrusted to
hand-pick the members of a presidium. How the regions acted in practice and
how they reacted to the new restrictions will be shown below.

The Military-Strategic Factor
One could assume that the position of Russian regions in relation to the center is
affected by how much strategic importance is ascribed to it, which in turn has to
do with threat perceptions and foreign policy ambitions. If a region is considered
militarily important, federal military forces are placed there, which could restrict
wishes for more autonomy.

This was the case with the western border regions during the Cold War, when
NATO was seen as the main enemy. However, since then things have changed to
various degrees in the regions. Kaliningrad oblast is an especially noteworthy
example.

In Soviet times this oblast was one of the most militarized regions and size-
able force were placed there in accordance with the offensive Soviet strategy
directed against NATO forces in West Germany and the Baltic Straits. Kaliningrad
became the headquarters of the Baltic Sea Fleet with Baltiisk as its main naval
base. The civilian structure was subordinated to military needs and the oblast was
closed to foreigners until 1991.

When the Baltic states and Belarus became independent, Kaliningrad was
turned into an exclave, separated from the rest of Russia but with a sea-link across
the Baltic. Nationalist groups in Germany, Poland and especially Lithuania talked
about annexing the region or changing its status as part of Russia. In the early
1990s the military forces in the region grew as troops withdrawn from Central
Europe and the Baltic states were temporarily based there. It became a separate
defense region and all military forces remaining in the oblast were subordinated
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to the Baltic Sea Fleet command. As a countermeasure to NATO enlargement,
threats were made that tactical nuclear weapons could be transferred to the
region—if they had not stayed there all the time (Oldberg 1998a: 4 ff): The facts
that Poland was accepted as a NATO member in 1997 and joined the alliance two
years later, and that the Baltic states also strove for that goal were seen by the fed-
eral authorities as threats especially to Kaliningrad, which was often called
Russia’s vanguard against the west (Krasnaia zvezda: 10 Dec. 1999):

However, the foreign claims on the region were not serious, since the govern-
ments of the neighboring states consistently recognized the integrity of Russia.
They wanted to maintain good relations with Russia, and for Poland and
Lithuania it was impossible to make territorial demands if they wanted to join
NATO. Indeed, Lithuania was the first Baltic state to sign a border treaty with
Russia’s President Boris Yeltsin in 1997. Nationalists in the Russian Duma, how-
ever, refused to ratify the border treaty, probably as a way to keep Lithuania out
of NATO, and they even raised counterclaims on “Memel” (Klaipeda), which had
been transferred to Soviet Lithuania in 1945. The Kaliningrad governor Leonid
Gorbenko also supported this view, which ran against the official foreign policy
(Oldberg 1998b:173 f).

Moreover, after 1993 economic distress, the striving for good relations with
Western states and a need for troops elsewhere, mainly against Chechnya, forced
Russia sharply to reduce its troops also in the Kaliningrad oblast (The Military
Balance 1993-1994: 104, ibidem 1999-2000: 116). Morale and training impaired,
as the navy could not afford to hold exercises, make repairs, procure new equip-
ment and pay salaries regularly. Military garrisons were closed. Military industries
were converted to civilian production. From a strategic point of view, the region
became more a liability than an asset to Russia, since it is hard to defend and sus-
tain in its forward position. In the Kaliningrad region, the military thus lost influ-
ence and became increasingly a burden on the civilian authorities.

Also the other regions have some military-strategic importance for Russia vis-
à-vis the neighbors. Significant ground and air forces are deployed between St.
Petersburg and the Finnish border, mainly in the Leningrad oblast. Part of the
Baltic Sea Fleet is based at Kronstadt in St. Petersburg, where also military head-
quarters and industries are located. Pskov has an airborne division near the
Estonian and Latvian borders. The forces were reinforced and modernized, when
forces withdrawn from Central Europe and the Baltics were deployed there.
Throughout the 1990s they have exceeded the equipment ceilings laid down in
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international agreements on conventional forces and are seen as a threat in
Finland and the Baltic states.

Common reasons cited for this Russian deployment are the traditional
defense of the second most important Russian city and restitution claims by the
neighboring states. As a result of the Second World War, Finland ceded consider-
able areas in the Leningrad, Karelian or Murmansk sectors. Small groups in
Finland demanded them back, especially when the Soviet Union fell apart. As for
Estonia and Latvia, after regaining independence in 1991 they indeed officially
claimed border areas in the Leningrad and Pskov oblasts, which had belonged to
them in the inter-war period, and like Lithuania they strove for NATO member-
ship (Sergounin 1997:342 ff). This was seen as a threat especially in the oblasts
concerned. In his election campaign of 1996, the Pskov Governor V. Tumanov
used the NATO and border issues as arguments for preserving and even reinforcing
the airborne division in the region. Hostility to the Baltic states was also fomented
by Russians emigrating from there after 1991 (Alexseev & Vagin 1999: 44 ff).

However, these threats to Russian border areas are largely imagined. Finland
is a democratic, peaceful democracy, a member of the European Union but not of
NATO, and it has never made official claims. Its military forces are inferior to the
Russian ones. Estonia and Latvia dropped their border claims about 1996, partly
because they wanted to join NATO, and this ironically became a reason for Russia
not to sign border treaties with them unlike Lithuania (Oldberg 1998:171 ff). Nor
can the miniscule Baltic military forces be seen as menacing to Russia.

In fact also in these regions, the federal Russian forces have bowed to the exi-
gencies of the economic crisis by significant reductions and low activity. Yeltsin’s
promise in Stockholm in 1997 to make 40 % reductions in northwestern Russia
were apparently fulfilled (The Norwegian Atlantic Committee 1999: 26). First
deputy head of the General Staff V. Manilov in 1999 talked about removing troops
from the vicinity of the Baltic states in order to deprive them of the Russian threat
as a reason for joining NATO (Baltic Institute 1999: ww.ballad.org/). A stronger
reason probably was the need for them in the second Chechen war.

Thus the economic crisis and changing priorities have reduced the relative
weight of the federal military in the western regions, especially in Kaliningrad,
though the military retain an important role. But demilitarization has also meant
increased civilian responsibilities for social services, unemployment etc. Richer
regions like St. Petersburg may be able to cope with this burden, but poor regions
which depend on federal subsidies are prone to shun extra costs, and indeed want
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more federal responsibility for the military. The military can even be a lever for a
region to attract the attention of the center. Pskov appears to be an example of
this. The assumptions in the beginning of this section have to be complemented
with regard to a more complex reality.

Ethnic and Cultural Identity
As stated in the introduction, ethnic and cultural identity are often mentioned
among the factors conducive to regionalism and strivings for autonomy or inde-
pendence. Such identities have to do with language, religion, culture, history and
traditions.

Among Russia’s Baltic regions, St. Petersburg has the largest population, 4,8
million, which is about 90% Russian. It is probably the one with the most distinct
identity, based on a relatively short but glorious history. The obligation to take
care of the historical heritage is inscribed into the city Charter. St. Petersburg was
founded by Peter the Great in 1703 and was capital of Russia from 1712 to 1918.
It grew to become Russia’s largest city a hundred years ago and was the obvious
political, economic and cultural center of the Empire. In Soviet times it was
degraded in 1918 but was still often seen as the cultural capital of Russia, and it
became a hero city as it withstood the Nazi siege during the war. Now half the city
population has been born there, and almost all of those born there stay.

Another part of the city’s identity is that it was built as a ‘window unto
Europe’, constructed according to rational, Western models, and the city still
probably is the most Europeanized city in Russia. It has reasserted its position as
a center of international contacts. The Petersburgers more than others nurture
and discuss their identity, hold conferences about it, and so on. On this basis pro-
posals of elevating the city’s status have been made, even of making it capital
again as will be seen below (Hedenskog 1999: 74 ff; Moskovskii tsentr Karnegi,
1999: 40 ff; Tulchinskii 1999: 47 ff). However, it must be underlined that St.
Petersburg’s identity is not separate from but part and parcel of Russia, in that
sense also a model for Russia.

By contrast, the Leningrad oblast probably is the region with the weakest iden-
tity. True, it has its own flag, coat of arms, and anthem etc. However, its history is
inextricably intertwined with that of the city it encircles. Administratively St.
Petersburg was separated from the oblast in 1931, but many power structures
coincided. Since 1991 the units have developed new separate structure. But the
administration of the Leningrad oblast is still located in St. Petersburg, and the
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largest towns of the oblast are suburbs of that city. Its population is only about 1,6
million to be compared with St. Petersburg’s 4,8 million (Hedenskog 1999: 68,
Drabkina 1997: 13 f; Moskovskii tsentr 1999: 631 ff). The region partly consists of
areas taken from Finland and Estonia. Plans of reuniting the region with the city
(below) also serve to undermine its identity.

The Pskov oblast is also a relatively new oblast, as it was formed in 1944, incor-
porating small areas taken from Estonia and Latvia. But actually it is one of the
oldest Russian cities with a glorious history dating back to the ninth century. It
was a free city with its own government from 1348 to 1510 and later became a
guberniia in Russia (Moskovskii tsentr: 1999: 785 ff; The administration of the
Pskov region 1998: 1 ff). However, Pskov’s identity then faded, and to the extent
that it is now being revived, it is very much part of Russia like St. Petersburg but
without its leading role.

In the Pskov area there is also a small group of Setu Finns (about 1800 per-
sons) related to the Estonians and living on former Estonian land. They are
Orthodox unlike the Estonians and have a few minority rights (Moskovskii tsentr
1999: 689). However, their position is weakened by the fact that the more numer-
ous Setu Finns in Estonia support Estonian border claims. Thus this minority
could not erode the Russian character of the Pskov region, but may instead have
reinforced it.

The Kaliningrad oblast, finally, is a special and interesting case in many
respects. As part of (East) Prussia it was German for 700 years until the Soviet
conquest in 1945, and all the remaining Germans then left or were deported.
Gradually, their places were taken by people mainly from Russia, Ukraine and
Belorussia, forming a typically Soviet mix. It became a Russian oblast in 1946, all
place-names were russified, and damaged German buildings like the royal castle
in Kaliningrad were not repaired but destroyed, and instead there emerged an
anonymous Soviet cityscape. Militarization reinforced the Soviet character, too.
In the 1990s in-migration, chiefly of Russians from southern Soviet republics,
continued. The increasing Western presence around the region scared many peo-
ple, especially the old, the military, communists and nationalists, thus reinforcing
their Russianness (Oldberg 1998: 3).

However, people in this region are also acutely aware that they are living in an
exclave cut off from Russia and closer to Western Europe than any other.
Significantly, the region was alone in Russia to go over to the Baltic time zone.
Since the late 1980s there is a growing interest in the German past of the area, and
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German remnants like the Königsberg cathedral are now carefully restored.
Despite the relatively short time since the war, about half the population has been
born in the region. According to polls, Kaliningraders feel more rooted in the
region than people for example in the Leningrad region. Especially young people
identify themselves as European Russians and want more openness toward the
neighboring states and the West in general. Such thinking contributed to propos-
als of a separate status inside the Russian Federation, and a few people have even
suggested to form new Baltic Russian state. Thus a special regional identity is
emerging also in Kaliningrad, and identity is a topic there too. In some respects
analogies can be made with St. Petersburg (Oldberg 2000a).

To conclude, all the four regions are solidly Russian as for language, religion
and culture. This identity is reinforced by their closeness to and often rather tense
relations with foreign neighbors. At the same time all the regions have specific
features which to varying extents contribute to the growth of special identities.
These do not contradict but rather complement the common Russian identity. St.
Petersburg seems to have the strongest special “we-sense”, Leningrad oblast the
weakest. Regional identities in St. Petersburg and Kaliningrad have at times
underpinned claims for more autonomy and decision making powers in the
Federation, but none is strong enough to sustain widespread separatism.

Economic Strength and Foreign Trade
Economic strength, rich natural resources and proximity to foreign markets can
be assumed to decrease dependence on federal support and increase the wish of
regions to keep their money. According to the American political scientists V.
Shlapentokh, R. Levita and M Loiberg, extrovert Russian regions with good pos-
sibilities of export and foreign trade usually want more autonomy, whereas intro-
vert regions are centralists and support federation power. As for economics,
Russian regions are often also divided into donors or recipients of federal support
However, one should be aware that regional leaders themselves may want to
declare their region as recipients in order to get more help (Ekberg 1999: 32 ff.).

How then did Russia’s Baltic regions compare in these respects in the 1990s?
St.Petersburg was the one with the best economy and is the only donor in the
sample. True, like all others it was hit by the economic crisis in the early 1990s,
leading to less production and less tax income for the city. When the tax system
was changed so that the federation got the best, reliable sources, and subsidies to
above-average income regions ceased, St. Petersburg lost one third of its budget
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income, and also got more social burdens. The city had a budget deficit of 40% in
1994 and was even considered a region in special need of federal support in 1996.
St. Petersburg also had its own problems with corruption, crime and political
murders - so much so that it has been called Russia’s “criminal capital”.

However, it was and remains a center of industry, R&D, trade and services in
this part of Russia. Since 1997 the city has had growing industrial production, a
balanced budget, and even afforded making tax reductions and paying higher
salaries. This was partly due to successful privatization of enterprises and land,
better tax collection, partly to improved investment laws (Hedenskog 1999: 52 ff,
Moskovskii tsentr: 1999: 42 ff). St. Petersburg was the second region in Russia as
for foreign investments, and the only region where they grew in 1998. The city
also made ambitious plans, e. g. of special economic zones in small areas. The
August 1998 crisis had less effects on the banks here than in Moscow, so their rel-
ative position improved, and western imports were reduced (Krom 2000: 4).
Undoubtedly, St. Petersburg must be seen as an extrovert region.

By comparison, Leningrad oblast has worse economic conditions, its GDP per
capita was below the national average, and for some years it needed federal sup-
port for its budget. The large industries processing shale and aluminium are in
deep crisis. As much as one third of population still lives in rural areas, and its
agriculture ran into deep crisis, since it was oriented towards St. Petersburg and
lost in competition with foreign imports, until August 1998 (Drabkina 1997: 15 f;
Moskovskii tsentr 1999: 634). The region is also dependent on banking and other
services in St. Petersburg. In late 1999 it defaulted on a large foreign loan. There
were also conflicts with the city concerning the ports etc (St. Petersburg Times, 23
November 1999; Official website of the Leningrad oblast: “Razvitie oblasti”,
www.lenobl.ru/news/1001_html).

However, on the positive side, the oblast has several profitable big enterprises
around St. Petersburg, e. g. the biggest nuclear power station in Russia at Sosnovyi
Bor, an oil refinery, shipyards and wood processing industries. The federation and
federal companies are building a new coal export port at Ust-Luga and extending
the pipeline from the Timan-Pechora oil fields to a new port at Primorsk
(Izvestiia: 22 October 1999).

Furthermore, the oblast boasts of having the best investment climate in Russia
as a result of a law taken in 1997, which was amended in the end of 1999.
Consequently, the region has attracted several big Western companies like Philip
Morris, Ford, Alfa Laval and Coca-Cola as well as numerous Finnish companies,
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mainly in the wood export sector (Drabkina 1997: 15 f). It receives Western sup-
port for improving safety at the nuclear power station, which is the same type as
in Chernobyl. As elsewhere after August 1998 crisis industrial and even agricul-
tural production has grown, so has export, while import has fallen.

The region was affected, when the Russian government in early December
1999 raised customs duties on timber export by three times, which Prime
Minister Putin motivated by a need to help the Russian process industry.
Governor Serdiukov agreed to support local companies processing and exporting
wood, and the federal customs were then reduced. (Official website of the
Leningrad oblast 2000: ”Ekonomika Leningradskoi oblasti na perelome”
(www.lenobl.ru/itogi.html), ”Ostanavlivatsia net prichin” (www.lenobl.ru/news
/0601_html); ”God stabilizatsii” (www.lenobl.ru/news/0102_html)).

Thus the Leningrad oblast is also an extrovert region, but as such very sensi-
tive to federal export rules.

Pskov oblast, by contrast, is the poorest region in western Russia and receives
more federal support to its budget than other European regions (29% of budget
in 1995). It has few mineral resources and industries, and it is largely agricultural.
The agriculture, which used to cater to the St-Petersburg market, is in deep crisis.
Unemployment is above the Russian average, income, industrial production and
GDP per capita below average (Solanko 1999: 13 ff; Moskovskii tsentr 1999: 787
f). It also has very little foreign trade, especially export, and the climate for
Western investment is considered as one of the worst in Russia. As already noted
Western investors preferred industrial regions like St. Petersburg and the
Leningrad oblast or liberal regions like the Novgorod oblast conveniently located
on the road to Moscow. Even the local mafia is said to be poor in this region.
Small local efforts have been made to improve the situation. The most spectacu-
lar initiative to promote self-reliance in the region was Governor Mikhailov’s
move to open six vodka factories and secure a monopoly on their sales (Ekberg
1999: 73 ff).

The Pskov region’s geographic location next to the burgeoning Baltic states
could appear as an advantage from an economic point of view. It is a transit
region for Russian export to the Baltic states and the West by major railroads,
roads and pipelines. A major share of Russia’s foreign trade is with Western
Europe. At times customs has given the Pskov region more revenues than any
manufacturer.

However, the Baltic states have systematically switched their trade from Russia
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to the West, partly because they wanted to integrate with Europe, partly because
Russia for political reasons applied restrictions on trade with them, e. g. applying
double customs tariffs on imports from Estonia. Thus, however much the Pskov
authorities disliked the Baltic countries for their nationality policy and (previous)
border claims, they have called for more trade with them, and border districts still
depend on food trade (Official website of the Pskov oblast 2000): ”Vizit guberna-
tora E. Mikhaillova v Latviiu” (www.pskov.ru/region/220200.html)).

Pskov further pointed out that unlike the Baltic states the region got no divi-
dends from Russian export through the pipelines across its territory. Moreover,
the region stood to lose from the above-mentioned Russian ambition to build
new pipelines to the Gulf of Finland as well as new ports there. Thus the poverty
of the Pskov region makes it more dependent on federal subsidies than most
regions.

The Kaliningrad oblast, finally, is special in several respects. In Soviet times the
most important industry was connected with ocean fishing, third after that of
Murmansk and Vladivostok. There are some oil resources, most of them off the
coast, and the amber reserves are largest in the world. When Kaliningrad became
an exclave in 1991, it was cut off from its former deliverers of raw materials and
production as well as its markets in Russia, and transport and customs costs made
prices much higher. In order to compensate for this the oblast became a Free
Economic Zone in 1991 so as to attract Western investments and exploit its west-
ern location. This zone in 1996 was superseded by a Special Economic Zone, in
which products imported to the region from abroad and products made in the
region and then exported or sent to Russia were exempted from customs and
other fees. Products were considered as produced in the zone, if their value
increased by 30% (electronic goods 15%). The idea was to favor processing and
assembly factories. As a result, imports increased more than in any other region
in the west, and in absolute terms Kaliningrad’s imports were second only to St.
Petersburg despite five times less population. Lithuania and Poland allowed visa-
free travel, and together with Germany these states became the most important
trading partners of the region. Also other Western states and organisations such
as the EU showed an interest in promoting economic development in this close
part of Russia.

However, the region had many serious problems. Different from the northern
regions, exports here lagged behind imports. Industrial production in the
Kaliningrad region fell more than the Russian average in the 1990s, the price level
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and unemployment was higher, the salaries and the living standard lower, which
in turn led to worse social problems. The ocean fishing fleet sold most of its
catches elsewhere, and most amber was smuggled out. Only the big gray sector of
the economy engaging in smuggling and tax evasion, partly compensated for this.
Furthermore, Kaliningrad became much more dependent on imports than the
other regions, especially concerning food, therefore the ruble crash in August
1998 became a severe blow to this region in particular.

This failure had several reasons. The transport network was not adapted to
trade with the west. There were very few foreign investments, and most joint ven-
tures were small and engaged in trade and services. Most Western businessmen
considered the oblast too small a market in itself and were interested in it mainly
as a springboard to the rest of Russia, whereas the federal authorities instead
wanted to raise customs revenues. For that reason and in order to promote local
production, import quotas were introduced, which undermined the customs
freedoms and raised the price level for the consumers. Instead of Kaliningrad,
most Western companies preferred to engage themselves in the Baltic states and
Poland which offered more stable conditions. There are already signs that the
enlargement of the EU may also make Poland and Lithuania raise trade barriers
to Kaliningrad. Moreover, if Western investors wanted access to the Russian mar-
ket, other regions like the Leningrad oblast and St. Petersburg offered better deals
(Oldberg 2000; Moskovskii tsentr 1997: 540 ff). Due to its small assets, its vul-
nerable position and the restrictions of the zone concept, Kaliningrad thus
became and remained dependent on federal support and a net recipient.

The enlargement of the EU to include Poland and Lithuania, Kaliningrad’s
closest partners, has also become a vital problem, since that will mean trade bar-
riers and stricter controls on the external borders as decided in the Schengen
agreement. Poland in 1998 revised the visa-free regime for Russia including the
Kaliningrad region, but Lithuania promised not impose border restrictions on
Kaliningrad before it joins the EU.

