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Introduction: The Northern 
Dimension as a challenging task 

Wolfgang Wessels 

When launched in 1997 by the Finnish prime minister1 , the 
subject of the "Northern Dimension" was new, irritating and 
challenging. It was not an aspect belonging to the conventional 
items on the political and academic agenda of the European 
Union (EU), even though the northern flank was quite high on 
the agenda of NATO. Novelty, however, is sometimes needed to 
adapt to changing constellations. Thus the term Northern 
Dimension might contribute to the dynamic evolution of the 
necessary debate on the international role of the EU.2 As with 
the dramatic changes after the end of the bipolar world -the fall 
of the Berlin Wall in the centre of Europe - Europeans had to 
reconsider their identity in the European and the international 
system. 3 The provisions of both the Maastricht and Amsterdam 
Treaties documented the conviction of its member states that­
without breaking with the past - the EU should shoulder more 
responsibilities and develop active strategies. The wars in the 
former Yugoslavia underlined the need to evolve out of a mere 
observer role. The Helsinki decision of the European Council in 
1999 on pursuing a common defence policy also signalled that 
the propensity for a more active role is part of a longer term 
trend. 

The initiative for the Northern Dimension should be seen as a 
means to add to a broader view of foreign policy. It draws 
attention to a region which was outside the area of common 
concern for most member states.4 Other neighbourhood regions 
-such as the Middle East, Central and Eastern Europe- were 
ranked much higher on the common list of shared EU challenges 
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The Northern Dimension 

than the North. The long debate on European identity in the 
international system5 did not include the problems raised in that 
region in a satisfying way. Global links to other regional 
groupings like ASEAN and the Mercosur were placed higher on 
the EU' s foreign policy agenda than these new borders of the 
EU. Somehow it was, for many observers and politicians, like an 
area forgotten or at least low on the agenda of threat perception. 
The benign neglect was due to geographical distance, the lack of 
historical memories and - perhaps most important - to 
apparently crisis-free evolutions. Without media attention 
foreign policy preferences are difficult to amend or even bring 
up. 

Irritating ambiguities 

Though many analysts would agree that the area was neglected, 
the irritations were considerable at first. Many actors and 
observers were afraid that the term "Northern Dimension" 
would lead to a cleavage between different geopolitical priorities 
within the Union, thus creating barriers within the EU and 
leading to an unproductive confrontation between northern, 
southern and eastern orientations. The risk of 
subregionalisation seemed to threaten a basic ingredient of any 
"common" policy: that of solidarity among all members of the 
Union and that of a common identity in dealings with 
neighbours. Regionally delimited views of the Union could lead 
to a fragmentation reducing the unity of the EU in its 
international performance. The basic principle of consistency6 

seemed at stake: less in legal and institutional terms but more in 
the political perceptions of the geographical dimension. 

Beyond the instinctive reaction, quite a few observers 
doubted the utility and the wisdom of such a concept. For many 
the term was already strange: "dimension" could mean different 
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The Northern Dimension 

things, ranging from hard security to environmental and local 
co-operation. 

The geographical borders of the Northern Dimension were 
quite often unclear. It was asked whether the Northern 
Dimension concerns 'only' the Baltic states with the bordering 
regions of Russia, or also Iceland and the Arctic Circle. 
Furthermore the 'real' objectives appeared hidden: was it just a 
Finnish initiative proposed mainly in view of this country's own 
geographical interest or the starting point for the policy of a 
larger group of northern countries? 