In sum, the western Russian border regions are (naturally) quite different as
for economic strengths and possibilities in foreign trade. The above analysis thus
to some extent confirms A. Sergounin’s conclusion that for example the
Kaliningrad, and Leningrad oblasts became more integrated with the Baltic and
Nordic economic space than with for example Moscow (Sergounin 1999: 9). St.
Petersburg should be added to the list, but not the Pskov oblast. However, this ten-
dency may change again, if the Russian economy recovers, of which there are
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some signs since 1999. Another conclusion is that rich economic resources and
exportable commodities are not only benefits to the regions but also something
that the center wants to control. The restrictive power-sharing agreements and
Moscow’s insistence on control over customs tariffs and borders testify to this wish.

Political Orientation
Finally it is necessary to examine what political moves the regions have made in
order to promote their interests in relation to the federal center. The logical
options they face is whether to seek support and win favors from the most impor-
tant man in the center, from his competitors/likely successors, or to increase their
own power base by cooperation with other regions on a bilateral or multilateral
basis. (The option of support from abroad, which foremost is economic, has
partly been treated already.) Most attention will be devoted to the governors’ poli-
cies, since they—similar to the president of the federation—have much more
power than the regional parliaments. Since 1996 they are elected independently
of the parliaments. They head the executive branch and control the budget,
choose and dismiss their governments. So far the governors have also been ex offi-
cio members of the Federation Council, but as mentioned above they are now to
appoint plenipotentiaries. From 2000 they are controlled from above by so-called
super-governors appointed by the president and can be discharged if they are
convicted of violating federal law.

Starting with St. Petersburg, it is known as a democratic stronghold in Russia
and has mainly voted for reformist parties and politicians. The first elected mayor,
Anatolii Sobchak, one of the leading Russian democratic leaders, supported
Yeltsin during the August coup 1991 and the October 1993 events. However, he
still wanted to improve the city’s powers in relation to the center. In 1995 he advo-
cated the inclusion of a clause into the power division agreement with the feder-
ation, according to which the city was to get the same rights as any other federal
subject, e. g. the ethnic republics. However, in the 1996 gubernatorial elections
Sobchak was defeated by his deputy Vladimir Yakovlev, who signed an agreement,
which only extended the city’s rights if federal law gave all the other regions more.

Nevertheless, Yakovlev soon became more assertive. In 1998 Yakovlev rejected
federal proposals, which would mean less federal investments and interfere in the
city’s salary and pricing policy. He complained that the federation wasted money
on poor regions, and suggested more decentralized decision-making. Yakovlev
also started to cooperate with other donor-regions in Russia, and became one of
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the leaders of the governors’ All Russia (Vsia Rossiia) party. In mid-1999 this
party joined forces with Luzhkov’s Fatherland party (Otechestvo) (Hedenskog
1999: 61 ff). This party and the liberal Union of Right Forces (Soiuz Pravykh Sil
- SPS ) came out ahead of the new Prime Minister Putin’s Unity (Yedinstvo) party
and the CPRF in St. Petersburg, which clearly deviated from the national trend
(Federalnyi informativnyi tsentr, Vybory 1999).

But when Yedinstvo became the dominant party in the Duma and Yeltsin left
his post for Putin, Yakovlev climbed the bandwagon by supporting Putin’s candi-
dacy for the presidential election in March 2000, which the latter also easily won.
Even though Putin seemed to back other candidates, Yakovlev was reelected
Governor in the city in May, but also his position was affected by Putin’s decision
to install new presidential envoys with wide powers, one of whom was placed in
St. Petersburg (Institute of EastWest Studies, 1 March 2000: 8, 15 March 2000;
5-7, 17 May 2000).

The policies of the Leningrad oblast were somewhat different. In the guber-
natorial elections of 1996, the first governor, A. Beliakov, who had been appointed
by Yeltsin and then elected, was defeated by V. Gustov. Though a Communist he
soon turned out to be even more market oriented than Yakovlev in St. Petersburg,
and as such he was co-opted to the federal government as minister of regional
affairs under Primakov in 1998. However, he was dismissed less than a year later,
and when he tried to regain his post in the gubernatorial elections in September
1999, supported by politicians opposed to Yeltsin, he was defeated by his former
deputy and the acting governor, Valerii Serdiukov (Institute of EastWest Studies:
23 Sept. 1999, 22 Dec. 1999: 8). In 1999 the Unity party supporting Putin won a
great victory in the oblast, which was quite different from St. Petersburg
(Federalnyi informativnyi tsentr, Vybory 1999). The Leningrad oblast governors
and their electorate thus were more pro-Kremlin than those in the city and held
a lower profile on cooperation with other regions.

However, in one question Leningrad and St. Petersburg seemed to agree,
namely concerning the importance of their mutual relations, most notably the
idea of merging the two federal subjects into one. Both Sobchak and Beliakov
promoted the idea, the speakers in both regional assemblies backed it, and a
majority of people in an opinion poll in 1998 welcomed it too. As Deputy Prime
Minister responsible for regional issues Gustov fought for the merger and claimed
Yeltsin had appointed him in order to do it.

Nevertheless, there are also many obstacles. Since St. Petersburg is more afflu-
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ent and democratic, many of its inhabitants are afraid of joining a more conser-
vative region with structural problems and lower living standards. Further, St.
Petersburg is now a federal city only comparable to Moscow, whereas a merger
would make it only one of many regions, and the two would share the two seats
in the Federation Council. Further, such a merger requires qualified majority in
both regional assemblies and approval in the Federation Council. On the federal
level, there is the risk that more mergers will follow and decrease rather than favor
central power and control (Hedenskog 1999: 68 ff). As the federal center seems to
have gathered strength under Putin and new super-regions been installed, the
idea of merging regions has probably lost its topicality.

Proceeding then to the Pskov oblast, it differs from all the other border regions
by its nationalist and communist sympathies. In 1996 Pskov became the only
region in Russia to elect a governor, Yevgenii Mikhailov, belonging to Zhirinovskii’s
party (LDPR) instead of the incum-bent Tumanov, who had been appointed by
Yeltsin.

However, after his election Mikhailov toned down his harsh nationalist anti-
Baltic rhetoric and became more positive to trade with the Baltic states as shown
above (Alexseev & Vagin 1999: 44, 47). Mikhailov’s party membership did not
preclude at all that the poor Pskov region received more federal support than any
other western region.

True, Mikhailov participated in the northwestern association of Russian
regions and in the 1999 election year made a rapprochement to Luzhkov and his
Fatherland party, which was worse from Yeltsin’s point of view (Moskovskii tsentr
1999: 790; Ekberg 1999: 85 f). He ran into conflict with the regional Duma and
the mayor of Pskov. But also Mikhailov left the LDPR for the Unity party, which
in the 1999 State Duma election scored higher here than in any western region,
whereas the LDPR shrank to below 7% (Official website of the Pskov oblast 2000,
”Kommentariy nedeli” 18 Febr. 2000 (www.pskov/ru/region/comments);
Federalnyi informativ-nyi tsentr, Vybory 1999; Institute of EastWest Studies, 6
July 2000: 5-10). Thus also this LDPR bastion turned out not to be so aberrant,
and it fell into line like the rest.

Finally we return to the fourth region, which happens to be most interesting
from a political point of view. Kaliningrad oblast also belongs to the reformist and
centralist regions. The first governor appointed by Yeltsin was Yurii Matochkin,
who championed the idea of a Free Economic Zone. In 1993 both Matochkin and
the Communist chairman of the regional Soviet, Yurii Semenov, proposed a
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regional referendum on making the oblast a republic within the Federation, but
the idea was dropped, when Yeltsin then tightened federal control. In the October
1996 gubernatorial elections, Matochkin surprisingly lost against Leonid
Gorbenko, who was supported by Communists in the second round (Moskovskii
tsentr 1999: 546 ff). True, Gorbenko also defended the free zone concept, criti-
cized the lack of powers to decide on taxes, and complained about missing trans-
fers to the regional budget. Gorbenko reacted to the August 1998 crisis by declar-
ing a ‘state of emergency’ and taking ‘full responsibility for political and economic
decisions’, but when warned of dismissal by Moscow, Gorbenko made clear he
had only declared a ‘situation’ of emergency.

On the other hand, Gorbenko supported the federal wish for quotas on duty
free imports, because he wanted to protect local producers. He clashed with the
regional Duma, which accused him of corruption and political repression and
appealed to Moscow for support. In 1998 also the newly elected mayor of
Kaliningrad joined the opposition (Oldberg 2000).

Further, if Gorbenko was more active than the other western governors in
cooperation with foreign countries, he seemed more volatile in choosing allies at
home. First he supported Russia’s Voice (Golos Rossii), a small liberal movement
of governors, then Luzhkov-Primakov’s OVR, finally in late 1999 he went over to
the Unity party. In the Duma elections of 1999 the latter party got above-average
votes in the Kaliningrad oblast (Institute of EastWest Studies 14 Dec. 1999: 12;
Ekberg 2000: 28 ff). However, at the party’s founding congress at the end of
February 2000, Gorbenko surprisingly broke his ties with it, and his conflict with
the opposition intensified again (Institute of EastWest Studies 14 Dec. 1999: 12:
22 Dec. 1999: 6, 9 March 2000: 7). When the gubernatorial election in November
2000 approached, most opposition parties rallied behind Admiral Vladimir
Yegorov, Commander of the Baltic Sea Fleet, who clearly enjoyed Putin’s support.
The internal struggle thus weakened the region’s position vis-à-vis Moscow. Also
the region which due to its unique situation had won most special favors bowed
to the centralist trend.

Thus the leaders of the regions used different strategies to secure their posi-
tions with regard to Moscow and the results differed. Yakovlev in St. Petersburg
took a rather independent position and most clearly supported the opposition to
Yeltsin, still he managed to be reelected. The more conservative Leningrad region
proved more keen on adapting to changes in Moscow. The Pskov governor,
though belonging to an extremist party, turned out to be quite loyal to the presi-
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dent in power. The Kaliningrad governor both wooed the president, the opposi-
tion and sought support abroad, and lost the re-election to a military man with
Kremlin’s backing. When Putin came to power and then strengthened federal
control over the regions, all the western governors succumbed and accepted his
measures.

Tentative Conclusions
The four western Russian border regions thus (of course) all have a unique com-
bination of characteristics. The Kaliningrad region is most geographically
exposed but has less military importance than before, its inhabitants are con-
scious of their unique position and seek a new regional identity. Due to its isola-
tion from Russia, the region was granted special favors, but this was undermined
by federal restrictions and structural problems. Its leadership wavered between
the president, the opposition and foreign support.

The Pskov region has less military importance, and its identity is provincially
Russian. Economically it is the poorest region in this selection and seems to lose
from the changing trade patterns involving the Baltic states. Politically, it is
nationalist and Communist, but conditions forced its leadership to conform to
the man in power.

St. Petersburg has little military value but a distinct cultural and political iden-
tity as part of and a model for Russia. It has the most advanced economy, is
important to its neighbors and is seen as a window to the west. It has played a
leading role in regional policy across Russia, but remains hamstrung by the fed-
eral center.

The Leningrad oblast has some military value to Russia in relation to the small
neighbors but its identity is totally tied up with St. Petersburg. Its economy is
worse than in the city but has made some headway. It is eager to merge with St.
Petersburg, otherwise is has been more pro-Moscow.

Thus the regions are all tied to Moscow and Russia as a whole in many ways.
No western region has military irrelevance, economic strength, a non-Russian
identity, and a strong opinion or governor fighting for independence. The most
that the regions apparently have striven for is more rights to manage their own
affairs or to get more federal support.

The center thus has many strings to pull vis-à-vis the regions - economic,
political, emotional, and military. It has control of federal property, companies,
borders, customs, taxation, etc in the regions. It has political observers, mass
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media, TV in particular, an agreed legal framework. It can always play out the
regions against each other as it has always done.

The six western border regions reflect the general evidence of the 1990s in
Russia that if the center has a weak or split leadership, suffers from economic cri-
sis and hinders the regions from sustaining themselves, the regions protest and
raise demands, seek support among themselves and in the opposition in Moscow,
and try to expand foreign ties. This trend, which seemed to be the dominant one
in the last few years, could in the worst case lead to disinteg-ration,

However, if the center gathers political strength, acts confidently and enjoys
wide support in the country at the same time as the economy turns to the better,
again inspiring hopes in the regions of getting support from the good old state,
then the regions are likely to fall into line. This seems to be the trend since late
1999, albeit a very short time. Russia’s Baltic regions can only participate in coop-
eration with other states around the Baltic, if Moscow is involved.

62



References

Administration of the Pskov Region (1998) Welcome to the Pskov Region (Pskov) (tourist 
brochure) 

Alexseev, Michail A and Vagin, Vladimir (1999) 'Russian regions in Expanding Europe: 
The Pskov Connection', Europe-Asia Studies, Vol. 51, No. 1 

Baltic Institute (1999) Ballad—the independent forum for networking in the Baltic Sea region, 
Address: www.ballad.org.

Drabkina, Tatiana (1997), 'Leningradskaia oblast', in Matsuzato, Kim, Shatilov, A. B., 
Regiony Rossii. Khronika i rukovoditeli. (Sapporo: Hokkaido University)

Ekberg, Anna (1999) Kaliningrad och Pskov—Ryska "portar mot väst" eller post-sovjetiska 
återvändsgränder? Överstyrelsen för civil beredskap, Stockholm) (draft report)

Ekberg, Anna (2000) 'Parlamentsvalet 1999. Politisk dragkamp i Rysslands regioner'. Inför ryska
presidentvalet: Erfarenheter från dumavalet 1999 (Unge, Wilhelm and Vendil, Carolina eds.)
(Stockholm, Försvarets forskningsanstalt) 

Federalnyi informativnyi tsentr (2000) Vybory 1999, 2000. Last accessed: 16 March 2000, 
Address: www.izbircom.ru.

Hanson, Stephen E. (1999) 'Ideology, interests, and identity: Comparing the Soviet and Russian
secession crises'. In Center-Periphery Conflict in Post-Soviet Russia. A Federation Imperiled
(Alexseev, Mikhail A. ed.) (New York, St. Martin's Press) 

Hedenskog, Jakob (1999) Mellan självstyre och centralstyre. S:t Petersburg och dess förhållande
till centralmakten under 1990-talet (Stockholm, Försvarets forskningsanstalt) 
FOA-R—99-01184-180—SE.

Institute of EastWest Studies (1999, 2000) Russian regional report, Volumes 4, 5, 
Address: www.iews.org/rrrabout.nsf.pages.

Krom, Yevgeniia (2000) 'Sinergiia vmesto sorevnovaniia', Severo-Zapad, No. 1, 

Moskovskii tsentr Karnegi (1999), Politicheskii almanakh Rossii 1997, Carnegie Endowment 
for International Peace, CD Rom

Official website of the Leningrad oblast (2000) Offitsialnoe predstavitelstvo Leningradskoi
oblasti, Last accessed: 2000-02-17, Address: www.lenobl.ru/indexold.html.

Official website of the Pskov oblast (2000) Welcome to the Pskov region, 
Last accessed: 22 January 2000, Address: www.pskov.ru.

Oldberg, Ingmar (2000a) 'The emergence of a regional identity in the Kaliningrad oblast',
Cooperation & Conflict

Oldberg, Ingmar (2000b) 'The Kaliningrad region - a troublesome exclave'. In Unity or
Separation, Center-Periphery Relations in the Former Soviet Union (Kempton, Daniel R. and Clark,
Terry D. eds.) (Praeger)

Oldberg, Ingmar & Hedenskog, Jakob (2000) In Dire Straits: Russia's Western Regions between
Moscow and the West (Stockholm, Försvarets forskningsanstalt) FOA R—01617-170—SE

Sergounin, Alexander (1999) 'The Process of Regionalization and the Future of the Russian
Federation', Working papers (Copenhagen Peace Research Institute), No. 9, pp. 1-23.

Solanko, Laura (1999) Regional budgets and intergovernmental transfers in Russian North and

63



Northwest regions, Bank of Finland, Institute for Economies in Transition 

The Military Balance 1993-1994 (1993), 1999-2000 (1999) (London, International Institute 
of Strategic Studies) 

The Norwegian Atlantic Committee (1999) Nordisk sikkerhet. Militærbalansen 1999-2000 (Oslo)

Tsentr regionalnogo analiza i prognozirovaniia (1999) Zakonodatelstvo Rossii. Dogovora 
o razgranichenii predmetov vedeniia i polnomochii mezhdu organami gosudarstvennoi vlasti...,
Last accessed: 23 Febr. 2000, Last updated: 15 June 1999, Address: www.region.rags.ru.

Tulchinskii, Grigorii L. (1999) 'Peterburgskoe dostoinstvo', Most, Vol. 25, No. 5 (June) 

Ustav Leningradskoi oblasti (1997) (Sankt-Peterburg) 

64



65

 

Comments on Ingmar Oldberg’s Paper

W  
1 matter, when we examine Baltic security? Of course, if

some of the regions in the Russian North West (for example, Kaliningrad)
were to reveal secessionist tendencies, the Baltic macroregion’s geopolitical situa-
tion would drastically change. However, seven years after the parade of sovereign-
ties in Russia (1991-1993) we have recognized that even at that time the danger 
of Russia’s disintegration was overestimated by Western observers. Except for
Chechnya, Russian regional authorities have been at most ‘his majesty’s opposi-
tion’.

The most serious issue in Russia’s state building in the mid-1990s was not the
choice between integration and secession but between symmetrical (autonomy
with retention of central control) or asymmetrical federalism (autonomy without
central control). Strong, ethnically Russian regions insisted on symmetrical fed-
eration, while national republics lobbied for asymmetrical federation. Putin is
trying hard to transform Russian federalism into a more symmetrical, less con-
federative one.2

What is characteristic for Russian North Western regions is that, being sec-
ond-rate regions without political activeness and significant bargaining power
vis-a-vis Moscow, they have not played any visible role in this struggle to deter-
mine how Russian federalism should be. From this perspective Ingmar Oldberg’s
paper reveals a strange inconsistency: a detailed, solid comparative analysis of
four North Western regions of Russia begins with a drastic contrast of possible
consequences, i.e. ‘integration or disintegration.’3 Although there is no symptom

1 To avoid confusion, in these passages the word ‘region’ is applied only for subnational regions. As for transna-
tional territories I will rely upon the word ‘macroregions.’
2 Given this, however, why does the same Putin allow not only Primor’e and Sakhalin governors (who are nat-
urally interested in the issue), but also Mintimer Shaimiev (Tatarstan president) and Murtaza Rakhimov
(Bashkortostan president) to accompany him to Japan and participate in the negotiations with Japanese lead-
ers on the Northern territory?
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of secession of Russia’s North Western regions, they deserve to be analyzed from
the viewpoint of international security, since they actually conduct (as is the case
with Kaliningrad) or can potentially conduct (as is the case with the other three
regions) a certain amount of ‘regional paradiplomacy’.

Regional paradiplomacy, one of the ‘regional dimensions of security’, has
become a most topical issue in international relations. In the 1980s, when Quebec
began to have direct paradiplomatic relations with France, it was regarded as
provocative, reckless behavior.4 Today, regions are often active in international
politics. In 1999, the Tatarstan parliament decided to shift to Latin letters in writ-
ing Tatar, though not to the Latin letters used in Tatarstan during the 1920-30s,
but to the Turkish system of Latin letters, even though the former fits Tatar pho-
netics better. Although this choice was justified as a measure to make access to the
Turkish-Islamic world easier, it is obvious that a strong Turkish lobby has been
created in the highest echelon of Tatarstan during the last decade. What is sur-
prising is that these Turkey sympathizers are not denounced by their opponents
as ‘fifth columnists,’ although Tatarstan is one of the most nationalistic republics
in Russia. On the whole, it is obvious that not only practices but also several cru-
cial norms in international relations have changed during the last fifteen years,
and thus the traditional system of sovereign states are facing a crisis.5

As already suggested, North Western regions of Russia are politically inert and
obedient to Moscow. In contrast to the Russian Far East and Northern Caucasus,
there are no charismatic, trouble-making governors in these regions. To conduct
its Northern Territory policy successfully, the Japan Ministry of Foreign Affairs
needs to know the views and personalities not only of the Russian Foreign
Minister but also of Far East governors who conduct their own diplomacy.
Sometimes in Japan we even have an impression that, when the Japan Ministry of
Foreign Affairs nominates consuls general at Vladivostok (or Khabarovsk), a most
important criterion is whether the candidate would please Nazdratenko (or
Ishaev). As a result, the working atmosphere of these Japanese general consulates,

3 The collection from which Oldberg procures his theoretical base, Alekseev (1999), suffers from the same prob-
lem. Each case study is interesting, but the editor justifies their interest in regional politics by an exaggerated
notion that federation has been ‘imperiled.’
4 The European Communities and subsequently the EU, on the other hand, have a long experience of dealing
directly with regions of member countries in connection with the distribution of regional development funds.
Many regions of member countries have had lobbying offices in Brussels for decades. (Editor’s remark.)
5 A recent article by Stephan De Spiegeleire challenges some common conceptions of these new issues. 
See De Spiegeleire 2000.



to an extent, becomes similar to the political atmosphere of the regions in which
they are located.

It is obvious that one cannot devise a way to resolve the problem of trans-
Caspian pipelines properly if the numerous subnational entities in the Northern
Caucasus and Lower Volga are ignored. The units are not only defiant but also
ready to become ‘actors of international law,’ dreaming of making a fortune at a
stroke. One needs to emphasize that what is going on in North Eastern Asia and
Northern Caucasus is not a deviation caused by the weakening of Russia’s state-
hood.

As a figure of speech, at present Russia exists only as an adjective, but not as a
noun. Russia is nothing but a medley of institutional and territorial entities which
pursue their own interests. This analysis is not always shared by colleagues in the
Baltic macroregion. Therefore, Oldberg’s comparative analysis of Russian North
Western regions is quite valuable.

Oldberg compares four North Western regions of Russia, relying upon five
criteria: constitutional status, the military-strategic factor, ethnic-cultural iden-
tity, economic strength and foreign trade, and political orientation. Many of his
findings are reached only after careful observation: for example, the unexpectedly
extrovert characteristics of the Leningrad Oblast economy (even the Pskov econ-
omy has significant extrovert factors), the autonomous voting behavior of
St.Petersburg citizens, and so forth.

On the other hand, several of Oldberg’s criteria would seem to need further
methodological elaboration. First, is it possible to assess the constitutional status
of regions solely based on the texts of their regional statutes and power-sharing
treaties with Moscow? We hardly know how these treaties have been realized or
not realized. We should remember that Russia’s power-sharing treaties have been
ill-fated from the legal point of view. Largely speaking, national republics signed
the treaties with Moscow in 1994, and Russian regions did so in the first half of
1996. Obviously, the first wave of treaties was aimed at overcoming the political
crises in 1993, the second was pursued to secure the regional elites’ support for
Yeltsin in the presidential elections. In other words, power-sharing treaties were
motivated by short-term political considerations from the beginning. Moreover,
despite the attention paid by Western observers to these treaties, their realization
had rarely been studied before they were almost annulled by Putin in 2000.

However, several crucial aspects of their contents may be analyzed compara-
tively. One such feature is the region’s privilege in foreign trade. It would be very
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fruitful to conduct a case study, for example, of the history of the Kaliningrad Free
Economic Zone. Oldberg’s analysis of the military-strategic significance of the
regions is the most original part of this paper. However, this analysis would be
more effective if he had included the issue of border guards. The collapse of the
Soviet Union created a tremendous length of new borders. Incapable of building
facilities to defend these borders, the federal center often imposed this task on the
border regions. The added burden caused by this measure became a serious issue,
for instance, in the 1996 gubernatorial elections in Pskov. In any case, Oldberg
convincingly concludes that the reduction of the military significance of the
North Western regions will make Moscow’s control of these regions weaker.

The ethnic and cultural identities of regions are not usually the creatures of
objective factors, such as historical, geographic and ethnic conditions, but are,
rather, products of the regional authorities’ own myth-making. This can be seen
if we compare Great Novgorod, Pskov and Kirov (Viatka). Although all of them
experienced a republican, independent past, only the Great Novgorod authorities
proved to be apt at exploiting this historical legacy in their relations with Moscow,
or to attract Western investments. The study of this myth-making will facilitate
understanding of the Russian North West, where regional mythologies are closely
connected with these regions’ openness to the outer world. To be more concrete,
the more foreign investments the regional authorities attract and the more for-
eign contacts they establish, the more legitimate they become.

This direct connection between foreign connections and the legitimacy of the
authorities is not found in the Russian Far East. Pragmatic Far Easterners are
interested in widening foreign relations as long as these contacts produce profits,
while Kaliningraders and St.Petersburgers need foreign contacts for their own
identity.

Lastly, Oldberg’s analysis of the regional economies seems to indicate that the
relatively weak foreign activities of Russian North Western regions (save
Kaliningrad) are determined by political factors, above all, the inertia of these
regional authorities. The economic conditions of these regions are such that they
would benefit greatly from a wider regional paradiplomacy. Probably, the last two
points (regional identity and economic factors) give us reason to hope that
Russian North Western regions would possibly be more vigorous actors of
paradiplomacy in the future.

68



References

De Spiegeleire, Stephan (2000) ‘Gulliver’s Threads: Russia’s Regions and the Rest of the World,’
in Kimitaka Matsuzato (ed.), Regions: A Prism to View the Slavic-Eurasian World. Towards a
Discipline of ‘Regionology’ (Sapporo) 293-310.

Alexseev, Mikhail A. ed. (1999) Center-Periphery Conflict in Post-Soviet Russia: A Federation
Imperiled. (New York: St. Martin's Press). 

69



70

 

The Significance of Security Considerations to Transnational
Actors: Three Puzzles from an Ongoing Research Project

Introduction

T   political scientists in theorizing about transnational
relations has changed tangibly over the years.1 In retrospect we can talk about

two waves of theorizing. The first wave appeared during the early 1970s, while a
second wave has been observable since at least the mid-1990s (Risse-Kappen
1995a: xi). Interestingly, as noted by Matthew Evangelista (1999: 16-17), these
‘generations’ have made rather different assumptions about the relationship
between transnational relations and ‘high politics’ (security policy). Thus, while
the original theorizing assumed that transnational relations would predominate
outside this issue-area, this assumption is no longer taken for granted. On the
contrary, the renewed scholarly interest in transnational relations has generated a
number of case studies suggesting that the cross-border activism of NGOs might
be an important factor to include in analyzes of how governments approach secu-
rity issues (e.g. Risse-Kappen 1995b; Evangelista 1999).

The Baltic Sea region today includes a large number of transnational relations.
Besides numerous bilateral contacts, this manifests itself in approximately 21
regional INGOs and networks.2 The existence of these transnational relations, in
combination with the still ongoing transformation of Baltic Sea security as well
as the current academic debate on broader conceptions of security, presents an

1 I define transnational relations as “regular interactions across national boundaries when at least one actor
is a non-state agent or does not operate on behalf of a national government or an intergovernmental 
organization” (Risse-Kappen 1995a:3).
2 This number only refers to regional INGOs and networks that include NGOs from the littoral states and
Norway. Beside these, there are also some organizations that include NGOs from more geographic distant
countries and a large number of sub-regional INGOs (embracing NGOs from for example only the five Nordic
states or the three Baltic States). For more information about the regional INGOs and networks, see UIA 1998
and the database of the Ballad (www.ballad.org).



excellent opportunity to learn more about the relationship between transnational
relations and various processes of security. The purpose of this work is therefore
to briefly reflect upon three puzzles or research questions which are raised by
these developments. First, what does Baltic Sea security signify to transnational
actors? By definition we should expect these actors to be less concerned with the
physical safety of states, but which threats to Baltic Sea security do they empha-
size instead and threats to whom? Second, how are transnational relations
affected by changes in the regional security context? For instance, was the end of
the Cold War in 1991 (including the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact and the
Soviet Union) a necessary condition for the establishment of the present regional
INGOs and networks? Third, how do transnational actors affect Baltic Sea secu-
rity? Have they approached the inter-governmental level with their security con-
cerns, and if so, which transnational actors have been the most influential in get-
ting the attention of the governments? The empirical evidence for reflecting upon
these questions is based upon data on the 21 Baltic Sea INGOs and transnational
networks.

Transnational Conceptions of Security
The efforts in security studies to broaden the view of security have brought new
distinctions, for instance between hard and soft security or between military,
political, economic, environmental, and societal security (e.g. Buzan, 1991).
However, distinctions such as these work with very different results when applied
to the transnational actors in the Baltic Sea region. The pattern is that those
regional INGOs and networks which explicitly make references to Baltic Sea secu-
rity, work with broader conceptions of security. This means that they see security
as a multi-dimensional phenomenon, embracing two or more of the mentioned
categories. To this observation comes an underlying pattern in which the actors
also differ with respect to the possibility of integrative aspects or links between
different categories of security. In the view of some actors the links are so strong
that the categories almost lose their meaning and because of this they prefer to
talk about ‘sustainable security’ or ‘common security’ instead. Most actors, how-
ever, appear to see only weaker links and therefore still make distinctions between
various categories of security.

About 70 per cent of the regional INGOs and networks can be classified as
‘promotional’ in character, i.e. the member NGOs have joined together to pro-
mote certain values rather than to protect their material interests. Many of these
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actors express a general concern for values such as peace, human rights and
democracy, but only two of them appear to have developed any deeper thoughts
about the concept of security. The Trans-Baltic Network (TBN), which has some
40 member NGOs, has made the value of ‘sustainable security’ its primary con-
cern and operates with a very broad view on the objects as well as the concept of
security (TBN 1997):

The aim of the TBN is a community of states and peoples in the Baltic Sea region

living together in sustainable security. Here, not only military conflicts will be

prevented, but security for civil societies will be insured by a clean environment,

respect for human rights, participatory democracy, and sustainable development.

...

Armed forces can no longer guarantee the security of the Baltic Sea region.

Today, the threats to our security are things like violations of human rights, envi-

ronmental catastrophes, economic disparity, or political disputes over

sovereignty, territory, and resources. What we need is a new, ”sustainable”

security, where elements of both ”hard” and ”soft” security are taken into

account. Sustainable security must be based on human needs and entrusted to

governments, acting in cooperation, and peoples of the region, as individual ”cit-

izen diplomats,” and through their non-governmental organizations.

The second promotional INGO with a more developed conceptualization of
security is the Coalition Clean Baltic (CCB), which has some 25 member NGOs
from the nine littoral states. The CCB has put the value of ‘common security’ at
the center of its activities, but has given the concept a much broader meaning
than it usually had during the days of the Cold War. To the CCB, the concept of
‘common security’ not only marks security for different actors, but it is also used
to emphasize that ecological, economic and social sustainability go hand in hand
(CCB 1996).

Turning to the protective INGOs and networks in the region, these exist pri-
marily to uphold the material interests of the member NGOs. Quite naturally
these actors have a much more narrow view on the objects of security, i.e. their
primary concern is the well being of the members. As regards their conception of
security, it is possible to find both similarities and differences compared to the
promotional actors. This means that they share the multi-dimensional view of
security, but it tends to be a much less integrative one. Consequently, the protec-
tive INGOs and networks often point at various regional threats to the well being
of their members, but they hardly make any attempts to develop syntheses
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between different categories. For example, the transnational business organiza-
tions—the Baltic Sea Business Summit (BSBS) and the Baltic Sea Chambers of
Commerce Association (BCCA)—claim that the threats to regional growth and
development primarily come from institutions (inadequate institutional settings,
bureaucracy, and corrupt institutions), policies (governmental interventions in
the economy, and protectionism), and to a lesser extent also from organized
crime, and the environmental situation (Karlsson, forthcoming). However, these
threats are basically viewed as being separate from each other. The same conclu-
sions go with the transnational organizations which gather sub-national actors in
the region—the Baltic Sea States Subregional Cooperation (BSSSC), the Union of
the Baltic Cities (UBC), and the Islands of the Baltic Sea (B7). Although these
actors emphasize other regional threats and put comparatively more emphasis on
environmental and societal aspects, they too tend to overlook possible connec-
tions between different categories of security.

The Role of Security
How are transnational relations affected by changes in the regional security con-
text? One way to see if there are any co-variations between these factors is to see
how the regional INGOs and networks have developed in relation to the end of
the Cold War. Thus, to what extent was the end of the Cold War in 1991 a neces-
sary condition for the establishment of these actors? Of course, to be able to say
that the end of the Cold War was a necessary condition requires that the 21
regional INGOs and networks were all established after 1991. On the other hand,
if these actors were established earlier, it would be natural to look for co-varia-
tions with periods of less tension, such as the perestroika period (1985-1991) or
the détente period (1962-1975). Table 1 summarizes the year of establishment of
the present 21 regional actors.
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Table 1. The year of establishment of Baltic Sea transnational organizations and networks 

Year No. Transnational organizations and networks

1957 1 Conference of Baltic Oceanographers

–

1968 1 Baltic Marine Biologists

–

1988 1 Baltic Sea Project

1989 1 Islands of the Baltic Sea

1990 2 Coalition Clean Baltic, Conference of Baltic University Rectors 

1991 3 Association of Museums and Castles around the Baltic Sea, Baltic Ports 

Organization, Union of the Baltic Cities

1992 2 Baltic Sea Chambers of Commerce Association, Pro Baltica Forum

1993 3 Baltic Music Network, Baltic Sea States Subregional Cooperation, UBC 

Women’s Network

1994 1 Trans-Baltic Network

1995–1996 2 Baltic Sea Business Summit, Baltic Sea Youth Forum

1997 4 Baltic Nordic Network for Women with Disabilities, Baltic Sea Alliance, 

Baltic Sea Women’s Conference, Liberal Youth of the Baltic Sea

1998 –

Source: UIA (1998) and Ballad (www.ballad.org). 

If we first look at the development of the regional INGOs and networks in gen-
eral, regardless if they focus on security issues or not, we can conclude that the
end of the Cold War was not a necessary condition for these transnational rela-
tions to develop. Nine of these actors, or 43 per cent, were established before 1992.
Of these, seven were established during the perestroika period (1985-1991),
which suggests that this to some extent was a sufficient condition. Only two
regional INGOs were established before the perestroika period. These were the
Conference of Baltic Oceanographers (1957) and the Baltic Marine Biologists
(1968).3 If we then focus more closely on the development of the regional actors
with a more developed conceptualization of security, table 1 shows very much a
similar pattern. Thus, the decrease in great power tensions during the perestroika
period was sufficient for some of the NGOs in the Baltic Sea region to begin a
more organized co-operation also on security related matters. In addition to these
conclusions, table 1 show no signs of co-variations with other types of changes in

3 For a glimpse of how the old Soviet domestic structure handled transnational contacts, see Evangelista
(1995: 157-58).
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the security context—such as the Chernobyl accident in 1986 or the withdrawal
of the last Russian troops from the Baltic states, Poland and Germany in 1993-94.

The Role of Transnational Actors 
How do transnational actors affect Baltic Sea security? Have they approached the
inter-governmental level with their security concerns, and if so, which transna-
tional actors have been the most influential in getting the attention of the gov-
ernments? In order to answer these questions, I will initially make two distinc-
tions. First, transnational actors are assumed to affect Baltic Sea security either
directly or indirectly. ‘Direct effects’ refer to situations in which the activities of
the transnational actors themselves have consequences for regional security, while
‘indirect effects’ refer to situations in which they get other actors to take action
with respect to security. Second, it is assumed that transnational actors perceive
transnational relations to have positive or negative effects for Baltic Sea security,
depending on whether or not they are thought to contribute to an increase in
security. Table 2 shows the combined result of the two distinctions and gives four
examples of how the regional INGOs and networks have perceived the security
effects of transnational relations.

Table 2. Four examples of how transnational organizations and networks in 
the Baltic Sea region have perceived the security effects of transnational relations 

Perceived positive effects Perceived negative effects

Direct effects Increasing sense of ‘regionness’ New threats to regional security
Indirect effects Putting security Keeping security

on the regional agenda off the regional agenda 

Several regional INGOs and networks express a general hope that their activities
in the long run will have some direct positive effects for peace and security in the
Baltic Sea region. For instance, the Trans-Baltic Network explain that ‘Getting
non-governmental organizations (NGOs) from all shores of the Baltic Sea to
work together is a way to effectively deal with our region’s problems, but also a
confidence-building measure in itself.’ (TBN 1997). Although the regional actors
says very little about where this process eventually will end, it could be seen as
contributions to an increasing sense of ‘regionness’.4

4  Björn Hettne (1999) distinguishes between five degrees of regionness, in which the last degree imply that
the region has transformed into an ”acting subject with a distinct identity, actor capability, legitimacy, and
structure of decision-making.” (p. 9).



However, some transnational activities are also assumed to have direct nega-
tive effects on regional security. This can be exemplified with the phenomena of
transnational crime, which among others the Baltic Sea Business Summit has
emphasized as a new regional threat.

As regards the indirect effects on regional security, these can for instance be
seen if we study how transnational actors have influenced the agenda of the
Council of the Baltic Sea States. The evidence shows that the business INGOs and
networks, besides traditional lobbying, have been able to communicate their
views and demands through different variants of ‘semi-corporatism’, including
regular meetings with administrative structures of the Council (Karlsson 1999).
As a contrast, the Trans-Baltic Network has so far only been invited once to
inform of its activities. This pattern can be looked upon from two angels. First, it
is clear that the Council itself so far has tried to avoid ‘hard security’ issues.
Second, although some transnational actors may perceive a possibility to put ‘soft
security’ issues on the Council’s agenda (perceived positive effects), the pattern
also shows that the economically stronger interest groups have far more devel-
oped influence channels. This means that there is a risk that some threats to secu-
rity are not represented at the inter-governmental agenda at all or that they are
being de-emphasized (perceived negative effects). This risk is for instance empha-
sized by the Coalition Clean Baltic, which sees a much stronger connection
between environmental security and the economic activities in the Baltic Sea
region.

Conclusions
The purpose of this work was to briefly reflect upon the significance of security
considerations to transnational actors. Starting out from the case of transnational
relations in the Baltic Sea region there are in conclusion three observations that
should be stressed. First, transnational actors that make explicit reference to Baltic
Sea security tend to have a broader view of security, i.e. emphasizing its multi-
dimensional character (military security, economic security, environmental secu-
rity and so on). Two promotional regional INGOs also stressed the links between
different categories of security and therefore preferred the concepts of ‘sustain-
able security’ or ‘common security’ instead. Second, a fundamental change in the
security context such as the end of the Cold War could not be seen as a necessary
condition for the development of transnational relations in the Baltic Sea area.
However, although such relations existed before, the empirical evidence suggests
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that especially the period of less tension during the perestroika years (1985-1991)
was sufficient for the establishment of a significant number of transnational
organizations and networks. Third, the perception of these actors is that transna-
tional relations could affect Baltic Sea security in several ways. The positive inter-
pretations imply hopes that this will contribute to an increased sense of ‘region-
ness’ and that security problems are put on the regional agenda, while the per-
ceived negative effects denote fears of new threats to regional security (e.g.
transnational crime) and that powerful interests will work to keep some security
issues off the agenda.
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Comments on Michael Karlsson’s Paper
Or: Unraveling Regional Linkages of Baltic NGO's

W  to study transnational non-governmental organizations
(NGO's) in the Baltic Sea region? This type of research could be useful in

a number of ways. First, it could tell us something of practical value about an area
of vital interest to Sweden. Second, the particular character of the Baltic Sea
region—often described as a power vacuum or area devoid of ‘hard security’
providers like alliances, arms transfers, and military deterrence—lends itself to
the study of ‘soft security’ measures, such as trade & aid, institutional leverage,
preventative diplomacy and regional civilian cooperation. Moreover, nearly all of
the littoral states and neighboring powers have sought to promote regional and
subregional cooperative structures in the Baltic. Finally, such a study could also
contribute to the wider scholarly debate over the role of institutions in interna-
tional relations, and thus may offer insight into the question of whether institu-
tions exert real influence on state behavior, or conversely, whether they simply
reflect the underlying distribution of power in the international system. Hence,
while it is certainly not new to focus on non-state actors in international relations,
there is certainly cause for renewed interest in studying the role of such actors in
the Baltic.

That said, Michael Karlsson's interesting research project has also raised some
conceptual and methodological questions which I feel must be addressed at this
stage. The author seeks to investigate 21 transnational organizations in the Baltic,
their perceptions about security, and how such perceptions may be impacted by
changes in the external environment. In addition, this project aims at explaining
how these organizations may have influenced state actors. All in all, it is a quite
big steak to bite into. Nevertheless, what I sense may be lacking here is a connec-
tion to broader conceptual concerns about Baltic security as well as the role of
institutions in the international system.
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At this point it might be helpful to recall Professor Knudsen's introductory
remarks. It was suggested that scholars need to illuminate the “wide and persist-
ent discrepancy in threat perceptions” between countries along Baltic seaboard.
This I endorse wholeheartedly. In consequence, one avenue which might be worth
pursuing in this research project is the broader issue of whether security percep-
tions can be altered by soft security institutions. To wit, how does the buildup of
cooperative NGO's in the Baltic contribute toward creating a new security men-
tality in which non-violent issues and concerns are prioritized. Here I think it is
important not to assume that the community of NGO's, even if it has succeeded
in establishing active networks of cooperation across the region, has automati-
cally brought about a reduction in the discrepancy in threat perception that
unquestionably divides peoples along the Baltic.

A second approach which I would like to suggest, one also evoked by the intro-
ductory comments, relates to the question of whether the Baltic Sea region is a
power vacuum, and if so, whether this is good or bad from the perspective of sta-
bility. Here, a study of transnationals could shed a good deal of light on how sit-
uations of ambiguity (e.g. the absence of direct superpower involvement) can cre-
ate a window of opportunity for soft security measures. One particularly attrac-
tive way to examine this aspect would be a before-and-after-the-cold-war study,
describing the rise in transnational institutions in light of the shift toward a more
ambiguous security context after 1989. Today, there is very little direct great
power engagement in the Baltic. Does the ‘torn’ nature of this region increase the
ability of transnational actors to provide soft security through the creation and
strengthening of institutions. Further, how have state actors reacted to NGO's
taking up a security role?

There are obviously numerous ways of situating this research project into the
conceptual landscape of international relations. The essential point however is
that whatever this study has to say about Baltic NGO's, its results must also draw
upon relevant theoretical questions: do soft security measures work; do they pro-
vide security or reduce gaps in threat perception; can security be improved
through regional cooperation; what role do regional linkages have in providing
security; and, is it true that regional institutions are a necessary counterpart to
sovereign states (as liberal institutionalists claim)?