The means and strategies to be employed were also open to 
debate. As in other areas the EU also has several offers and 
sanctions for dealing with other countries, though the mixture of 
these instruments always needs new approaches; their 
effectiveness is in many cases doubtful. Thus the initiative runs into 
a typical discourse on the EU' s role and way of working: How do 
the desired priorities for "low politics" initiatives via the European 
Community's programmes relate to vaguely formulated "high 
politics" goals of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP)T 
Worried commentators claim the EU was implicitly pushed to take 
up responsibility which it was unwilling and unable to shoulder. 
The EU as a key action was apparently asked to contribute to 
solving some - so far rather distant - problems; critics were afraid 
that a new regional responsibility without clear objectives and an 
adequate set of instruments would add to the "capability­
expectation gap" that the haunted Union was blamed for 
throughout the nineties.8 Others perceived the initiative as just a 
synonym for a useful policy vis-a-vis Russia: in that case, they 
argued, the EU needs a comprehensive policy not only directed 
towards one region of that important actor in Europe and world 
politics but towards several geographical and sectoral areas of 
common concern and interest. The Northern Dimension would 
then have to be integrated into a "common EU strategy" towards 
Russia in an even more comprehensive way. 
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Challenges 

The Finnish initiative excluded traditional security but it was 
useful in initiating a debate to put the North of the EU 'on the 
map'. The challenge is, however, more than that of just adding a 
new area to an already long list of potential problem regions 
around the Union. As in every other case of defining its role and 
responsibilities, the EU has to present an adequate analysis of 
the threats ahead and of the instruments and means to be 
employed. Though the EC and the EU have developed over the 
last five decades a considerable set of strategies with common 
concepts, procedures and instruments, there are no magic, 
ready-made formulas, but rather specific ingredients which 
have to be tailor made. 

The specific relevance of this region to the EU will even 
increase in the years to come with the accession of one and 
eventually all three Baltic states and Poland. New challenges of a 
perhaps different nature will be placed on the agenda of the 
enlarged Union. The need for adequate regional strategies with 
and towards Russia will reach a new quality. The delicate issue of 
reinforcing the security of the new Baltic member states without 
their parallel NATO membership will be difficult to handle. Thus 
experiences of dealing with the Northern Dimension will be 
useful for everyone involved- inside and outside the EU. 

When it comes to strengthening stability in the region, 
especially in the future, the EU might have to conceive revised 
concepts and design a proper mix of its instruments. Being 
atypical, the North might even need some new kind of 
consideration. Such a demand is, of course, at first only a claim 
for a more intensive examination. While the Northern 
Dimension should not be an issue of its own- unrelated to other 
phenomena of the EU' s policy- it should at the same time not be 
regarded simply as a foreign policy area that does not merit 
specific considerations. 
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The Northern Dimension in perspective 

A case for a special mission 

In a broader retrospective on the history of the European 
international profile, the Finnish initiative was in the end not 
particularly surprising: nearly all member states and most new 
states in particular define their role within the EU in terms of 
their own history and geography. Linking national and 
European tasks is not only or mainly pursued in terms of its 
positive and negative interest vis-a-vis the Union's nature and 
finality, but also in view of its own place in the world. Such a 
pursuit of one's historical role is formulated as a contribution to 
the role of the Union in the European and international system. 
Thus it is of major significance for nearly all member states to 
link their membership of the EU to a foreign policy vocation that 
also considers their relations with former colonies, geographical 
neighbours and cultural'relatives'.9 Member states claim to be a 
'bridge' towards Africa, Latin America, the Mediterranean and 
Central and Eastern Europe. This kind of national mission for 
the Union as a whole serves to keep and strengthen former ties 
and to underline one's importance within the Union in relation 
to other EC states, who are supposed to accept a certain kind of 
natural 'de facto' leadership of the respective country in the 
common approaches. At the same time this, intra EU profile 
helps to reconcile one's own national identity with the 
sometimes difficult membership of the EU: The Union is then 
perceived as a continuation of historical and geographical 
concerns and missions with other means - as the support of the 
whole of the Union needs to be mobilised. A merging and even 
fusion10 of national European perceptions and interests is then 
expected. 
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The shaping of a collective awareness 