A final point which may be addressed here concerns methodology and the
need for reliably documented conclusions. First, given the recentness of its topic,
I am inclined to believe that the project will meet insurmountable empirical dif-
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ficulties in demonstrating NGO influence on state actors. Hence, it might be nec-
essary to reduce the level of ambition in this respect (or, as advocated previously,
shift focus to the impact of organizations on threat perception). Second, the cri-
teria for choosing relevant actors is somewhat unclear. For instance, to what
degree is there geographical congruity of membership among these NGO's, and
does it matter if there is not (especially in the event that Russians are not partic-
ipating). Moreover, judging from the kinds of organizations that are represented
among the 21, they would seem to have widely differing security interests. Hence,
one naturally wonders whether such a great variation in their security outlook
makes them fruitful to look at together. Ultimately it may prove necessary to nar-
row the number of actors, based upon a more selective criteria.

In conclusion, Michael Karlsson's project has succeeded in arousing great
interest in this field of research. Ultimately the fact that so much attention has
hitherto been devoted to critical comments should be taken as an indication of
the project's highly engaging and provocative character. As such, it holds the
promise of adding greatly to our knowledge of the Baltic region.

80



81

 

Explaining Security Agenda Setting: 
Beyond the Domestic Realm

Problem

W   s classify some issues as ‘security threats’ but not
others? To refer to something as a matter of security implies a sense of

urgency, high politics, life and death. This is a major reason why the concept is
being used by decision makers as well as scholars who, as a way or assuring an
issue’s importance, define it as a security problem. There are many examples of
this practice, and it is no longer unusual to consider economic, ecological, politi-
cal, societal as well as military issues as security problems. Issues are open to ‘secu-
ritisation’ (and ‘desecuritisation’), i.e. dramatising them as existential threats
requiring extraordinary measures (Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde, 1998: 21-26;
Wæver, 1995).

In a research project conducted by this author, security agenda setting is
approached by using a theory of agenda setting complemented with notions of
framing and securitisation.1 This framework is applied in a case study of Sweden.
However, neither this approach nor a single case study can account for all aspects
of agenda setting. A puzzle that remains to be solved is the potential impact of
international influence and diffusion in security agenda setting. This has been
neglected in the literature on agenda setting and securitisation.

Agenda Setting and Securitisation
Combining Approaches
This project combines agenda setting and framing (specifically securitisation).
Securitisation theory fails to explain why some instances of securitisation influ-

1 The research project is conducted at the Swedish Institute of International Affairs. For a more elaborated
discussion, see Eriksson (2000).



ence the agenda but not others. Here agenda setting theory is helpful. On the
other hand, agenda setting theory pays limited attention to the political signifi-
cance of classifying issues, or of framing more generally. Thus much can be
gained by combining the two perspectives.

Issues that get onto the agenda of the national government as ‘security threats’
are a useful criterion of politically salient securitisation. This is more specific than
the vague criterion of ‘acceptance’ by ‘the audience’ suggested by the ‘Copenhagen
School’ of security studies (Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde, 1998: 25). Anyone may
make a securitisation or desecuritisation move, but only some influence the gov-
ernmental agenda.

In brief, the analytical framework applied in this project consists of six ana-
lytical concepts. First, policy entrepreneurs, without which no item would get onto
any agenda. In addition, there are a number of processes that have to be consid-
ered: framing, the problem stream, the policy stream, the political stream, and
finally ‘the coupling of streams’ through policy windows.

Policy entrepreneurs: the ‘security establishment’
Whenever an issue is brought into the security realm, top decision makers are
almost by definition involved in the process. In addition, the security policy com-
munity can be expected to be integrated and closed rather than fragmented and
open. In contrast, it could be suspected that the broadening of the security con-
cept also broadens the range of participants, including political parties, the
media, interest organisations, researchers and other nongovernmental agents.
This would lead to a fragmentation of or at least to a less closely knit security
establishment. Of this an indication might be the increased party struggles over
foreign and security policy, witnessed not least in Sweden (Bjereld and Demker
1995; Karlsson 1995).

Traditionally, however, participation has been limited, as observed in empiri-
cal studies of Swedish security policy making in the 1970s (Hart, 1976; Sjöstedt,
1986). It is noteworthy how stable and tenacious this ‘security establishment’2 has
been even until the present day. The institutions of this establishment remain the
same as in the 1970s—despite very significant cutbacks in the military budget, a
downscaling of the military forces with more than 50 per cent, and the closing
down of almost half of Sweden’s military bases. While the security agenda has
been widened, and the threat of armed attacks downplayed, the security estab-
lishment remains untouched. Importantly, the institutions of the security estab-
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lishment have been key agents in the widening of security that today is official
policy. It appears that if any major change of official security thinking is to take
place, ideas will first have to be embraced by the security establishment.

Securitisation and widening of the threat agenda
Framing is one of those heuristics people employ to make sense of the complex
world they live in. Schön and Rein (1994: 29) see framing as ‘symbolic contests
over the meaning of an issue domain, where meaning implies not only what is at
issue, but what is to be done’. In this perspective, issues such as ‘threats’, ‘risks’ and
‘security problems’ are frames with negative connotations. This is in accordance
with securitisation:

The securitization approach serves to underline the responsibility of talking 

security, the responsibility of actors as well as analysts who choose to frame an

issue as a security issue. They cannot hide behind the claim that anything in itself

constitutes a security issue. (Buzan et al, 1998: 34)

Securitisation usually implies a few specific connotations: urgency, state respon-
sibility, and that extraordinary means such as secrecy and state violence are legit-
imised. A most likely effect is that securitisation helps putting an issue high on the
agenda (Wæver, 1995: 75; Buzan, 1997: 14, 21). Framing seems to be particularly
important if the category an issue is put into has a strong symbolic character, as
in the case of securitisation (Nelson, 1984: 27; Hinnfors, 1995: 143). Therefore the
practice of tacking ‘security’ to issues is very contestable, and might have more to
do with electoral needs, ideological motives, and power interests than the prob-
lems themselves.

The Swedish case study demonstrates significant differences between framing
issues as military or non-military threats. Every threat on the agenda is not con-
sidered to be equally important. Despite a widening of the agenda, the perceived
threat of armed attacks is still considered as the most serious of all. This is also
indicated by the common distinction between ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ threats.

In terms of geographical concerns, the Baltic Sea area—the major concern of
this conference—is not even mentioned in Swedish security policy bills and other
primary documents. At least not in terms of a region with certain characteristics,

2 Some of its more significant institutions are the Ministry of Defence, the Defence Commission, the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Headquarter of the Armed Forces (HKV), the Defence Research Establishment
(FOA), the Agency of Civil Emergency Planning (ÖCB), and the Defence College (FHS). All of these institutions
are located in Stockholm



problems and opportunities. The Baltic Sea are is only indirectly touched upon,
as Russia is still seen as the most significant source of potential threats (Prop.
1999/2000:30, p. 33). The perceived instability in Russia and the potential inter-
national consequences of this are the top priorities on the Swedish threat agenda.
In addition, since 1999, Kosovo has a high position on the security agenda, and is
thoroughly discussed in the most recent policy documents (Prop. 1999/2000:30;
Prop. 1998/99:74).

Moreover, the scope of framing is not unlimited. In the Swedish case, even the
broadest conception of threats is limited to a handful of specific issues. In addi-
tion to the top ranking threat of armed attacks (with both conventional and non-
conventional weapons), the following issues are listed: radioactive fallout, severe
disturbances on infrastructure (electricity, telecommunications, the media, water
supply), flooding, mass flows of refugees, pandemics, chemical accidents, and
information warfare (Prop. 1996/97:11, pp.14-15; Prop. 1995/96:12, pp. 8, 46;
Prop. 1998/99:74; Ds 1999:2, p. 87).

The problem stream
Though some conditions have already become framed as problems, they do not
always get the same attention from officials. The indicators used for problem
recognition, by dramatic events, crises, or the personal experience of a policy
maker explain this (Kingdon, 1995: 90-109; Jönsson, Kronsell & Söderholm, 1995:
15; Hermann, 1990: 12).

The traditional dominance of military threats on the Swedish security agenda
is partly explained by the established and institutionalized military defence and
intelligence service. It has been the primary task of these institutions to identify,
monitor, and guard against military threats. This is hardly unique to Sweden, but
is rather a reflection of the established world system of Westphalian states. When
events or crises of a military nature are recognized there is an institutionalized
mechanism for securitizing them and putting them on the agenda. There is no
intelligence system or institutional voice of comparable strength for the recogni-
tion and securitisation of non-military issues. Dramatic events may provide the
push for agenda setting, but if the securitisation of them is not institutionalized,
their position on the agenda as security threats will most likely be temporary.

It is thus not surprising that the securitisation and agenda setting of ‘new’
non-military issues largely are a result of the changes within the military and
intelligence system itself. To the extent that ‘new’ problems such as refugees, orga-
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nized crime, vulnerability of information systems etc. get onto the agenda as secu-
rity threats, it is because the security establishment itself is developing a system for
monitoring these phenomena. For example, the Swedish military intelligence
administration has recently arranged conferences and employed experts on
nationalism, terrorism, and information technology.

The policy stream
The concept of ‘policy stream’ refers to the process of planning and persuasion
that is conducted by politicians, specialists, analysts, researchers, staffers, planners
and similar people. Ideas, proposals and problems are discussed, revised and tried
out. If an idea is to be accepted, it is first necessary to ‘soften up’ the decision-
makers, the public and the policy community itself. This is not about mobiliza-
tion of numbers or showing the ‘lobby muscle’, but about persuasion. Ideas, issues
and problems may float at some point, drop, and float again. (Kingdon, 1995: Ch. 6;
Hermann, 1990: 12, 18-19). Bureaucratic theory in general and securitisation 
theory in particular emphasises the linkage between bureaucratic turf and agenda
setting. If military invasion is no longer considered a threat to Sweden–defence
politicians, officers and security analysts seek other tasks for their expertise.
Therefore it is not surprising that many of them advocate a widened security con-
cept. Simultaneously, researchers and experts on nationalism, migration, econ-
omy, organised crime, information technology etc. see an opportunity to get
funding for their research projects if they frame them as being about ‘security
problems’ (Goldmann, 1997: 12; Wæver, 1995: 48-49; Eriksson, 1999).

The political stream
It is noteworthy that while persuasion is the main activity in the policy stream,
bargaining is the main behaviour in the political stream.3 What matters here is,
for instance, creating a winning party coalition, anchoring an idea in the public
opinion, being stimulated by the national mood, and judging the degree of con-
sensus or conflict among organised political interests. Turnover provides an
important push, and often seen as a major agenda setting opportunity (Kingdon,
1995: 154-159). In Sweden the impact of change of administration on the threat

3 Thus, when referring to the ‘political stream’, the word ‘political’ is used in its narrow, everyday sense.
This is quite different from the much broader meaning in political science, including almost every aspect of
authoritative allocation of values, as Easton put it, or the struggle over who gets what when and how, as
Lasswell put it. See Kingdon (1995: 145).



agenda has been rather limited. The differences between the threat perceptions of
the political parties have been downplayed by the parliamentary defence com-
mission’s effort to reach a compromise. Furthermore, it might be easier to estab-
lish a common view on what the threats are than how these threats should be
counteracted. It is not surprising that the party conflicts have been much harder
concerning the defence budget and the restructuring of the military defence.

The coupling of streams: policy windows
Each of the four processes discussed—framing, problems, policies and politics—
may serve as an impetus as well as a constraint for agenda setting (Kingdon, 1995:
18, 197). Policy windows are usually open only for a brief time during which
entrepreneurs must act if they are to set the agenda (Keeler, 1983). They have to
‘strike when the iron is hot’. When all four processes serve as an impetus at one
and the same time, there is a good chance that the issue reaches not only the wider
governmental agenda but also the decision agenda (Kingdon, 1995: Ch. 8;
Hinnfors, 1995: 44-46). Of this a good example is how the peacetime ‘submarine
threat’ emerged on the agenda in the 1980s. The ‘problem stream’ was the main
opener of the policy window: the dramatic intrusion and grounding of Soviet
submarine U137—the ‘Whiskey on the Rocks’—deep into Swedish waters in
1981. Policy entrepreneurs immediately lined up and pushed the issue onto the
agenda—not only did journalists make a spectacular news story of the event, but
naval officers had been warning about Soviet submarines for years, and defence
politicians, and security analysts were all deeply concerned. Framing was also
important, as there was some discussion about whether the submarine intrusion
was actually a ‘security threat’ or simply a case of bad navigation on behalf of the
submarine crew. Nevertheless, foreign submarines became a ‘security threat’
throughout the 1980s and the early 1990s. The policy stream produced a long
series of reports, and promoted an improvement of surveillance and submarine
hunting capability (SOU 1983:13). Some 500 incidents were reported for the
1980s only. Politically, a majority supported the securitisation of the submarine
issue, at least until new studies indicated that many of the incidents—except for
the U137 of course—might have been minks or fish rather than foreign sub-
marines. In sum, all ‘streams’ were coupled, and the submarine issue remained
high on the threat agenda for more than a decade.

There seems to be one necessary condition however: that reconceptualisation
occurs within the security establishment itself. This is illustrated by the notable
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difference between the unsuccessful securitisation of environmental issues and
the striking success for the securitisation of information technology (IT).
‘Environmental security’ has been advocated for a great many years by a large
group of IR scholars and also some political parties and interest organisations,
especially the Green party. In contrast, only recently but very rapidly ‘IT threats’
and ‘information warfare’ have emerged as one of the greatest concerns for top
ranking officers, defence politicians, security experts and researchers. Apparently,
the securitisation of IT appealed much more to the security establishment than
‘environmental security’. IT and information operations correspond much better
than ecological problems to the traditional notion of security, requiring analogies
of war and enemies with evil purposes, be they antagonistic states, terrorists or
hackers. In addition, it should not be forgotten that the Internet has a military
origin. But information warfare is perhaps only a new word for the intelligence
gathering, espionage and subversive activities that has accompanied warfare
throughout history.

International Influences
A gap between theory and reality
The approach outlined above highlights a number of important aspects for
explaining agenda setting, especially the significance of the security establish-
ment, and the impact of policy windows in which ‘streams’ are coupled. The
Swedish case study has contributed to the corroboration and development of this
approach.

However, the case study has also demonstrated a major weakness in the theo-
ries of agenda setting and securitisation: the surprising silence regarding interna-
tional factors. Yet the historical record of the Swedish threat agenda reveals a pat-
tern of change and continuity that obviously coincide with international trends.
The widening of the security concept in the 1970s happened during a time of
international détente, and reflected the emergence of ‘economic security’ thinking
in the US. When the new cold war commenced in the early 1980s, the non-mili-
tary issues on the Swedish threat agenda either vanished or received far less atten-
tion than before. Likewise, the Swedish reconceptualisation of security in the mid
1990s was a blueprint of the reorientation of security thinking in America and the
European scene. Indeed, in 1996 the Swedish government explicitly observed that
‘most countries have already redefined their view of security’, implying a more
comprehensive view of threats and risks (Prop. 1995/96:12, p. 31).
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Nevertheless, studies of agenda setting and securitisation pay little or no atten-
tion to international factors. Notable exceptions are a few agenda setting studies
which deal with foreign policy and international organizations (Durant & Diehl,
1989; Jönsson, Kronsell & Söderholm, 1995; Kronsell, 1997), and a brief discus-
sion of securitisation in the EU (Buzan, Wæver and de Wilde 1998). But security
policy is almost by definition a part of international politics. The hard core of
security policy has always been to maintain territorial integrity and state auton-
omy even in the face of external threats, particularly military threats from other
states. Therefore, ‘security’ agenda setting is generally dependent on international
events and measures taken by other states. The combined importance of domes-
tic, international and transnational forces are increasingly being emphasized in
international relations theory in general, and foreign policy theory in particular
(Risse-Kappen, 1994). International actors are probably more important for
agenda setting in the security realm than in others (cf. Hermann, 1990: 15-16).
That security agenda setting is becoming an increasingly international or even
supranational activity is most notable within the complex ‘European security
architecture’ of NATO, EU, WEU, OSCE and their institutional offspring. It is also
clear that the wider European level is much more significant for security agenda
setting than the subregional level, for instance the Baltic Sea area. Security think-
ing within the Baltic Sea area is affected by the wider European security discourse,
but is hardly making an impact on the European level. It is high time interna-
tional influences, or indeed the importance of international agenda setting in its
own right, are incorporated in theorising on agenda setting and securitisation.

In terms of agenda setting, the end of the Cold War provided a paradigmatic
policy window that suddenly removed the threat of large scale war in Europe.
This opened up for major transformations of security policy throughout the
world (Risse-Kappen, 1994). Governments and security advisors went looking for
new problems to put on their suddenly empty threat agendas. This opened the
window for ideas already floating around in the policy community, such as
‘widened security’, ‘common security’, ‘security community’, and ‘cooperative
security’. Suddenly the government turned to advisors, specialists, analysts and
researchers not only for getting advice on policy alternatives, but also for identi-
fying new challenges and problems.

The potential significance of international influences will now be briefly illus-
trated by arguing that the current Swedish fear of information warfare is a case of
import of ideas from North America.
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Information warfare on the agenda: a case of American diffusion?
Since 1995 ‘information warfare’, ‘IT threats’ and similar notions have obtained a
top position on the Swedish threat agenda. There are many indications that this
conception has been imported from American security discourse. First, the ter-
minology is the same as that which has been developed overseas: ‘information
warfare’, ‘information operations’, ‘cyberterrorism, etc. Often key terms are not
even translated to Swedish, as in the case of Arbetsgruppen för Information
Warfare, AgIW (the Defence Ministry’s working group on information warfare).
The AgIW also controls a number of ‘Red teams’ (which is their official Swedish
name) whose function is to test the vulnerability of important IT systems.
Second, in defence bills and other official documents there are direct references to
American influence, for instance regarding Swedish imitation of US ‘cyberwarfare
combat practice’. Third, in conferences, seminars and reports, Swedish security
experts are voicing ideas and lessons learned from recent visits to colleagues in the US.

The Y2K (millennium computer) bug is perhaps the most obvious example of
international (indeed global) securitisation of information technology. Canadian
computer expert Peter de Jager omitted the first public warning of the bug already
in the 1960s. It was not until the early 1990s however, specifically after a dooms-
day article published in Computer World, that the issue was securitised and got
onto the agendas of states (FT 2000: 4). In Sweden the securitisation of the Y2K
bug had an enormous impact. The Swedish Agency of Civil Emergency Planning
coordinated a huge campaign of preparing Swedish government and society for
the perceived crisis. Politicians and experts feared all possible disasters, ranging
from breakdown of supply of electricity to riots and even nuclear catastrophes.
Between January 1997 and December 1999, the government issued 21 major deci-
sions regarding the Y2K bug. A temporary ‘catastrophe command central’ was set
up. On New Years Eve 1999, Sweden was prepared almost as for war. Indeed,
Sweden was one of the most well prepared countries of the world. Though the
bug was real, the expected consequences were exaggerated. Only minor incidents
were reported.

Finally, there is reason to make a comparative outlook. Whether Sweden is
representative of an international trend, or is a deviant case, has to be settled by
making comparative studies. Comparisons with other countries in the Baltic Sea
area are of interest, especially in light of the efforts of creating a common security
discourse in this region. It has been observed that threat images among the Baltic
Sea countries are converging. The Baltic states, for instance Estonia, are no longer
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holding on to their traditional military focused threat agenda, in which Russia is
perceived as the one and only threat to survival. It has been suggested that this is
happening either because the Baltic states are adapting to western security dis-
course in order to facilitate their entry into Nato and the EU (Noreen 2000), or
because the Nordic states successfully have been ‘tutoring’ their Baltic neighbours
(Archer and Jones 2000), or perhaps because of a combination of these reasons.
Considering ‘IT threats’ and ‘information warfare’, however, the securitisation of
these is far less common in the Baltic states than in Sweden. In general, however,
threat conceptions in the Baltic Sea area seem to be converging.

Conclusion
In conclusion, there are good reasons to take a closer look at international influ-
ences in the study of agenda setting and securitisation. International factors how-
ever should not be treated as an additional theoretical category, but should rather
be studied within the existing categories of the agenda setting approach: policy
entrepreneurs, framing, the streams of problem, policy and politics, and finally
the coupling of streams through policy windows. Even when studying agenda set-
ting within a given polity, there is reason to consider influences and interactions
across its boundaries.

Nevertheless, though international trends and influences have a significant
impact on the threat agendas of states, these are never sufficient explanations.
Without policy entrepreneurs willing and able to seize the opportunity, the issue
will lose its salience and fade away from public memory. It appears that the most
important policy entrepreneurs are found within the remarkably stable security
establishment of the state. Despite the emergence of a widened security agenda,
and downscaling of military forces, the security establishment remains the same
as during the Cold War. Without the consent of the security establishment, a
change of the threat agenda is very unlikely. It remains to be studied, however,
whether the constitution and power of the security establishment in other states
and on other decision making levels are similar or different from that of Sweden.

This leads to a new question that has yet to be pondered: are threat agendas
national or international? The simple answer is that it is an analytical choice to
study the agenda of a particular government or decision making level.
Empirically, however, the issue is puzzling. In Europe, it remains an open ques-
tion to what extent and in what form security agenda setting is a national, inter-
national or perhaps a multilevel process.
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Comments on Johan Eriksson's Paper

E   a major research area, securitisation and agenda 
setting, whose importance has been recognised but where no systematic

methodological approach exists and few empirical studies have been undertaken.
His goal is to achieve greater methodological sophistication and expand the nar-
row set of available case studies. The project has obvious merit: if we fail to under-
stand the processes governing continuity and change within national security
agendas and the forces shaping the perceptions of elites (and publics), we limit
ourselves, quite unnecessarily, to parochialism. Eriksson correctly suggests a more
inclusive approach linking domestic explanations of agenda setting with the
influence of international trends and ideas. As his research proceeds, a couple of
issues ought to be reflected upon.

The first of these issues is methodological, the second theoretical. Eriksson
critiques domestic explanations of securitisation and agenda setting for their lack
of international perspectives. Though valid, his critique appears to be grounded
in the assumption that internationally determined securitisation is the key miss-
ing variable. In order to make this assumption stick, other domestic variables
need to be more fully explored. Domestic explanations of security agenda setting
are far from mature. How important the international variable is, the circum-
stances and conditions that determine or mediate its impact, and the relationship
between domestic and international variables can only be fully appreciated once
primary domestic variables have been discovered. Political culture, in its organi-
sational and elite varieties, for example, as well as the impact of membership in
international institutions on domestic variables will surely help to explain how
"open" or "closed" security agendas are to internationally generated ideas. Thus
Eriksson's goal of methodological sophistication would be enhanced not merely
by taking analysis beyond the domestic realm but through a more comprehensive
investigation of how the domestic realm is defined and operates.
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My theoretical point concerns Eriksson's Swedish model as a basis for com-
parative analysis. Clarity needs to be maintained between Sweden as a case study
of how securitisation and agenda setting work and Sweden as a theoretical
primer. Eriksson's observation of the pivotal role of the Swedish security estab-
lishment in shaping the national threat agenda is a case in point. Eriksson con-
cludes that the Swedish security establishment "remains the same as during the
Cold War". How can this resistance to change be accounted for? While security
establishments are generally regarded as conservative, it cannot be assumed that
they are uniformly resistant to change. In recent years, for example, Canada and
Australia have comprehensively redefined their security agenda; France has aban-
doned conscription, Germany has embarked upon fundamental armed forces
reform and the United States is engaged in a wholesale revamping of security pri-
orities. It can therefore be argued that changes in threat assessment are leading to
widespread reforms of national security establishments. These developments sug-
gest that securitisation and agenda setting theories need to take into account and
explain not merely the resistance of security establishments to change but their
ability to evolve, too. Embedded in these considerations, Sweden emerges as a case
study of how security establishments pose obstacles to shifting threat agendas. At
the same time, its utility as a model for theory building recedes.
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Is America a Baltic Power?

Introduction: In The Choir Or The Pulpit?

D   to the security and stability of the Baltic Sea
region, the United States remains something of an unknown quantity in

regional planning and expectations. Its role in the region is characterized by
strong interest in regional security-building. But it is limited by an apparent pref-
erence for keeping its role relatively informal. It is no surprise that the few ana-
lysts to evaluate the American role in Baltic Sea affairs have described it as an
ambivalent, ambiguous or indecisive actor.1 The implication is that Washington
has yet to make its position on regional security clear. It has avoided the kind of
meaningful commitments needed to assure others it will live up to its rhetoric.

While this uncertainty has been interpreted as a flaw in American policy-
maing, it can just as well be considered as a strength. After all, is it more striking
that Washington does not invest more of itself in the region or that it devotes so
much? This essay argues that America’s failure to clarify its policies toward Baltic
Sea security reflects not a specific flaw in its approach to the Baltic, but funda-
mental tensions in American foreign policy in general. Applying a deductive
examination of foreign policy commentaries and major speeches, it shows that
ambiguity is not accidental. The difficulties of America’s Baltic security policies
arise from broader debates over the nature of its foreign and security policy,
between realist and liberal choices, between national versus collective interests,
between hard and soft security.

The range of choice for Washington assumed greater salience following the
election of George W. Bush. Even more than Clinton—who consistently stressed
the economic aspects of global affairs—Bush came to office a foreign policy
cipher. With the exception of his positions on missile defense and restraining

1 These terms are used respectively by Duke (1996); van Ham (2000); Perry et al (2000: 7).



American troop deployments, his security policies have been guided not by bold-
ness but caution. This attitude reenforces tendency to maintain an ambiguous
regional posture. It is argued here that the George W. Bush administration faces
tensions in the Baltic which it is unlikely to resolve. If it does, this is most likely to
happen through the intervention of key personalities.

In lieu of a new approach from the White House, outsiders will be compelled
to ask how strong is the American role in the Baltic Sea region? Is its ambiguity so
inherent that the United States credibly could withdraw from the region, allowing
its role as a major actor and a potential balancer to dissipate into irrelevance? Is
that ambiguity so strongly embedded that Washington cannot institutionalize
stronger assurances for the safety of the region? And what can be done to enhance
the United States commitment to regional stability? Is NATO expansion ulti-
mately the sine qua non of the U.S. contribution, or are there alternative approaches
that could bind American power and influence more tightly to the service of
regional needs?

The Ambiguous Superpower
The ambiguity of American policy-making is reflected in the nascent state of aca-
demic attention to the American role. Studies of the foreign and security policies
of other states involved in Baltic, by comparison, have made significant strides in
the last decade. Russian attitudes and initiatives, for example, have been the sub-
ject of intense investigation and analysis. The few articles by American analysts on
their country’s regional role tend to acknowledge its importance negatively, in the
terms of risks and dangers should things go wrong. The most significant sources
on United States policy remain official statements. But these too tend to speak
mostly about abstract goals.

To be sure there are obvious reasons for this distance. Russia is an inherent
part of the region and the source of the most serious challenges to its stability. The
Nordics shape where they can. The Baltics must pursue all avenues. In such an
environment, the United States cannot help but feel like a strategic interloper. Its
role may be welcomed by most littoral and neighboring governments, but it is
essentially a status quo power without an inherent place or natural polices.

Nor has Washington helped to clarify the American role, either by assuming
the role of a regional leader or carefully delimiting its regional responsibilities.
While it has been the source of important initiatives and provided the organiza-
tional, financial or persuasive muscle to make possible implementation of many
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others, it has not been at the forefront of regional transformation. For all its
superpower might, when it comes to navigating delicate situations or charting
long-term priorities, America has consistently looked to governments in the
region itself for leadership. Rather than taking the helm, Washington has tended
to take suggestions.

The aspect of American involvement that receives the most attention is the
region’s place in NATO planning, above all the expansion debate.2 By enlisting all
the countries of the Baltic either as members or PfP partners, NATO already
involves the United States in a wide variety of cooperative military activities in the
region. While the possibility of further NATO expansion is of enormous impor-
tance, the issue does not allow for a broader appreciation of American contribu-
tions so far to the evolution of the region or its potential role in the future. Just as
NATO is more than the United States, there is more to the United States than
NATO.

Regardless of when or whether NATO expands to include other Baltic Sea
states as full members, the United States will be heavily involved in the security
affairs and expectations of every Baltic Sea country. Whether its power is
expressed actively, through restraint, or even through default upon the unlikely
event of strategic withdrawal, the United States will be the critical outside actor in
the Baltic. This is just an extension of the same role it has assumed in Western
Europe for the past sixty years. Although it may cast a broad shadow over the
region, its role is likely to remain diffuse and hard to summarize, dominated more
by individual activities rather than general principles. Ironically, the widely
observed ambiguity of the American role may be as inherent as the disruptive
potential of Russia.

There is considerable irony here. When it comes to the Baltic Sea, the world’s
last superpower behaves much like a Nordic neutral. Much like countries within
the region, it avoids the temptation to act unilaterally and works within the
boundaries of consensus. It resists discussion of hard security guarantees for the
region, despite the fact that it is the only actor fully capable of providing them. It
may strive to be perceived as just the most powerful member of the regional con-
sensus, but it also is the only major regional actor with the unambiguous ability
to abandon the region altogether.

2 These concerns are clearest in the NATO expansion debate. Opposite positions can be found in Blank (1997)
and Meyer (2000-1). More nuanced views are developed by Asmus and Nurick (1996) and Brzezinski (1998).
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The Riddle of U.S. Interests
The tone of contemporary American interpretations of its regional role was for-
mally set by Secretary of State Madeleine Albright. Speaking in Vilnius in July
1997 she described the basic premise of U.S. policy in the Baltic Sea region by not-
ing that ‘Our challenge is to build a fully integrated Europe that includes every
European democracy willing to meet its responsibilities.’3 At the signing of the
U.S-Baltic Charter six months later, President Clinton reinforced this theme, stat-
ing that ‘America’s security is tied to Europe and Europe will never be fully secure
if Baltic security is in doubt’ (Olsen 1999: 145). Their words struck many as cir-
cumlocutions, and with good reason.

Rather than describing a typically exceptional role for the United States, this
approach situates Washington among a community of like-minded states. Instead
of describing its own perspective, such formulations make the United States a
member of the club. The theme is expanded in one of the most careful examina-
tions of the American role in the region, the report of twenty American defense
experts chaired by Zbigniew Brzezinski for the Council on Foreign Relations
released in April 1999. This concluded that in the Baltic the United States con-
fronts ‘policy challenges.’ The United States has a stake in ‘defusing the potential
for conflict’ and promoting stability, ‘managing the security aspirations of the
Baltic states,’ and dealing with Russian integration into a peaceful and prosperous
Europe.4 Throughout the report expresses more concern with goals than with
motives. The latter are assumed to derive tacitly from the general pursuit of com-
mon European and trans-Atlantic policies.

As an aside, the report notes that the region is emerging as an ‘important area
of strategic interest to the United States.’5 Although the nature of this strategic
interest is not explained, the statement is one of the few assertions that orthodox
geopolitical motives guide American involvement. American government offi-
cials, in their descriptions of the U.S. role in the region, appear to eschew the use
of the term interest. Even more important is the U.S.-Baltic Charter, which affirms
that ‘The United States has a real, profound and enduring interest in the inde-
pendence, sovereignty, territorial integrity, and security of Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania.’ While the Charter itself does not attempt to outline what these inter-
ests are, an effort was made by five weeks after the signing of the document by

3 Remarks by Secretary of State Madeleine K. Albright to Students at Vilnius University, 13 July 1997.
4 Independent Task Force Report (1999: 3-4).
5 Ibid., 11.
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U.S. Ambassador to Sweden Lyndon Olson. After noting that the principles of the
Charter apply equally to U.S. relations with all nations of the Baltic littoral, he still
felt compelled to ask ‘What are the national interests of the United States here?’
(Olson 1999: 40-41)

Avoiding the need to define American interests in the Baltic Sea, Olson
devoted the rest of his speech to exploring the principles ‘which justify our
engagement: security, democracy and prosperity.’ There are two weaknesses in
this formula. First, it takes language used to guide American security policy
toward Europe in general and applies it unaltered to the Baltic, carrying the
assumption that what worked for the whole is sufficient for the part.6 Second, the
approach offers program objectives as a substitute for national interests. The
national interest, after all, is a realist concept emphasizing the power and welfare
of the state. But the formula of security, democracy and prosperity is a statement
of collective international interests, embracing all countries involved in the poli-
tics and economics of the region equally.

Few would trivialize the America role simply as part of the crowd, but this is
the implication of arguments which maintain that ‘The long-term interests of the
United States in Northern Europe and the Baltic Sea area are not too different
from those of the European Union or the Nordic countries.’ (Sweedler 1994: 201)
Undoubtedly such statements are intended to reaffirm a sense of collective—and
potentially allied—solidarity. In practice the  approach stresses not American
resolve, but equates the United States in regional perplexity.

Obviously something is being left out. In one analysis of this ambiguity by
observers sensitive to the problem, the authors feel compelled to point out that:

Public statements by governments are not always the best or most complete

gauge of interests. In every public statement, certain key items are purposely

inserted and other omitted. Certain interests better not stated publicly are taken

as given by speech writers or are left out because of their political sensitivity...

national interests often are broader and more complex than can be reflected in

public statements. (Perry et al. 2000: 14)

Such an observation is unquestionably true but not very useful unless it leads to
special insights. Rather than identifying hidden American interests concealed
behind official rhetoric, though, the authors revive the same conceptualization of

6 Kornblum (n.d.) In addition to security, democratic institutions and prosperity, Ambassador Kornblum adds
‘maintaining openness.’



interests developed by Ambassador Olson. These are reformulated as ‘a stable and
non-confrontational relationship with Russia...establishment of a secure and sta-
ble European continent...and consolidation of democratic rule and free-market
economies’ (Perry et al. 2000: 15-17). These, however, are not specific U.S.
national interests. Instead they are broad international principles designed to
serve collective interests in a particular European order.

Under the circumstances one almost might hope for a hidden strategic
agenda. Whether in public statements or private discussions, though, American
policy-makers have done nothing to suggest that something like this exists. When
it comes of American policy in the Baltic, what you see is what you get. If the most
sensitive and demanding questions have not been answered, it probably is because
such answers do not exist.

A clear statement of national interests would attempt to resolve the funda-
mental ambiguities of whether America is strengthened by membership of the
Baltic states or Nordic neutrals in NATO, what kind of military presence best
serves its policies toward the region, and ultimately how to choose between Baltic
security and Russian relations. There is no evidence that prominent American
officials can answer such questions, not because the answers are too sensitive to
deal with publicly, but because the answers themselves do not exist. Ambiguity
may not be a shortcoming of American Baltic Sea security policy, but its essence.

The Patterns of American Conduct
Since the end of the Cold War, American policy toward the Baltic Sea region can-
not be accused of significant inconsistency, but it has changed palpably in
strength and emphasis. These ups and downs fall into five periods. These will be
familiar to observers of Baltic affairs, who have repeatedly noted shifts in empha-
sis of regional objectives among the Baltic and Nordic states. The same periods
also witnessed important shifts in American policy. Each of these phases was
characterized not only by different conceptions of the American role in the
region, but also by different approaches for dealing with Baltic problems. Above
all they were dominated by different ways of dealing with challenges from
Moscow:

—The first period, before 1989, saw American officials led by Secretary of State
George Schultz quietly searching for ways to cooperate with the Nordic neutrals
and offering measured support for Baltic assertiveness. No real effort was needed
and little was expended.
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—The second period, from 1989 through 1992, was coterminous with the
restoration of Baltic independence and characterized by the caution of the first
Bush Administration, which emphasized not the transformation of the Baltic Sea
region, but the need to maintain stable relations with Moscow during a time of
rapid change. Strategically conceived, this policy stressed caution and balance.
The United States offered mostly passive support for Baltic independence, but
also attempted at times to slow the process in deference to the high priorities of
managing global relations with Moscow.

—The third period, from 1993 through 1995, saw much more active United
States under the personal leadership of Bill Clinton. Balance gave way to use of
American influence and greater willingness to hold Moscow to international stan-
dards. In unprecedented cooperation with Nordic governments, the United States
confronted Russia to secure Baltic objectives.

—The brief forth period, lasted from late 1995 through 1996. After two years of
intense and successful Baltic diplomacy, came a year of stagnation during which
the United States allowed its Baltic policies to atrophy. Regional priorities became
obscure. Clinton had lost interest in the region, and an alternative center of pol-
icy-making had yet to emerge.

—The fifth period, which continued until the end of the second Clinton
Administration, saw a more balanced approach toward Baltic and Russian rela-
tions, more closely resembling the approach of the George Bush senior years.
Based on rising bureaucratic leadership from middle-level officials in the depart-
ment of State and Defense, this saw the development of a broad spectrum of new
mechanisms for strengthening Baltic security. The tendency was to stress diplo-
matic and economic initiatives intended to build soft security throughout the
region.

The problem of explaining differences in regional security policies has been
explored before. To account for variations in policy between different actors
within the Baltic Sea region, scholars have tended to emphasize the importance of
structural factors. Domestic politics tends to be understood as an intervening fac-
tor, affecting specific national choices within a geographically and historically
constrained environment. No one is surprised that the three Baltic states, for
example, are committed to seeking EU and NATO membership despite important
differences in their culture, outlook and attitudes. The same factors probably are
sufficient to account for Finnish and Swedish hesitancy to join a military alliance
with the United States while Denmark insistently promotes NATO expansion.
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The differences in American policy during these three periods, however, can
only partially be explained by changes in structure. To be sure, the region under-
went dramatic transformations during this time, but the process has been linear
and consistent, without the twists and turns that might explain the up and down
shifts in American policy. The restoration of Baltic independence and the collapse
of the Soviet led to unprecedented development in favor of Western interests. The
Baltic Sea region saw its Eastern borders shifted from the middle of the Baltic Sea
to a line some 500 km East. As Bo Huldt has eloquently pointed out, the Baltic sea
itself was transformed from a line of division into a line of communication
(Huldt 1999: 14-16). The security of the Baltic coast was changed fundamentally.
Germany was reunified as part of the West. Poland joined NATO, the Nordic neu-
trals joined the European Union and began systematic cooperation with NATO.
The pace of regional transformation has slackened, but its direction is unaltered.
As the rapid change in security matters slowed, moreover, it was replaced by the
accelerating pace of economic development.

The change in regional structure explains the basic shift in American policy
which began in 1988-89, when Washington first was compelled to deal with the
Baltic independence movements. But it does not account for the vicissitudes in
American policy since then. Three factors that might be expected to underlie
American policy toward the Baltic deserve special consideration. These are
national interests, institutions, and personality.

The Foundations of U.S. Foreign Policy and Baltic Doubt
The ambiguity of America’s Baltic security policy is neither exceptional nor unex-
pected; all countries must struggle to reconcile inconsistent and often competing
objectives in their foreign policies. The conflicting pressures of how to maintain
Nordic stability, reassure the Baltic states and avoid provoking Russia pose chal-
lenges that defy facile answers. The geographic constitution of the region is not
strong enough to dictate policy for any Baltic Sea country. To explain the differ-
ences in the national attitudes and policies of the four actively engaged Nordic
states, as Clive Archer and Olav Knudsen have separately concluded, one must
consider differences in the way structural factors affect each of them and are
interpreted through domestic processes (Archer 1999; Knudsen 1999).

The same approach promises to explain much of American behavior as well.
Doubts over American intentions are not unique after all; every country involved
in the region has a lively security debate testifying to the diversity of their own
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domestic views. With the partial exception of Denmark, none of the Nordics—
nor Germany or Poland for that matter—make it crystal clear how they would
respond to a Russian attack against the Baltic states. The nature of their likely
responses to less acute crises have been left deliberately general. In this sense all
countries are hedging, struggling to maximize their options even as they try to
restructure the options of others, above all Russia.

What makes the American quandary stand out is not its ambiguity, but its
exceptional role in the region. While the United States behaves much like other
Baltic Sea states, much more is expected of it. Above all, the United States is the
sole actor with the ability to deal with Russia as an equal and the potential to
counter its full military capabilities.

The specific question of America’s strategic role in the Baltic is part of the
broader problem of America’s role as the predominant global power in the early
21st century. At its most fundamental level, this debate raises fundamental ques-
tions of American engagement (Posen and Ross 1996/97). Strong support for
treaty obligations in Europe and East Asia has not abated in recent years, but ideas
about the use of force elsewhere are inchoate. There is considerable domestic sup-
port for guaranteeing vital national interests and even important national inter-
ests. But action on humanitarian and other interests is fiercely debated.8

At one extreme are neo-isolationists who have developed a rich and powerful
tradition of domestic thought, arguing that the superior capabilities of the United
States do not give it special responsibilities. By assuming major burdens by choice
in the past, neo-isolationists maintain, the United States has weakened regional
security. Its altruism encourages free-riding, goes the allegation; American global
engagement discourages self-sufficiency and laziness. A less active America, then,
would contribute to a more stable world as other actors are compelled to accept
their own burdens.8 In the Baltic, this would mean expecting the Nordic states,
Germany and Poland to do much more for the Baltic states. The alternative would
be accepting Russian hegemony over Baltic policy-making, something neo-isola-
tionists seem willing to accept.9

Another version of this hesitancy to intervene is the so-called Weinberger-

7 The idea is repudiated forcefully, if not completely persuasively, in Krauthammer (1999: 5-8).
8 Previously associated mostly with the excesses of Pat Buchanan, neo-isolationism began to attract 
greater support in the wake of the Kosovo War, most visibly in the George W. Bush Administration’s pledge
to minimize American troop deployments abroad. Two well-developed examples of this approach are Gholz 
et al (1997) and Nordlinger (1995).
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Powell Doctrine. Enunciated after the disasters of America’s involvement in
Lebanon in 1983 and in Somalia ten years later, this approach also would limit
American commitments (Haass 1999: 14-18). It is based on the assumption that
small or restricted uses of armed forces are unproductive at best and pose unac-
ceptable risks of tragedy. The uses of force, instead, should be governed by four
basic considerations: First, the American military must be reserved for situations
involving vital national interests. Second, the use of force must be overwhelming.
Third, there must be clearly defined operational goals for any such use of force.
And forth, there must be an exit strategy permitting safe withdrawal of those
forces if the previous three considerations change.

Informal versions of the Weinberger-Powell approach have been invoked to
justify resistance to any use of American armed forces in diverse situations. These
arguments were nationally persuasive in Rwanda and Sierra Leone. In other cases
like Bosnia and Kosovo they served mostly to put limits on the freedom of the
President to use American forces.