With regard to this endeavour, the respective members have to 
convince their colleagues from other countries and the EU 
institutions who have to get acquainted with the specific 
problems and the role the EU is to play. Specific views of one or 
some member states are slow to enter the collective awareness 
and only incrementally become part of common concerns. As 
perceptions of threats and common tasks undergo considerable 
changes, this is a continuous process. Thus it is relevant that the 
heads of governments have taken up the basic notion and that 
the European Council, in its role of defining the international 
profile of the EU, decided in Helsinki to install a certain review 
procedure.U Declaratory politics are certainly necessary but 
they will not be sufficient to anchor this dimension in the 
European identity. Beyond a small diplomatic circle of foreign 
policy actors lies a realm of public awareness and media 
attention which must be reached if an area is to become part of a 
collective responsibility. 

Such a view on the international role of political entities like 
that of the EU is being constructed by several and different 
groups of actors including the media and public discourse. 
Though everyone would agree that this process of creating and 
shaping a real shared European outlook on its neighbourhood 
and its international system is different from the traditional 
ways pursued in conventional nation states,12 there is 
something of a European public space in the making, in which 
you have to compete with your priorities and preferences as 
attention is a scarce resource. 

In the political arena of Brussels there are clear cycles for the 
rise and the decline of subjects. More than in internal affairs the 
foreign policy agenda is influenced and shaped by external 
events outside the direct and immediate control of EU actors. 
Therefore, if a topic is of minor relevance for the news of the day 
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it must at least be kept on the lower ranks of the agenda in an 
appropriate way. The Northern Dimension should thus not only 
be 'discovered' as a common responsibility for the whole of the 
EU, but also integrated into the EU' s international profile in a 
more permanent place. 

Links to the conceptual debate 

A specific contribution is offered by the academic world: it may 
be less visible and dramatic but in many cases it is a more lasting 
contribution in the long run- especially for building a European 
identity by a communaute de vue;13 the success of implanting a 
concept into the permanent agenda cannot be measured in short 
terms and by just looking at newspaper articles and speeches by 
politicians. Research and teaching will have a long-term effect, 
but also need to be fed with interesting and attractive issues. 
One way is to link the issue with conceptual debates, thereby 
integrating it into the broader debate. In integrating the 
Northern Dimension into a broader overall approach, some lines 
of conceptual arguments might offer useful advice. One 
stimulating approach identifies several potential roles for the EU 
in the international system.14 From different theoretical and 
political views, the EU is perceived to perform as a civilian or as a 
capitalistic superpower, as a regional power or a global player, as 
an economic giant, a political mouse, and as a military dwarf. 

Behind this debate about different terms, the fundamental 
issue is what kind of general actor the EU is willing and able to 
be in the international and European environment. Clearly the 
overall role the EU shapes for itself will be directly affected when 
regions like the North are taken into consideration. Expectations 
that, as a civilian power with economic instruments, the EU will 
also influence the high politics of security and even defence in 
neighbouring regions is an essential part of these considerations. 
Thus the Northern Dimension needs to be discussed in terms of 
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its implications for the nature of the EU and of the international 
system. 

But the line of argumentation also works the other way: 
whatever the concrete activities of the EU are or are not will 
incrementally contribute to the overall performance of the EU as 
an international actor; there are several different test cases for 
the EU to define its overall role by its activities or by the lack of 
activities. Particularly in view of a long-term low-key 
engagement for changing the structural conditions and shaping 
a peaceful overall environment, an EU policy for the North 
demonstrates its capabilities to look ahead and not only to react 
to immediate crises. With a lot of crisis management going on 
and with the Helsinki resolutions on military and non-military 
crisis management/5 the EU will pursue a strategy of adding 
more 'robust' means to some of its traditional instruments. The 
debate on the Northern Dimension should identify its specific 
role within these frameworks. 