Although the approach has been widely derided in the press as a symptom of
the mythic Vietnam syndrome, it resonates widely with the American public. In
the Baltic context its relevance might seem remote, as distant as the possibility of
the use of force itself, but its general implications are readily apparent. Treaty
commitments and strategic priorities aside, no international guarantee is fully
automatic today, if they every really were. As NATO evolves from an Article Five
alliance to an alliance of the willing, the biggest unknown may well be the United
States. In lieu of the direct extension of NATO membership, American support
for Baltic security ultimately must remain debatable.

National Interest: Is The Baltic Vital, Important Or Something Else?
The basic American approach to such difficult choices is summarized in the
annual White House Strategic Statement. This document divides American
national interests into three categories. Of greatest concern are vital interests,
‘those of broad, overriding importance to the survival, safety and vitality of our
nation.’ In other words, these are direct threats to the safety of American citizens
and national territory. They are followed by important national interests, which
‘do not affect our national survival, but they do affect our national well-being and
the character of the world in which we live.’ The second category includes com-

9
This is advocated as a new ‘Baltic Special Order’ by James Kurth (1999a and 1999b).
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mitments to allies. Third and last are humanitarian and other interests, cases in
which the U.S. may act ‘because our values demand it.’ (A National Security
Strategy ... 1999: 2-3).

Such classifications are meant to guide policy rather than dictate it. Classifying
national interests has never been easy, in part because the importance of various
interests may be impossible to gauge until they are tested by events. The disas-
trous effects of Dean Acheson’s famous Washington Press Club speech in 1950
could not be anticipated because the United States did not realize that vital inter-
ests were at stake in Korea until it went up in flames. Similarly, the vital American
interests that seemed clearly at stake in Vietnam in the early 1960s turned out to
matter much less by the end of the decade. Classifying interests may be part guess
work, but it is impossible to gainsay the importance of the guesses.

Following the White House scheme, Baltic Sea security is somewhere in
between the third and second categories. In no sense can the Baltic be regarded as
a vital region for the American people. After all, they lived through the entire Cold
War with half the region under direct Soviet control and much of the rest suspi-
ciously neutral. The rapid growth of trade and investment since 1989 has
increased the region’s importance, but this not so much that Finland and
Sweden—to cite the most visible examples—are demanding to be reclassified as
vital or even important American interests.10

The problem of trying to find guidance in the national interest is further com-
plicated by the form they take, which appears to be more symbolic than intrinsic.
This is the nature of the issues aroused by the three Baltic states in particular. Carl
Bildt made this point in 1994 when he spoke of ‘The Baltic litmus test,’ a theme
reiterated by President Clinton himself (Bildt 1994). The Balts matter, from this
perspective, not because of their geopolitical significance as states, but because
their freedom reveals so much about the nature of Russia. Left unspoken in this
critique is America’s own ‘Baltic litmus test.’ In a crisis, will Americans favor their
liberal obligations toward the Balts or their realist relations with Russia? As shown
in the previous review of the rapidly shifting phases of American policy toward
the region over the past fifteen years, Washington has considerable flexibility.

In the extreme but unlikely case of a military attack on the region’s NATO
allies—Denmark, Germany, Norway or Poland—there is no doubt that the

10 I am indebted to Anatol Lieven, who made this point when commenting on the presentation of an earlier
draft of this essay at the workshop on Security and Cooperation in the Baltic Sea Region, sponsored by
Södertörns högskola and Utrikespolitiska Institutet, Stockholm, 7-8 August 2000.



United States is prepared to respond in kind. The fate of other nations of the
region—the Nordic neutrals and the three Balts—involve weaker American inter-
ests. They can expect a response based on more than the purely humanitarian pri-
orities, priorities which were not enough to justify American intervention in
Rwanda in 1994 and many other crises since. But the nature of that response is
not easy to predict.

Indeed, the main purpose of NATO enlargement would be to end this obscu-
rity. It would shift the Nordic neutrals or Baltic states from the third and into the
second category of U.S. national interests. It would lift them from the discre-
tionary realm of uncertain American action and into the more reliable situation
of formal allies. Above all, it would lift them beyond the Mogadishu Line, the
threshold beyond which the American people are willing to accept casualties in
pursuit of foreign policy objectives. Given the polarizing fracture of such a pro-
cess, it is no surprise that American leaders prefer to leave the situation unre-
solved.

Just as troublesome as the question whether America would respond to a
hypothetical regional crisis is the question of what it would do. Will Washington
respond to military threats by threatening to use force itself or will it act with
greater restraint? This is not just a problem for Baltic security but for the whole
of American foreign policy. After the Somalia debacle discredited early post-Cold
War euphoria, it has been impossible to say with any certainty how America will
respond to regional crises. An outright military attack on non-allies is by com-
mon assent the least likely danger they face. Even under so dire a circumstance,
the extent of an American reaction would depend on too many factors to be con-
sidered automatic.

If an American response to this hypothetical danger cannot be predicted with
reassuring accuracy, it remains the ultimate and the defining case, the one for
which an active American. response is most likely. The same cannot be said for the
broad spectrum of less exigent but much more likely crises and confrontations.
To be sure, Washington will face pressure to act. Not for nothing has it expanded
its security role beyond NATO through PfP, establishment of a niche in regional
security fora, as well as through the pan-European Eapc and Osce. But there is
nothing in the strategic structure of Europe that compels the United States to
treat all major crises equally. Unless they invoke Article Five or comparable guar-
antees, such crises will be judged on their own. Readiness to fight in Kosovo set
no more precedents than inaction in Chechnya.
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When it comes to the Nordic neutrals, these pressures seem remote. Finland
and Sweden are accustomed to facing Russia by themselves. Having spent the
Cold War without getting caught between the two superpowers, they remain
uncomfortable with the notion of relying on direct American guarantees today.
While the possibility of joining NATO can be discussed openly since Max
Jakobson dignified the idea in 1996, there has been no lurch to examine funda-
mental strategic needs (Jakobson 1998: 141-145). The most that can be said is that
the Finnish and Swedish publics are less included to automatically regard NATO
as a bad-guy, although the distribution of public opinion appears to remain
highly fragmented. Their public reaction to the Kosovo war and incidents like the
Weinberger Affair show that skepticism toward NATO remains politically impor-
tant. Even among audiences favorably disposed toward trans-Atlantic institu-
tions, there is no evidence of a strong desire to sign up (Ojanen et al 2000: 110-
115, 207-210; also see Vaahtoranta and Forsberg 2000).

The biggest issue today is how to assure the security of the three Baltic states.
Finding no consensus in favor of extending NATO guarantees to the Balts, the
United States has attempted to promulgate a special relationship through the
U.S.-Baltic Charter. But bilateral agreements do not substitute for Article Five
commitments. The Charter is a remarkable statement of one country’s determi-
nation to seek only the best for three friends, developing a framework for pursuit
of common goals. As such, though it does not go beyond the well-worn American
policy of keeping NATO’s door open. The latter is not unimportant—its formal
place in the 1997 Madrid Summit and the 1999 Washington Summit
Communiques is an essential element in the contemporary Baltic security struc-
ture—even if it falls far short of Baltic desires.

Efforts to go beyond these formulations have been imaginative, ranging from
Brzezinski’s proposal to bring Lithuania into NATO first to suggestions from
Baltic advocates in Washington for bilateral alliances. Sometimes these efforts to
find alternative solutions have shown considerable nerve, as when President
Clinton urged the EU in 1997 to move forthrightly where NATO showed only
hesitation, and accept the three Baltic states as members (Barber 1997: 1).

More routinely, one hears American officials speaking about the possibility of
Nordic leadership for regional hard security. Cognizant of the sensitivities
involved, this attitude is carefully checked in public statements.11 In private,

11 An exception is Kaufman (1998: 61-63).
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though, American officials and analysts leave no doubt what they would like to
see. This attitude reflects a basic wistfulness in American foreign policy, the wish
that others would do more to share American burdens. It’s a hope at least as old
as Nixon’s 1969 Guam Doctrine. And it is a hope that invariably runs afoul the
same dilemmas; natural regional leaders seldom share American priorities, those
who do usually fear they will be exploited or abandoned in time of need. Yet the
theme of regionalism refuses to go away.12

The Institutional Framework: Just Another Nordic?
Instead of interests, American policy toward the Baltic Sea region stresses the
development of institutional goals. At one level there is nothing remarkable in
this assertion of the values of post-modern states and recognition of the impera-
tive for collective security. Such policies also support specific American policy
needs. Institutionalizing of Baltic security minimizes the importance of the
United States at the same time it gives America a uniformly acceptable role.

The basic instruments of America’s Baltic policy are three well-known instru-
ments articulated since 1996, when Madeleine Albright became Secretary of State
and appointed Ronald Asmus to design her Baltic policies. The approach they
developed is entirely consistent with the program to promote soft security goals
in the Baltic announced by Swedish Prime Minister Göran Persson shortly before
his highly publicized meeting with President Clinton in the Summer of 1996.The
three are:

—The Baltic Action Plan, made public in Autumn of 1996, which coordinates
American bilateral support for the Baltic states,

—The Northeast Europe Initiative, announced in the Summer of 1997, which
supports economic and political development throughout the region with an
emphasis on integrating Russia into Europe (and complementing the Finnish-
sponsored Northern Dimension of the EU’s CFSP), and

—The U.S.-Baltic Charter signed in January 1998, which stresses the impor-
tance of treating the three Baltic states together and assures them that their secu-
rity concerns will be taken seriously, including through the establishment of the
joint U.S.-Baltic Partnership Council.

Support for hard security has been more tentative, limited by Western—
including American—hesitation to offer lethal military assistance. Direct military

12 For example, see Huntington (1999).
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aid began to trickle in through the 1990s. An important threshold was breached
in 1997, when Finland set a new precedent by furnishing pack-howitzers to
Estonia. More recently Sweden has begun to outfit whole Baltic infantry battal-
ions.13 Even so, aid programs continue to concentrate on less provocative assis-
tance like training and lethal equipment is shared parsimoniously. The United
States has been careful to structure most of its military aid through the so-called
peacekeeping programs for the three Baltic states: BaltBat, Baltron, Baltnet as well
as BaltSea to coordinate supporting aid programs. While military aid is an impor-
tant element in this framework, soft security is the approach emphasized in key
policy documents.

The American commitment to the goals of soft security are completely unre-
markable except for the fact we are discussing the United States. Other countries
have emphasized soft security in the evolution of the Baltic Sea region not only
because they prefer to rely on such mechanisms—which of course they do—but
also because they are convinced they lack capability to do much else. Other coun-
tries—the Nordics, Germany and Poland—stress soft security not because they
think it is the best or only way to insure regional stability, but because they have
relatively little choice in the matter. For them, hard security options always must
be secondary. While their margin for choice undoubtedly is wider than they
sometimes maintain, it faces basic limits.

America is the one regional actor that clearly has the ability to develop hard
security solutions, but it stresses soft security. For the United States, however, soft
security is entirely a matter of choice. It obviously has a real hard security option.
Indeed, Washington virtually controls the region’s access to hard security options.
Having developed a policy based on choice, Washington also feels a special obli-
gation to justify that policy. This may explain the growing consistency of
American policy. Like Ceasar’s wife, Washington is the purest of the pure.

While soft security through collective mechanisms is often viewed in com-
parison with hard security through alliance commitments, the actual range of
choice is considerably wider. All countries of the Baltic Sea can do much more
unilaterally, even if current trends in defense spending seem to augur otherwise.
There is growing recognition of the possibilities for regional security arrange-
ments as well. But there is one thing none of the Baltic Sea states can do: leave the
region altogether. Certainly Poland and to a lesser degree Lithuania have tried, the

13 ‘Sweden equips Latvian battalion,’ Jane’s Defence Weekly, 7 February 2001.
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former by joining NATO and both through intermittent efforts to define them-
selves as Central European. Finland sometimes appears to be doing the same
through its aggressive embrace of the EU.

While countries within the region may feel tempted to define themselves out
of its dilemmas, only the United States has the real capability to abandon the
Baltic completely. This is the other side of institutionalization; not to change
Russia and the Baltic states, but to change the United States. By binding the U.S.
to the Baltic, institutionalization would erode and gradually minimize the
American freedom to disengage itself. It would raise the cost of doing nothing or
too little. It would build incentives for acting rapidly and effectively. Not surpris-
ingly, this is the kind of institutionalization Washington has been at pains to
avoid.

For the United States, institutionalization also brings the advantage of sacri-
ficing the need for leadership. Since leadership is tantamount to acceptance of
responsibility, America’s Baltic policy during the latter 1990s has avoided getting
ahead of the pack. The lack of originality in U.S. policy arises not from any spe-
cial weakness of Washington officials, but from deliberate understanding of the
limits to what the United States will support. One of the great appeals of collec-
tive institutionalist solutions for Baltic security is that such formulas do not need
a designated leader. Rather, they rely on consensus, a form of decision-making
which accepts leadership only in the articulation of ideas, but hardly ever in their
implementation.

Thus American officials have been quick to avoid the appearance of uniliter-
alism. When describing the Russian troop withdrawal experience of 1993-94,
President Clinton repeatedly emphasized the important role played by Carl Bildt
and Swedish diplomats. More recently, American officials have singled out
Denmark for special praise, especially for its leadership in military cooperation.14 

The one area where Washington has shown a palpable willingness for unique
burdens is as the bearer of bad news. Perhaps this should come as no surprise; so
long as the United States is unwilling to assume unambiguous regional burdens,
continual appeals for American support ultimately must lead to occasional
demurral. Formal requests for action must always carry the risk of formal refusal.
It is but one more sign of its special role in the Baltic Sea region that Washington

14 ‘Assistant Secretary of State Marc Grossman, ‘NATO and the European Security Architecture: An American
View,’ speech delivered on 20 May 1999; see Grossman (n.d.).
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accepts the role of the heavy, especially toward its friends. This was most clearly
illustrated in the months leading to the critical 1997 NATO summit in Madrid,
where the first round of NATO enlargement was resolved. It fell upon the United
states to announce what everyone already knew, the three Baltic States would not
be admitted then.15 American acceptance of this role is ironic; it was Germany
which most resistant to Baltic membership, but Washington accepted the
unpleasant duty of making this public.

The Baltic is the one region where Americas desire to intervene is most seri-
ously tested. Its commitment to assure Baltic security is offset by an equally strong
determination not to bear the burdens of leadership. Unwilling to say yes, unable
to say no, Washington plays Hamlet in the Prince’s own sea. The United States, in
other words, acts like the biggest Nordic of all.

Personality: Tendencies and Sympathies
If structural interests and institutionalism alone cannot account for the serendip-
ities of American security policy in the Baltic Sea region, it is reasonable to ask if
domestic politics are the dominant force. The role of domestic politics, however,
cannot be a direct one, if only because the place of the Baltic Sea region on
domestic political agendas is so low. Even well-informed American foreign policy
specialists are unlikely to have more than a passing familiarity with the region.
More commonly one witnesses the kind of instant expertise that comes of a single
visit.

Are there domestic concerns which might lead the administration of George
W. Bush to depart from its well-known tendency to avoid new commitments? As
of this writing (April 2001) the administration remained silent. Nor are there
domestic forces which might compel it to speak out. There are no significant eth-
nic political constituencies to raise the region’s profile. Although one regularly
hears references to the large number of Americans with Lithuanian, Norwegian
or Swedish ancestry, for most of these people this is little more than a distant per-
sonal artifact, diluted through successive generations in the typical American way.
For example, the largest and oldest Baltic emigres’ organization, the Swedish
Council of America, exclusively promotes cultural heritage and eschews political
activity.16 

15 New York Times, 28 September 1996; Baltic Times, 3 October 1996.
16 This can be readily seen in the group’s quarterly magazine, Sweden and America.



Of all Baltic Sea constituencies, the Joint Baltic-American Committee—the
pet interest of a handful of dedicated leaders—is most active politically.
Cultivated (and coached) by Estonia’s then-Ambassador Thomas Ilves, JBAC
reached its pinnacle of influence in 1992-94 when it played important role win-
ning Congressional resolutions condemning Russian troop presence in the Baltic
states. This influence reflects not JBAC’s power—which is minuscule—so much
as the tremendous sensitivity of Congress to special interests. Even so, this influ-
ence could only be translated into hortatory ‘sense of the Congress’ resolutions.
More recently JBAC has lobbied to Baltic interests, especially regarding economic
and military assistance (Sindrich 2000a; 2000b). While its voice is heard, its
impact on American policy remains obscure.

The effects of domestic politics, rather, tend to be more immediately personal.
Electoral politics have played a major role in American policy by bringing to
power presidents and their high-ranking appointees of varying dispositions
toward Baltic affairs. While the Baltic Sea states have not figured directly in these
foreign policy outlooks, they have been significantly affected indirectly. Above all,
high-level officials have differed in their attitudes toward how best to deal with
Russia. These differences shift the three Baltic states from the political foreground
to background depending on views of the salience of relations with Russia.

As noted previously, the shift from President Ronald Reagan and Secretary of
State George Schultz to George Bush and James Baker saw Baltic issues de-
emphasized, as attitudes toward the Russian relationship changed. Where the for-
mer leaders viewed Russian relations instrumentally (what are we and the West
getting out of it?) their immediate successors valued it for its intrinsic importance
(are relations with Russia stable and healthy?). Concern with Baltic issues rose
and fell in direct proportion to these attitudes toward Russia. In its first term the
Clinton administration tended to return to the instrumental perception of
Russian relations, viewing Baltic security as a test for Russia. The second Clinton
administration was more obscure, allowing Baltic Sea issues to develop unprece-
dented bureaucratic institutionalization but also allowing the region to drift from
the top of its agenda.

Confirming the tendency to perceive the Baltic Sea region personally is the
non-partisan nature of these shifts. Since the end of the Cold War, engaging the
United States in the Baltic has been all about people. As shown above, these per-
sonal predilections do not appear to be based on strong principles or perceptions
of the national interest. Indeed, given their ups and downs it is hard to reconcile
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them with such fundamental forces. Baltic security receives strong—albeit inter-
mittent— support from both the most conservative and liberal members of the
U.S Congress. Both say they are motivated by threats from Russia to democratic
ideals.17 The same American activism is opposed by conservative Republicans
and liberal Democrats who both fear the consequences of unrestrained global
engagement (Kurop 2000).

To be sure, every country has foreign policy debates. In Sweden two general
officers won brief notoriety in October 2000 for speaking out against an apparent
drift toward hard security assurances for the Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. What
is distinctive about the American debate is not its existence, but its unrefined,
nascent quality. Above all it is highly personal, lacking the normal partisanship of
American political debate. Ordinarily this might be something to celebrate, but in
this case it illustrates nothing so much as doubt over interests and goals. If there was
more consensus for action, positions would be sharper, harder and more partisan.

What then drives American policy? The vectors of this analysis point to the
overwhelming importance of sympathy. American officials appear to get involved
in Baltic Sea affairs depending largely upon the extent of their personal fascina-
tion. In lieu of reliable institutional security guarantees, there may be no substi-
tute for such personal engagement. This was the key element throughout the past
dozen or so years. There is no reason to believe that the administration of George
W. Bush will be any different. Although the Baltic policies it inherits are more
mature bureaucratically, they remain deliberately obscure formally. In lieu of
unforeseen catastrophes which might force regional issues one way or another,
what happens next in American policy will be influences largely by the sympa-
thies of key officials.

Conclusion: Engaging America
One of the most important reasons for developing institutional engagement is to
overcome the weaknesses of a security system that ultimately depends upon the
predilections of high-level officials. Current arrangements maximize choice while
minimizing reliability. While only the most mechanistic extremist would want a
completely inflexible system, a more balanced regional security order must be
possible.

17 The most recent to announce support for Baltic NATO membership is Senate Foreign relations Committee
Chairman Jesse Helms. Baltic Times (2001) ‘Invitation to NATO 2002,’ 18 January 2001: 3. Also see Tracevikis
(1999); and Baltic Times (1997) ‘U.S. Congressman Boosts Baltics,’ 6 February: 2.



But where is the pressure for change? Until it happens, NATO expansion is just
too speculative to serve as a foundation for American involvement. Content in its
ambiguity, the United States seems unlikely to champion other kinds of compa-
rably dramatic reform. Lacking a domestic impulse, pressure for change must
come from outside. Thus, it is largely up to the nations of the Baltic themselves to
shape American attitudes. If so, the implications are greatest for the Nordic states.
Since the United States does not do it, the Nordics may have no alternative to
accepting greater leadership.

Already they have become accustomed to trying to shape Russia’s place in the
region. The forgoing analysis suggests that they also must begin to consider how
to shape America’s regional role as well. Although the task may seem daunting, it
is not new; Nordic governments have been working with Washington to tailor its
regional security role for many years now. What is different is the degree and vis-
ibility of this task. With prominence also comes greater risk of regionalization, of
finding themselves stuck with responsibilities they cannot bear. The solution to
this dilemma lies in crafting policies designed to engage the United States,
encouraging it in directions it already favors, transforming hesitation into accep-
tance of greater responsibility.

There are at least three approaches the Nordics can develop to promote
American acceptance of responsibility in the Baltic Sea: The first and easiest is
simply to cultivate familiarity. There are no substitutes for webs of routine high-
level contact, and there can never be enough. Second, the Nordic governments
can learn a trick from the three Baltic states and begin to act as if the United States
already were fully committed to regional security. By sending messages of obliga-
tion and commitment—messages Washington will not repudiate—a new
American reality comes into being. Third and perhaps most meaningful, the
Nordics can being to articulate regional security formulas. The regional hard
security structures of greatest potential are those designed with an explicit role for
the United States. Long viewed as an alternative to American involvement,
regional solutions should be seen instead as a component in American regional
participation.
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Persistent Obstacles to Mutual Understanding:
Security Paradoxes in the Baltic Sea Region

M   security paradoxes in the Baltic Sea region revolve around
Russia's relations with the three countries in the post-Soviet Baltic space—

Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania.

Paradox No 1 
On the one hand, the Baltic region—including its post-Communist part—is one
of the most stable areas in Europe; on the other hand, it can easily become the
front line of a new confrontation between Russia and the West. Of course, there
are some points of contention in the region inherited from bipolar times—like
the problem of Russian-speaking minorities, and border and transit disputes—
but they are not dramatic and cannot be compared with problems which exist in
the Balkan area. At the same time, Russian-Baltic relations should be regarded in
the broader context of the current relations between Russia and the West, which
have been deeply affected by the Kosovo crisis.

Firstly, the Kosovo crisis has demonstrated that the unprecedented Russian-
Western security cooperation and partnership of the last decade was only a sur-
face phenomenon which did not pass its first serious test. Secondly, it changed
Russia's perceptions about NATO. In contrast to the early 1990s when NATO was
regarded as a friendly alliance, now NATO is again being assessed as Russia's
potential opponent. The seeds of mistrust have already taken root on both sides.

The Kosovo crisis showed that NATO did not regard Russia as a real partner
in spite of official statements. Otherwise Russia had not been deprived of its own
sector in the KFOR operation. The Founding Act and JPC turned out to be purely
decorative and deprived of real content. Russian and Western security perceptions
continue to be very different. This goes back to the mid-1990s, when it became
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clear that the Russian and US security priorities were not of the same rank. The
removal of the global threat, through the heroic efforts of the Russian democrats
who dissolved the Soviet empire, shifted US/NATO security perceptions to a new
dimension—proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their means of
delivery. Paradoxically, from this point of view the NATO intervention in
Yugoslavia came to be a major disservice to US security interests. Henceforth
nuclear weapons are the only hope for so-called rogue states to avoid repetition
of the Yugoslav scenario.

As for Russia, which contributed more than other countries to the end of
bipolarity, its security concerns one decade after the end of the Cold War are still
traditional. In contrast to Moscow's perceptions of the early 1990s about a rather
favorable international environment for Russia, by the mid 1990s there emerged
concerns that the changes in the system of international relations did not create a
benign international setting for the Russian democratic transformation.

On the global level Russia’s security concerns are related to the vague US posi-
tion on further reductions of strategic weapons and its plans to withdraw unilat-
erally from the ABM Treaty. In Europe Russia is concerned about the next stage
of NATO's enlargement to the Baltic states. On its southern borders Russia is
being challenged by militant extremists from the Taliban and Vakhabit move-
ments. With the emerging differences between Russia and NATO, the latter is not
regarded by Moscow as a partner to counter this challenge.

Thirdly, NATO's intervention in Yugoslavia had dramatic consequences for
Russia’s domestic situation, having reinforced anti-Western moods and nostalgia
about ‘a strong hand’ which would do away with Russia's humiliation on the
international scene and reinstate its international prestige. All these problems can
have a boomerang effect on Russian-Western relations. Therefore, if Russian-
Western relations continue to deteriorate, the Baltic area, which borders Russia,
will become the focal point of a new confrontation.

Paradox No 2
Security and stability in the Baltic area depend on main trends in Russian-
Western relations, but the Baltic states themselves can also provoke conflict in
these relations. The prospect of NATO's enlargement to the Baltic states has
become a new matter of principle in their relations with Russia. The Baltic states
are desperate about NATO membership. Sometimes it seems that even if the
price for their membership were a new Cold War they would be ready to pay. This
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‘après nous le déluge’ logic is very typical for the Central and East European coun-
tries after the end of bipolarity. Russia is against NATO's enlargement closer to
its borders because it does not understand the reasons and aims of this process.
The rush and the controversial arguments in favor of NATO’s enlargement can-
not but reinforce Russian suspicions and revive old fears about ‘hostile encir-
clement’.

In order to justify the rush with their NATO membership, the Baltic countries
are keen on keeping the Russian threat subject alive, although officially the lead-
ership of NATO denies that the enlargement process is directed against the so-
called Russian threat.

The Swedish researcher Dag Hartelius has described the security concerns of
the Balts as follows: ‘... from a sub-regional perspective, Russia—which until 1991
controlled the Baltic states and had a strong influence over Poland—is still a
major military power with a clear conventional supremacy in comparison to its
neighbors.’ (Hartelius 1998, p. 2). This calls for a comment.

First, it was not Russia but the USSR ‘which until 1991 controlled the Baltic
states and had a strong influence over Poland’. This approach is very revealing—
it is not just a simple slip of the tongue, but a deep-rooted conviction that there
is no difference between the USSR and Russia.

As for Russia's military power ‘with a clear conventional supremacy in com-
parison to its neighbors’, this point is worth more detailed analysis. Denmark,
Germany and Poland are NATO members, and the post-Soviet Baltic states are
candidates for membership. This means that in case of a potential conflict the lat-
ter would be immediately accepted by NATO as full members  and protected by
the strongest military alliance, which has a three-fold superiority over Russia in
conventional weapons.

Furthermore, from a military-strategic point of view, as seen from Moscow
during recent years there have been shifts of enormous strategic importance. The
double blow of the disintegration of the Warsaw Pact and of the USSR, plus the
crises of the highly integrated defense industry and armed forces of the USSR—
all these factors have led to a sharp decline in Moscow's relative military position
within the space of only a few years. As a result of the withdrawal of Russian
troops from Central Europe, Moscow Military District has turned from the deep
rear into the advanced defense line of Russia.

The scale and speed of this evolution—being of an objective and inevitable
nature—caused, however, great concern among Russia’s military and politicians.
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From the USSR mastery over the Baltic Sea only a few years ago, ‘Russia now
maintains only what must be described as a rather tenuous hold on the sea
through the exclave of Kaliningrad and the Saint Petersburg region. In the mid-
80s, almost 70 percent of all naval tonnage in the Baltic Sea was Soviet and
Warsaw Pact; today, there exists a triangular balance of sorts between the German,
Swedish and Russian fleets and, given the present lack of resources and the low
priority given to the Russian Baltic Fleet, Russia hardly looks the strongest of the
three.’ (Huldt 1997, p. 9)        

When Russia expresses its concern about NATO's enlargement, the NATO
leadership always says, ‘Don't worry, it is a friendly alliance which is coming closer
to your borders, we are not enemies any more.’ If it were so, it would be fair to
expand this logic to Russia. It is necessary to operate in the same frame of refer-
ence. If the bipolar approach is still applied to the current situation in the Baltic
sub-region as well as in Europe as a whole, Russia has more grounds to be con-
cerned about NATO's military power. But if we are not enemies any more, what
is all this fuss about a potential Russian threat? It is all the more so, since Russia
is deeply engrossed in its domestic affairs, faced with numerous economic and
social problems.

The military intervention of NATO in Kosovo has undermined the NATO-
Russia Founding Act, which regardless of Russia's dissatisfaction provided certain
assurances against a new conventional and nuclear deployment on territories of
new NATO members. The geostrategic position of Estonia, Latvia and
Lithuania—which are connected with NATO by the narrow Suvalki corridor (100
kilometers wide) located between Kaliningrad oblast and Belarus—raises a ques-
tion of the credibility of NATO's mutual defense obligations if NATO forces were
not permanently deployed on Baltic territories. This fuels Russia's suspicions
about the intentions of NATO in this region. If such deployments were to happen,
they would be extremely destabilizing, because a supersonic nuclear-capable air-
craft from the Latvian airfield could reach Moscow within 15 minutes and St.
Petersburg within only a fraction of that time. Even the risk of such develop-
ments, if NATO-Russia relations continue to deteriorate, might result in Russia's
nervous and spontaneous decision to field tactical nuclear weapons in the
Kaliningrad oblast, to say nothing about a full-fledged military union with
Belarus.

Russia does not have any right or power to veto the next wave of NATO's
extension to the Baltic states. It is the NATO leadership that is entitled to take a
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decision on this issue, but taking this decision it should be fully aware of all the
consequences. We are talking above all about the negative impact which NATO’s
enlargement to the Baltic space might have on the EU-Russia relationship and
Russia’s position on the EU enlargement. In contrast to many people in the West
who see the extension of NATO and EU as complementary processes, paving the
avenue for stability, prosperity and security of post-Cold War Europe, most peo-
ple in Russia see the two developments as contradictory and leading to very dif-
ferent, even opposite consequences. The assets that the EU enlargement could
bring to Europe contribute to a more balanced grouping of interests and prefer-
ences.

Meanwhile the NATO enlargement is a policy which could bring greater secu-
rity for a few more nations but at the cost of repartitioning the continent into
Western and  Russian spheres of influence. But if the EU enlargement comes in
the wake of NATO’s enlargement to the Baltic states and if it is followed by the
erosion of neutrality status of some EU members, it will affect Russia’s relations
with European Union. In this case the EU enlargement as well will be regarded as
Western attempts to encircle Russia and to split the Russian Federation.

So, there are potential risks that could reverse the positive trends in Russian-
Western relations after the dissolution of the USSR and result in a new con-
frontation.

Paradox No 3
Russian-Baltic security cooperation is badly needed for stability in the region, but
if implemented it would deprive the three Baltic states of any arguments in favor
of NATO membership. Therefore, the three Baltic states reject all security initia-
tives for the region that go beyond NATO's framework.

Regional security arrangements in the Baltic Sea region are being envisaged by
the Baltic states only in terms of the NATO enlargement process. Paradoxically,
regardless of their official declarations the three Baltic states are reserved as
regards closer Baltic cooperation in the field of security, out of ‘fear of sending a
wrong signal to the West’... ‘Despite the implicit assurance in the declaration of
the NATO Summit in Madrid that the Alliance remains open to the Baltic states,
some fears still seem to remain among Balts that any regional security arrange-
ments might put the three countries in a permanent waiting room for NATO...’
(Hartelius 1998, p. 3).

Naturally, this problem is being regarded by Moscow from a very different
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angle. In the field of security Russia formally offered security guarantees to all
three Baltic states in October 1997, which was also a sign of deep changes in
Russian policy vis-à-vis its Baltic neighbors. Yet these guarantees were declined by
the Balts for a very simple and obvious reason. They were afraid that Russian pro-
posals would stop the Balts from becoming members of NATO by the mainte-
nance of bloc-free status for the Baltic states. The Russian  ‘Proposals for a Pact of
Regional Stability and Security for the Baltic Sea Region’ were aimed at appearing
non-threatening to the Baltic states and providing the littoral states with concrete
cooperation in different spheres, and in the first place security.

The Russian proposals included five focal points:
1. Security guarantees (a promise not to use violence or threat of violence
against the Baltic States; a confirmation of Russia' s respect for their indepen-
dence, sovereignty, and existing borders, as well as for their equality 
with Russia in relation to international law; a confirmation of the peaceful 
regulation of disputes—all with reference to the CSCE Final Act);
2. Military-Political Measures

• Introduction of a special regime of confidence along the common borders 
based on bilateral agreements;

• An exchange of yearly plans of military exercises in the zone of confidence 
as well as pre-notification of military exercises in the Baltic States and in 
adjacent Russian counties—oblasti;

• Agreement on mutual visits of military objects not covered by the Vienna
Document; a commitment to undertake only defensive military exercises in the
Kaliningrad oblast;

• Establishment of a hot line between the military command in the Kaliningrad
oblast and in interested Baltic Sea states for operational decsion-making con-
cerning safety at sea and in the air;

• Agreement on naval CSBMs (including yearly exchanges of naval exercise
plans; determination of areas where naval exercises should be avoided; pre-
notification of all naval activities in the region concerning also non-Baltic Sea
navies; exchange of naval visits; etc.);

• Establishment of joint airspace control; joint exercises with military transport
aircraft; increase of military contacts and cooperation especially 
for peace support operations, managing the effects of natural catastrophes 
and environmental protection; developments of arms cooperation; cooperation
on the elimination of chemical weapons in the Baltic Sea;
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3. Economic Measures 

• Creation of a Baltic Sea electric energy link;

• Development of a regional infrastructure in the areas of transportation, com-
munications, and ecology;

• Development of border trade;

• Establishment of joint trading and banking companies;
4. Social and human rights measures;
5. Ecological measures.

An analysis of these proposals shows that Moscow explicitly accepts coopera-
tion as a tool for achieving its security goals. It means also that Moscow offi-
cially states that it has no aggressive intentions, and accepts an open-ended
framework for regional security, which is extremely important for other littoral
states. Although the proposals have been rejected by the Baltic states, it is recog-
nized by the Western scholars and politicians that the military-political part of
the proposals—their real core—is not only serious but also quite realistic. There
is only one exception. ‘This exception concerns the proposals on naval CSBMs
which by their nature at least in practice would have to relate also to interna-
tional waters and ... include naval activities from non-littoral states.’ (Dag
Hartelius, ‘Security Cooperation in the Baltic Sea Space: Time to Move Ahead’,
IEWS Policy Briefs, No 1, August 1998, p. 7). This means that the proposal
would violate the international law of the sea and affect interests of the tradi-
tionally naval nations—USA, Great Britain and Sweden. But save for the naval
component, it seems possible for the time being to include the substance of the
Russian proposal in the context of the review of the Vienna Document.

Undoubtedly, it would have been much better if Moscow had stepped forward
with such proposals much earlier—after the dissolution of the USSR. Never-
theless, the argument of some scholars and politicians that the very word ‘pact’
caused a negative reaction of the Baltic states, reminding them of the 1939
Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact, cannot be envisaged as the main reason. However ill-
chosen this wording may be, the underlying reason of the negative reaction of the
Baltic states is completely different. They are unwilling even to regard regional
security arrangements that would be outside the NATO framework. It means that
any security arrangements proposed by any littoral state or sub-regional institu-
tion, like the Council of the Baltic Sea States, will be regarded by the three Baltic
states with suspicion, as attempts to preserve them as ‘a special case’ and a ‘grey
zone.’
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The retreat of the USSR and later of Russia from Central and Eastern Europe
was final and irreversible and it is commonly recognized as such by the Central
and East European countries even though they use from time to time anti-
Russian rhetoric. The Baltic states also argue that they belong to Central Europe,
but psychologically they still regard themselves as part of the post-Soviet space
and their attitude towards Russian-speakers on their territory is part of this ‘spe-
cial case’ mentality. Undoubtedly, Russia should avoid any revival of strong anti-
Russian sentiments in the three Baltic states by pursuing a reasonable and consis-
tent policy in the region, which would deprive the Central and East European
countries of the very wording ‘Russian challenge’.

Paradox No 4
On the one hand, the problem of Russian speaking minorities is being presented
by Latvia and Estonia as one of their major security concerns. On the other hand,
if this problem were resolved, it would deprive them of a strong reason to press
NATO on the next stage of its expansion. Therefore, some politicians in Latvia
and Estonia are interested to keep this problem hot, thus fuelling Russian nation-
alists and their heated rhetoric on the rights of Russian-speaking minorities.

The presence of the big Russian speaking minorities in Latvia (about 45%)
and in Estonia (about 36%) forms the core of the problem in Russian-Baltic rela-
tions. The Russian speaking communities are seen by the Baltic leaders as a plat-
form for Russia's anti-Baltic rhetoric, for a creeping restoration of Russian influ-
ence over these countries by making them a special case, a grey zone. (See: Arteus
& Leijins, 1997). After the demise of the USSR, Latvia and Estonia refused to rec-
ognize their 1940-1991 incorporation into the USSR as anything more than a
temporary occupation by a foreign power, and thus they denied that Soviet citi-
zens who settled in Estonia and Latvia during that period had any inherent right
to Estonian or Latvian citizenship.

The grievance of Moscow and the Russian-speakers in respect with the
nationality policy of Latvia and Estonia is explained by the fact that Russian
democrats as well as Russian minorities that live in the Baltic states supported
national liberation movements (the National Fronts) in their struggle for inde-
pendence against ‘the center’ in the Gorbachev times. They did it in spite of all
forecasts of nationalists that if the Baltic states became independent they would
be betrayed. As it is seen from Moscow, the problem of Russian speaking minori-
ties could have been resolved easily if the leaders of the Baltic states had provided
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them with full rights and citizenship. In this case, the Baltic Russians would have
become the most loyal citizens. Of course, this solution required a new approach
towards nationality problems—a kind of New Political Thinking—that would
differ from a primitive and counterproductive approach of the past.
Unfortunately, it did not happen because the Communist regimes defeated by
movements for independence were replaced almost in all post-Communist states
with nationalism.

Therefore, in a certain sense the problem of national minorities in the Baltic
countries is self-inflicted. The lesson to be drawn from the Yugoslav experience by
the Baltic states is that peace and stability depends on how a state treats national
minorities. There is a good lesson for Russia also—the better relations you have
with a state where Russian minorities live, the safer and better these minorities
feel.

The case of Lithuania, which granted the option of automatic Lithuanian cit-
izenship to its non-citizens, including Russians, is a very illustrative and positive
example. One may say the Lithuanian case is easier because it has only 8% of eth-
nic Russians and about 20 % of Russian speakers. But Lithuania has a serious
problem with Russia, which is directly related to its national security—the
Russian military transit to Kaliningrad . At the end of 1993, after the withdrawal
of Russian troops from Lithuania, transit issues were regulated by a separate
agreement between the Governments of Lithuania and Russia, which was in effect
until the close of 1994. Throughout 1994, Russia's negotiations with Lithuania
were aimed at concluding a special political treaty ‘ under which it would have
free military transit by rail, air and road across Lithuania.’ (Vitkus 1997, p. 65.)
Lithuania insisted on uniform regulations for the transport of military and dan-
gerous goods across its territory with which Russia refused to comply. Instead of
a direct confrontation by banning Russian transit through Lithuania, the
Lithuanian government proposed to prolong, in effect though not formally, the
1993 agreement on transit, a solution which was accepted by Russia. Formally the
issue has remained unregulated and Lithuania is hardly satisfied with this tempo-
rary solution. However, it is recognized by Vilnius that Russia did not abuse the
pre-existing agreement and ‘there were no major problems concerning Russia's
military transit either in 1995, 1996, or 1997.’ (Vitkus 1997, p. 65.) 

In reaching an agreement with Russia Lithuania demonstrated that it was not
in its interest to isolate the Kaliningrad oblast and confront the Russian
Federation. As Gediminas Vitkus, Director of the Lithuanian European
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Integration Studies Centre, has described it, ‘From the standpoint of Lithuania's
strategic aims it seemed more useful to demonstrate that there were no serious
problems in the area of mutual relations, and that only technical matters
remained unsettled, rather than to constantly stress unresolved issues that could
eventually strain Lithuanian-Russian bilateral relations.’ (Vitkus, p. 66.) 

The normalization of Lithuanian-Russian relations does not mean that they
are free from serious problems. Russia and Lithuania have different approaches to
regional security arrangements in the Baltic Sea area. Nevertheless, these differ-
ences do not prevent them from maintaining normal bilateral dialogue which
itself serves both national and regional security.

Obstacles to Security Cooperation in the Baltic Sea Region 
The first obstacle is a growing gap in our security perceptions, which resulted
from the failure of the international community to create a new security system
after the end of bipolarity. Both Russia and the West have depended on the mem-
ory of the euphoria in international relations of the early 1990s to keep things
calm. Still, the post-Cold war developments in the former Soviet Union and in the
former Yugoslavia, as well as the international response to these developments,
have highlighted the key problem which Russia and the major Western countries
are being faced with: the absence of a post-bipolar security institution which
might address the new security agenda.

The second obstacle results from the fact that most of the post-Communist
Central and East European  countries, the Baltic states included, do not see any
difference between the USSR and Russia. Here, one consideration is of crucial
importance. Russia contributed more than other countries to the removal of the
Soviet threat and to the end of bipolarity: the Soviet Union would have never col-
lapsed so quickly without the efforts of Russia, which became the main driving
force for the dissolution of the USSR. However, being secessionist in relation to
the Soviet empire, Russia was integrationist in relation to Europe. Regardless of
different assessments of Russia today, one cannot but recognize that while it was
the USSR that had occupied Eastern Europe and the Baltic republics, it was Russia
that brought freedom and independence to these states. The latter, in their turn,
destroyed the Soviet empire. Fortunately, the Baltic states as well as other Central
and East European  countries (with the exception of Romania) did not have to
fight for their independence with arms in hands.

Russia differs from the USSR not only because it has new symbols—a flag,
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emblem and anthem. The Soviet Union was conceived to oppose the West, and
confrontation was an integral part of its being, while Russia emerged on the inter-
national scene after the collapse of the USSR, as a Western ally, with a desire only
to become part of the civilized international community. Russia should be
responsible for its own mistakes (and unfortunately Russian leaders made a lot of
mistakes after the dissolution of the USSR), but not for those of the Soviet Union.