Strategies for the Northern Dimension should also take into 
account the relevant constitutional (or treaty) and institutional 
provisions to deal with relevant topics on the EU' s international 
agenda. In the EU context, its pillar structure is of major 
significance: with a broad range of variations in competencies 
provided at the European level and also in the procedures to 
apply them, the EU acts in a diffuse manner; as in all other real 
situations of the EU's external activities, the Northern 
Dimension has to deal with several actors in different 
constellations for employing a wide variety of instruments. 
Interpillar coherence16 thus constitutes a considerable problem. 

Again the North should not be regarded as an isolated 
'victim' of these weaknesses but as a typical part of the general 
difficulty of the EU in playing a coherent and effective role. Thus 
the fate of the initiative on the Northern Dimension will also 
depend on the structures the EU will develop for its 
international role. 
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On our approach 

The scope of this book is wider than that of the initiative as we 
have included all security issues in the North and the EU's 
policy on them. The editors of this volume saw a definite 
necessity to approach the new ambiguous and challenging 
subject adequately: proper methods of analysing the issues and 
of proposing reasonable policies were demanded. Given the 
nature of the Union's way to shape its international profile,17 

any common policy needs to be based on the preferences of its 
member states. 

Thus the EU' s concern for the Northern Security Dimension 
is seen as a consequence of how member states look at the 
problem; these perceptions are considerably influenced by the 
history and geography of each member state, but- interestingly 
enough - the views on the place of one's own state and the 
relevance of other regions are not fixed once and for all. Policies 
of the EU are thus constructed18 by and in member states. In a 
political arena like the EU the views articulated in national fora 
will be of crucial importance - more than diplomatic 
declarations seem to indicate. However, if we want to move 
towards a deliberative democracy19 , which builds the 
communaute de vue step by step, a real community with shared 
concerns, then this exercise cannot remain isolated in a few 
diplomatic circles but needs a European forum - an exercise 
which our book wants to contribute to. 

Given this relevance, a study of debates and views in the 
member states of the Union is highly desirable; such a 
perception analysis should, however, not be restricted to the 
most important or concerned countries. To understand the 
perhaps marginal relevance of the Northern Security Dimension 
and to conceive successful strategies of the EU as Union of all its 
member states, a broader survey is advisable - even if the 
observable traces of the attention given to this issue are minimal 
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in some or even quite a few member states. More interesting is 
the need to analyse why this part of the EU' s neighbourhood 
appears to be out of sight. 

In dealing with this demand, this volume offers a traditional 
and at the same time quite up-to-date approach. Being aware of 
the strong and weak points of asking foreign policy experts, the 
editors developed together with the national rapporteurs a 
single questionnaire to serve as a checklist. 

The authors from all member states were asked to rank the 
Northern Dimension within the set of their foreign policy 
priorities. National perceptions about the role of Russia and 
other relevant countries in this context were to be identified. The 
role the EU and the respective country are supposed to play 
belonged to the third set of questions of the national reports. 

Right from the beginning the editors were aware of the 
difficulties of some colleagues to offer an empirically rich and 
representative insight into the discourse of their country. 
However, if reports are limited in their substance due to a 
marginal role of Northern Europe in national debates about the 
EU and foreign policies, we also take that as a meaningful 
finding for our major conclusions. 
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The Northern security agenda: 

An overall perspective 

Olav F. Knudsen 

The origins of the "Northern Dimension" 

The European Union's engagement in the Baltic Sea region took 
off in earnest when the membership candidacies of Sweden and 
Finland were launched in 1990 and 1991. Not long after, the 
Baltic states were also advanced as candidates. Finnish and 
Swedish membership became a reality on January 1st 1995, and 
Europe agreements for Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania were 
signed on June 14th the same year. Now, after the Helsinki 
summit, the latter countries are negotiating with the EU. At an 
early stage, long before their actual membership, Finland and 
Sweden, in concert with Denmark, had sought to move the EU 
Commission to adopt a more comprehensive Baltic policy. The 
EU Council responded in May 1995 by calling for a Commission 
report on the 11 current state of and perspectives for cooperation 
in the Baltic Sea region". The report was presented in November 
1995, providing an overview of aid and cooperation activities in 
the region. It promised a follow-up in the shape of 11 a long-term 
based Baltic Sea Region initiative". This was subsequently 
presented at the Vis by Summit of the Council of Baltic Sea States 
(CBSS) in May 1996. It outlined measures of support for 
democracy and political stability, economic development, 
regional cooperation and measures to strengthen the role of the 
CBSS.1 This work has proceeded further since the Second CBSS 
summit in Riga in January 1998. 

Thus, the Finnish initiative on the Northern Dimension of 
the EU is an effort to accelerate and complement work already 
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begun and to give it local content and flavour. Prime Minister 
Paavo Lipponen launched the Northern Dimension initiative in 
1997 as a way to implement a vision created several years 
before.2 This was reflected in the opening address to the 
conference on "The Northern Dimension of the CFSP" in 
November 1997 when Jaakko Blomberg, Under-Secretary of 
State in the Finnish Ministry of Foreign Mfairs, said: 

"Looking back to the assessments made by the Finnish 
Government during the accession process, two aspects of 
the Northern Dimension stand out. On the one hand, 
Finland - together with Sweden, and reinforcing the 
Danish contribution- was to bring into the Union Nordic 
political and social values and Nordic models of policy­
making and conflict resolution. On the other, with 
Finland's accession, the Union was to acquire a common 
border with Russia, which Finland pledged to keep secure 
as well as to make into a gateway for supportive 
cooperation with the new and democratic neighbour."3 

The Northern Dimension is also often described as a strategy 
for the EU's relations with non-EU countries in the northern 
region. It is important, however, to note the proviso made by the 
Finnish Government that the Northern Dimension does not 
cover the military aspects of security. We are dealing with a 
policy doctrine aiming to handle security problems in the wider 
sense without directly addressing military issues. 

During the late 1990s the Finnish government promoted the 
Northern Dimension policy in common foreign and security 
contexts within EU policymaking. The Finnish initiative 
received broad - though initially vague - political support 
within the EU as well as from the Russian Federation. Other 
actors in the region, e.g. Iceland, Norway and the EU' s candidate 
members Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Poland, and the Nordic 

31 



The Northern security agenda 

Council, also gave general endorsement. The true extent and 
depth of this support, however, was not clearly evident. 

In a broader perspective, the non-military element of the 
Northern Dimension initiative must be handled with some 
analytical alertness: military forces are clearly not absent in the 
region. While the Northern Dimension as a policy does not deal 
with these aspects, the analysis of this policy cannot exclude the 
possibility that its intended effects are designed to include even 
ramifications for the military side of things. The security of the 
region in the wider sense is certainly under scrutiny here. For 
this reason, the perspective adopted in this analysis includes the 
"harder" portion of the security spectrum as much as the 
"softer" portion. With these prefatory remarks in mind, let us 
now move on to more substantial matters. 

During 1998 and 1999 in particular, it became increasingly 
clear that the Northern Dimension overlapped in fruitful ways 
with other efforts to develop the EU' s external policies. The 
relationship to Russia and the crisis-management aspects of the 
CFSP were central to this process of change. At the June 1999 
summit in Cologne the efforts to concretise the Northern 
Dimension were re-endorsed as a "suitable basis for raising the 
European Union" s profile in the region." In the words of the 
summit conclusions," ... [t]he Northern Dimension is conceived 
as a way of working with the countries of the region to increase 
prosperity, security and resolutely combat dangers such as 
environmental pollution, nuclear risks and cross-border 
organised crime". The Council indicated that an action plan 
might be a possible next step, following the conference planned 
for November 1999. Given the agreed guidelines, it was time to 
achieve a closer involvement of the acceding countries 
concerned, the Russian Federation, Norway and Iceland.4 