The third obstacle is a false dilemma, which the leaders of the three Baltic
states envisage: that they have to choose between good relations with Russia or
good relations with the West. Baltic states fear that if Russian-Baltic relations are
improved, the West will lose interest in them. Such fears are artificial. Politically,
the Central and East European  region including the Baltic states will remain an
important factor for Russia's relations with the West as well as an active player in
these relations. This is all the more so, since Central Europe  is becoming more
and more closely integrated with the post-Soviet states of Eastern Europe.

The Baltic states as well as other Central and East European countries must
also define their policy vis-a-vis Russia, which should differ from the primitive
anti-Russian stance of the first years after the end of bipolarity. They should
understand that they do not need any Russian challenge to be admitted to the
main Western institutions and become ‘teacher's pets’, that they have already
found their own place in the European architecture and that they have an inter-
est in helping Russia find its proper place in Europe, too. They should understand
that if they want to be Central Europe, Russia must be included into Europe as its
eastern part. Otherwise, if Russia is isolated from Europe, Central Europe will be
doomed to remain Eastern Europe, being located along the new dividing line.

Last, but not least among the obstacles are the negative trends in Russian-
Western relations after the Kosovo experience, which acquired their own dynamic
in the absence of any solid foundation for Russia's involvement into Euro-
Atlantic cooperation. Russian leaders and those of leading Western countries con-
tinue to negotiate with each other, voicing all kinds of good wishes and important
initiatives. However, this process tends to conceal a movement toward a new bipo-
lar world, which is becoming ever more pronounced within the framework of
present-day international relations.

Russia's relations with Europe and the United States passed quickly through a
romantic period in the early 1990s, with the two sides expressing mutual disap-
pointment and failing to understand each other in the late 1990s. As of today, we
may confidently consider these relations to have entered a pragmatic-minimalism
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phase that increasingly resembles East-West peaceful co-existence during the
Cold War. Russian-Western cooperation remains limited to (e.g.) a resumed dia-
logue with NATO, and a joint peace-keeping mission in Kosovo. It is not followed
up with the full-fledged involvement of Russia in the emergent European security
system. Clearly, such cooperation will not prevent new changes in the balance of
forces. The West's inclusive strategy for involving Russia remains a strategy on
paper only; consequently, the development of international relations will con-
tinue to be determined by the balance of forces.

Those who believe that Russia will still side with the West while remaining an
independent power center, are succumbing to illusions. What should be done to
stop the current slide towards a new Cold War? Since the major threat to Russian-
Western cooperation is related to the next stage of NATO's enlargement to the
Baltic states, it would be expedient to postpone this decision.

Instead Russia and NATO should agree on new approaches towards European
security, the Baltic region included:

– postpone further NATO expansion towards Russian borders and offer the
Baltic states jointly with Russia their security guarantees,

– instead of the NATO expansion, accelerate the extension of the EU and its
cooperation with Russia (and some other post-Soviet nations);

– start serious negotiations on the joint NATO-Russian theatre ballistic mis-
sile defense program;

– invite Moscow to start high level consultations on the desirability, possibil-
ity, conditions and time-frame of Russia's eventual joining NATO;

– transform the PJC1 into a decision-making body on possible joint NATO-
Russian peace-enforcement and peace-keeping operations;

– start NATO-Russian negotiations on a nuclear-free zone in Central and
Eastern Europe, including the Kaliningrad exclave;

– begin talks on a CFE-2, envisioning deep (50% or more) cuts in conven-
tional arms and equipment in Europe and include the Baltic and Balkan states as
full members of a new treaty.

Hopefully these initiatives would take Russian-Western relations out of the
current blind alley and lay the foundation for their real partnership.

1 PJC is the Permanent Joint Council created for NATO-Russia consultations and cooperation. 
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Comments on Nadia Arbatova’s Paper

T  presented by Nadia Arbatova warrants attention for its insistence
that Western policies on Russia have gone wrong and are likely to produce

major setbacks to European peace and stability if they are not corrected. While we
may debate how to apportion the blame for this deplorable trend, her analysis
provides a useful and weighty correction to standard Western assessments. I shall
not enter that broader debate here. Instead I want to add a remark on a narrower
theme: the ‘identities’ of the USSR and Russia. Nadia Arbatova argues that Russia
and the USSR are not the same. This argument is relevant both to her critique of
Western tendencies to overlook what is genuinely different in the new Russia, and
to the query on the difference in threat perceptions with which I initiated our
symposium. In one way Nadia Arbatova is right, in another she is not. She is right,
of course, in stressing that Russia is not the Soviet Union. They are not the same
whether formally, politically or geographically.

But it must not be forgotten that before the Soviet collapse Russia was a major
and in many significant ways dominating part of the USSR. If Russia had been
more different from the USSR both before and after December 1991, the power
loss would have been easier to accept by the Russian public in the post-Cold War
era. As it is, what was rightfully the USSR’s power loss is felt by the Russian 
people to be also the power loss of Russia itself. This is fully understandable,
exactly because the two were so close. However, it is a cause of much of the 
friction between Russia and the West since 1991. The consequences are serious in
their effects on Russian policymaking and Russian relations with the West.
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Reply to Olav F. Knudsen

S   accepted only in fiction like James Bond’s adven-
tures where the Soviet Union was often called Russia, all citizens of the USSR

were addressed as Russians, and the Soviet or Red Army was the Russian Army.
Political analysis requires more distinct wordings. Yes, Russia was a major and
dominating part of the USSR in terms of its territory and population. However,
the USSR was an empire of a very special type. Unlike typical economic empires
of the past, it was ruled by a multinational nomenclatura recruited from all Soviet
republics which exploited and oppressed all nations of the Soviet Union, ethnic
Russians included. To put it simply, all nations in the USSR were victims of the
Soviet oppression. To look for a scapegoat today according to the nationality prin-
ciple is a wrong approach which is fraught with new dangers. No nation in the
world deserves to be cornered and isolated.

Nowadays many Balts are prone to justify their collaboration with German
nazis during the World War II by their grievances about the Soviet occupation.
Well, it depends on personal taste. But one can hardly justify massive atrocities
against Jews in Latvia and Estonia in those years by the Soviet oppression. No
nation is perfect.
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A Tentative Summing Up

T   have all set out to illuminate some intractable
research puzzle regarding the Baltic Sea region. The insights they have pro-

vided will be highlighted and interconnected here, in the hope of uncovering at
last an overall perspective on it all.

In the first paper Regina Karp uses a juxtaposition of structuralist (realist) and
comparativist (second image) approaches to compare the policies of Russia and
Germany vis-a-vis each other and particularly as they pertain to the Baltic Sea
region.1 In the present context we may plausibly interpret the German govern-
ment’s reasoning to the effect that handling Russia is more important for Europe
as a whole than handling the Baltic states, and that Germany remains the main
European actor capable of taking on that task. Hence, Germany sees a special
responsibility here, and consequently Russia ranks first in Germany’s Baltic
regional policy.

The next question is whether Germany’s policy has any effect on Russian pol-
icy. So far, signals under Putin are mixed. If earlier experience is still valid, culti-
vating Russian restraint will be a daunting pedagogical task. Anyone trying their
hand at ‘teaching Russia’ will meet a deep-rooted scepticism to external meddling
no less than to a message of ‘restraint’ and emulation of the ‘soft power of the
West’ (cf Regina Karp). In Russian perceptions, so-called soft power tends readily
to be equated with an easy attraction to money and superficial lifestyles.

An additional condition for successfully involving Russia in a broader
European order is a strong EU, according to Regina Karp. I have earlier suggested
that this is in itself a questionable proposition, because the level of European inte-
gration may be near its high point. Thus we have two crucial uncertainties here—
(1) the chances of Russian responsiveness to external influence, and (2) the like-
lihood of a stronger EU in the future.

1 See my comments on her paper above as regards the “Russia-first” element of Berlin’s line of thought.  
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From a liberal institutionalist perspective, teaching Russia better ways may still
be possible. From a realist perspective, however, it is unlikely. Moreover, if inte-
gration slows down, a weak EU means not merely an unintegrated Russia but also
an unbalanced Russia. From a nonrealist angle, however, as long as international
systemic conditions continue on a low-tension track, that may not lead to much
trouble of consequence. Should international tension again rise, however, a weak
EU may have negative repercussions for the entire Baltic Sea region and beyond.

The state of the regional system we are considering is therefore not obviously
stable. Rikard Bengtsson’s paper carries the vision of a stable regional peace and
the notion of steppingstones to get there: precarious peace (embodying distrust),
integrative peace (implying conditional trust), and stable peace (based on uncon-
ditional trust and the absence of a security dilemma). As norms become more
widely shared, trust is built. Bengtsson argues convincingly that the peace of the
Baltic Sea region today is more than a precarious peace, but prudently concludes
that it is not yet a stable peace. The region is currently marked by conditional
trust, by an integrative peace. This conclusion fits in very well with the fact of the
parallel development of inclusive economic cooperation and non-inclusive
defense cooperation in the region. Russia is tied into the economic networks (to
the extent she wants to follow up), but not into the defense cooperation except
through NATO’s Partnership for Peace, which she does not want to utilize.

The question here arises whether peace is assumed to be a consequence of the
actors’ striving for peace, and the answer evidently is no. Peace of whatever kind,
according to Bengtsson’s scheme, is in a sense incidental, a function of the pro-
cesses affecting the level of trust. Interdependence and democratic development
are plausibly seen as major factors, both at work in the Baltic Sea region in Russia
and along the Baltic rim. A stable peace is only developed through a complex
interaction of several simultaneous processes.

One of these is the regulation of conflict. It should not be overlooked that con-
flict in the Baltic Sea region must be dealt with under conditions of unequal
power. Having to stand up against a much stronger party when conflict occurs is
obviously intimidating to a weaker party. Trust develops more easily between
equals; hence the step from specific to diffuse reciprocity is particularly hard in
those cases. In the Baltic Sea region that may apply in relations between Russia
and its closest neighbors, particularly as Russia still struggles (R. Karp) to under-
stand the phenomenon of ‘soft power’ which has led to better relations between
the US and its neighbors, as well as between the European Union and its neigh-
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bors. It is to the credit of Bengtsson and others in the Stable Peace project at Lund
University to have pinpointed the crucial threshold between integrative and sta-
ble peace. The case of the Baltic Sea region illustrates the conundrum very well.

Asymmetries of power are stronger the more centralized the actors concerned.
The Oldberg paper on Russian regions is relevant here in that it discusses the
potential for Russian disintegration according to a set of criteria held to indicate
potential secession. To the extent Russian regions are allowed to deal more freely
with their neighbors, they may obviate pressures in the direction of secession.
Also, an ability to relate to smaller neighbors through border regions would be a
potential political asset that could reduce the asymmetry aspect. Tendencies
towards centralization pull in the other direction. Kaliningrad, as the Russian
region closest to the heart of the Baltic Sea region, illustrates. Featured in the EU’s
Nordic Dimension for the future of East-West relations in Northern Europe,
Kaliningrad has been made a test case. While Russia may not be about to fall
apart, the relative autonomy of its regions is both a requirement for increased
prosperity and at the same time a sufficiently sensitive issue in Russian domestic
politics to make any quick prediction hazardous.

If the Russian regions can be engaged in trading with the former Russian ene-
mies, and some old friends as well, the mechanisms of mutually rewarding inter-
dependence may be brought into play. Michael Karlsson’s paper deals with the
broader but related issue of how regional security may develop from the growth
of non-military relationships between the countries involved. He is specifically
concerned about the role of the hard security context for the soft—how much
does it take for transnational relations to penetrate or overcome the aura of hard
security which is still lodged here and there throughout the region. His paper
indicates the existence of significant and explicit conceptions of security among
non-governmental actors (INGOs) whose everyday reality is far removed from
security in the traditional sense. One notes in particular Karlsson’s documenta-
tion of the presence of well-informed and fairly sophisticated thinking about
security in the INGO sector.

This could mean that the threat perceptions of old which marked the region
during the Cold War are on the way out—perhaps even long gone. Then again,
maybe they have just gone underground, becoming less explicit. Evidence in
Johan Eriksson’s paper seems to point to the underground interpretation.
Eriksson seeks to penetrate the process of agenda setting in security affairs. His
illustrations from the Swedish case demonstrate how the impression that tradi-
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tional threat images have vanished and new security thinking replaced them are
in many ways misleading. First of all, he argues, the core institutions of the
Swedish security establishment have survived all the drastic cutbacks affecting the
rest of the military sector; their thinking has adapted to new circumstances by
(superficially, as I read him) accepting the ‘newspeak’ of a widened security con-
cept as a way to qualify for continued funding. In this way they have been able—
or at least hope—to weather the current wave of anti-military public sentiment
caused by expectations of long-term peace. Eriksson makes his case by pointing
out that the new cooperative arena, the Baltic Sea region, is not mentioned as such
in current Swedish official security documents, whereas Russia still is identified as
the most significant source of future threats. Contemporary Swedish threat con-
ceptions themselves are mostly non-traditional. They are strongly influenced, if
not determined, by Sweden’s cooperative partners in the international institutions
at the European level—not at the subregional (Baltic-Sea) or national levels.

We may read this as a mildly alarming account of how old thinking adapts,
hides and survives regardless of external change, encouraged by similar tenden-
cies at the European level. Eriksson does not push this interpretation very hard,
however, perhaps because there is another possible interpretation: The security
environment around the Baltic Sea may be in a state of indeterminateness,
marked by a multiplicity of simultaneous signals and trends—diffuse, disparate,
diverging, at times plain contradictory—which make any specific future develop-
ment seem as likely as any other. The adaptability and survivability of a national
security establishment may in this reading be less sinister than more pessimistic
interpretations would allow. The international influence on Swedish thinking is
perhaps worrisome, yet such influence is nothing new and not very alarming to
seasoned members of alliances like Norway and Denmark. National security
thinking in NATO countries during the Cold War was in many ways a reflection
of predominant alliance (international) thinking, though with significant excep-
tions for domestic reasons.

If the Baltic regional playground continues from time to time to suffer from a
Russian bully effect, is there a role here for a big uncle (Sam) to help keep the
playground orderly, open and free from intimidation? Aaron Karp considers the
ambiguous and reticent Baltic policy of the United States and drives the thesis
that rather than being a cover for a keen strategic interest, it is indeed a cover for
nothing—‘what you see is what you get’, he says: there are no clear answers in the
US policymaking environment to what US interests in this region are. The essen-
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tial character of US policy instead has become institutionalization, not least due
to the efforts of states in the region to tie the US in by engaging it in long-term
cooperative schemes. That way Washington will find it harder to pull out and
ignore the region entirely, a scenario feared by several of the region’s govern-
ments, first among them Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia.

If Aaron Karp is right, the impression one sometimes gets of a balancing game
going on between Russia and the West in the Baltic Sea region is misleading. The
US government, in this view, is not investing any significant part of its power in
this regional arena. As a reading of the US policymaking scene based on purely
American considerations, this may be accurate. But there is another policy pro-
cess underway, sustained by strong international impulses, which the US may find
hard to keep out of the Baltic arena: NATO expansion. The anticipation of the
2002 decision on a second wave of new NATO memberships has already gone far
and includes what by summer 2001 appears to be strong candidacies by the three
Baltic states. The United States under the Bush Administration seems caught up
in the momentum of a seemingly unstoppable growth of US influence through
NATO’s popularity. Russia, at the same time, has been begging to be gainsaid by
its unwavering resistance to Baltic NATO memberships. Trivial logic may thus
lead to one, two or three new Baltic members of NATO. If so, the US may find
itself—despite its reluctance—very much a Baltic power in the near future.

At our conference, Anatol Lieven, commenting on Aaron Karp’s paper, argued
that the US government has no option but to let Russian reactions count signifi-
cantly in its policy-making, because of the potential repercussions of ignoring
Russia on Russian policies in other regions and issue areas which are more impor-
tant to the United States. Like Arbatova (see below) he holds that the US should
recognize that Russia has a stronger interest than the US itself in the Baltic Sea
region. While Lieven may be right in substance, having seen the inclinations of
the Bush Administration during its first year in office, I fear his argument may not
count for much in US policy practice for a while. Lieven, in a recent communica-
tion, says he has come to this conclusion himself. As he writes,

... it now seems clear that the US will in fact push for Baltic NATO membership

next year—unless there is a truly horrendous crisis somewhere else in the world

(on the scale of the Gulf War) to distract American attention. But I am still con-

vinced that this will have negative consequences in a whole set of other areas.

One of these is Russian agreement to amend the ABM treaty. And even more

important in my view is the looming prospect of succession crises in several for-
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mer Soviet states. It is highly desirable that the West should seek to manage these

crises in co-operation with Russia. I think NATO expansion to the Baltic will

make such co-operation even less likely.

Nadia Arbatova confirms this assessment and even warns of a slide into a new
Cold War. She strongly criticizes the glibness of continued Western attempts to
reassure Russia because—like many of her compatriots—she is convinced the
West is not taking Russian interests and viewpoints genuinely into consideration.
The seriousness of her tone must be noted. Only a joint NATO-Russian guaran-
tee of the Baltic states can preserve the stability of the Baltic Sea region, in her
analysis. Arbatova is in earnest. Lieven’s views give her independent support. But
the weight of their arguments is unlikely to be heeded by a US Administration
that so far has tended to shrug at the consequences. Another humiliation for
Russia? Soured relations with the West? So what? More important matters, as
viewed in Washington, claim priority.

US policy demonstrates the arrogance of power, resting on a belief in unipo-
larity. That concept in turn rests on a diffuse logic, ignoring the realities of power
in regional affairs. The Baltic Sea region—like many other world regions—is not
a unipolar area controlled by the United States. The essence of this region’s power
relations is that its post-Cold War control is untested, and still waiting to be con-
tested. If cooperative patterns prevail, the contest may be consigned to the long
term and no winners or losers will be discernible. If balancing patterns prevail,
Arbatova’s pessimism could well prove right.

At the outset I posed four queries to the symposium. In concluding, are we
closer to answering them?

Query 1: How can we explain the wide and persistent discrepancy in threat
perceptions between Russia and the Western states of the Baltic Sea region, man-
ifest both among elites and in the more informed public opinion? I would sur-
mise that the discrepancy is due first of all to the great relative shifts in power
position experienced by both sides. Power loss generates fear, hence the Russian
condition. Power loss for Russia means the disappearance of threat perceptions in
the West, and that generates Western confidence. Both Western countries and
those released from Soviet control have experienced a broad public feeling of
relief. What are the consequences? Chiefly, impaired communication between the
governments involved. The discrepancy must be dealt with actively to keep it
from poisoning mutual relations.

Query 2 asked: Is the Baltic Sea Region a power vacuum? The picture may be
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more complex than the image conveyed by ‘power vacuum’—if we take that to
mean an absence of actively exercised power on the part of major actors on the
world scene. In the Baltic Sea region, the German and EU engagement of Russia
is more like a careful management and agreed sharing of power. The reticence of
the US in the region harmonizes well with that pattern—even if Washington does
not necessarily act in straight-out recognition of it.

The answer to the follow-up question—Is the region marked by a lack of
great-power engagement in the harder security issues?—still is not clear. Hard
security issues of the Baltic Sea region these days primarily concern matters of
arms reduction, disarmament and improved transparency along the lines of the
Vienna Document. The general feeling anno 2001 seems to be that the trend is in
the right direction. Unilateral military reductions are proceeding apace in several
countries. Cooperation arrangements between defense ministries and military
establishments are also developing well. Still hidden under the political surface is
the issue of demilitarizing Kaliningrad. Above all, NATO membership for the
Baltic states will severely test the durability of these trends.

Those answers leave open the more general question whether a region is more
stable when major players are actively engaging each other even when they dis-
agree strongly. The tendency in the Baltic Sea region has been rather to avoid the
tough issues by keeping silent about them. If the German-Swedish initiative to
create a Baltic Sea ‘regional security council’ survives the discussions ahead, we
may have a much better situation here. Inclusive cooperative solutions for Russia
would be the only feasible way of softening the blow of a Baltic NATO expansion.
Current US moves exploring a closer Russian tie-in with NATO might follow this
kind of reasoning.

My last query concerned how we go about documenting our claims, con-
tentions and conclusions. This means not a mere slant towards the empirical side,
but to make sure we pay attention to what our concepts are intended to convey,
what precisely our arguments say and do not say, and what specific empirical evi-
dence can be found on all sides of the matter in question. While more in the
nature of an admonishment, most symposium participants revealed through
their work that they were attuned to such questions. Of course, the issue was not
addressed explicitly by any of our contributors. While several of the contributions
in the present volume are based on empirical research, only a few (Oldberg,
Karlsson) actually presented findings from systematically gathered empirical
data. Others raised important concerns of a conceptual and theoretical nature rel-
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evant to our understanding of regional security (Eriksson) or drew on theoretical
approaches of a general kind to extract broad empirical conclusions (R. Karp,
Bengtsson). The complicated task of interpreting what it is we are ‘really’ seeing
in our empirical observations were central to some (A. Karp, Arbatova, also
Eriksson), yet sensibly addressed in passing by most of the present contributors.
While all chapters thus took their own route towards a legitimate analytical out-
come, all at the same time in a sense missed the boat on some key dimension.

The starting point of this symposium was to go back to previously known but
unresolved research questions, to retrieve them from manuscript drawers and
closets and bring them back into the open. So we did. While research puzzles were
raised, they were only rarely resolved. But  they were certainly recognized, sized
up, dusted off and aired, in the process gleaning a few side glimpses of under-
standing of ongoing policy developments. With this, they are at the reader’s dis-
posal.
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