Also relevant to the work on the Northern Dimension was 
the adoption of the "Common Strategy of the European Union 
on Russia of 4 June 1999", outlining a number of more specific 
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ways in which the relations between the EU and Russia would 
be developed and coordinated with the activites under the 
Northern Dimension heading. These measures also included 
security aspects in the narrower sense, though the measures 
considered were less specific in this than in other areas. Above 
all, it involved the consideration of possible new institutional 
mechanisms to structure the relationship on political and 
security dialogue, non-proliferation issues, particularly chemical 
weapons destruction, and the safe management of chemical, 
biological and fissile materials. On regional and cross-border 
cooperation, the link to the Northern Dimension was specifically 
mentioned. The Secretary-General of the Council, the High 
Representative for the CFSP, was designated to assist the Council 
in the implementation of the four-year strategy, to begin in 
January 2000: 
- Secure a stable and peaceful development encompassing all 
EU members and non-members of the northern region. That 
means inter alia, dealing with cases of conflict, such as the 
simmering ones between Russia and Estonia and Latvia; 
- realise EU membership expansion in the region (Estonia 
Latvia, Lithuania and Poland); 
- establish throughout the Union understanding and 
acceptance of the significance of the stability and harmony of 
the Northern region for the EU as a whole, including the 
benefits as well as the costs involved and an understanding as to 
how the latter are to be covered; 
- raise the level of EU representation and activity in all northern 
regional and sub-regional bodies; 
-develop and routinise the EU- Russia relationship, and ensure 
its compatibility with Baltic and Polish membership; 
- raise the ability of the present northern members to spearhead 
the EU' s engagement in the northern region - and find access to 
EUfunding. 

No less significant in the new development of the European 
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Union's policies at Cologne was the strong impact of the events 
in Kosovo and the lack of an independent European capability 
to deal with that crisis. The conclusions of the summit were 
accordingly direct, even dramatic: 

". .. we are convinced that the Council should have the 
ability to take decisions on the full range of conflict 
prevention and crisis management tasks defined in the 
Treaty on European Union, the "Petersberg tasks". To this 
end, the Union must have the capacity for autonomous 
action, backed up by credible military forces, the means to 
decide to use them, and a readiness to do so, in order to 
respond to international crises without prejudice to actions 
by NATO. The EU will thereby increase its ability to 
contribute to international peace and security 1n 
accordance with the principles of the UN Charter." 

The Cologne conclusions continued by identifying the steps 
the Union intended to take in order to reach its new goals: 

"We are now determined to launch a new step in the 
construction of the European Union. To this end we ask the 
General Mfairs Council to prepare the conditions and the 
measures necessary to achieve these objectives, including 
the definition of the modalities for the inclusion of those 
functions of the WEU which will be necessary for the EU to 
fulfil its new responsibilities in the area of the Petersberg 
tasks. In this regard, our aim is to take the necessary 
decisions by the end of the year 2000. In that event, the 
WEU as an organisation would have completed its 
purpose. The different status of Member States with regard 
to collective defence guarantees will not be affected. The 
Alliance remains the foundation of the collective defence of 
its Member States. We therefore invite the Finnish 
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Presidency to take the work forward within the General 
Mfairs Council on the basis of this declaration and the 
report of the Presidency to the European Council meeting 
in Cologne. We look forward to a progress report by the 
Finnish Presidency to the Helsinki European Council 
meeting." 

And from the Presidency Report on Strengthening of the 
Co1nmon European Policy on Security and Defence: 

" ... The focus of our efforts therefore would be to assure 
that the European Union has at its disposal the necessary 
capabilities (including military capabilities) and 
appropriate structures for effective EU decision making in 
crisis management within the scope of the Petersberg tasks. 
This is the area where a European capacity to act is 
required most urgently. The development of an EU military 
crisis management capacity is to be seen as an activity 
within the framework of the CFSP (Title V of the TEU) and 
as a part of the progressive framing of a common defence 
policy in accordance with Article 17 of the TEU. The 
Atlantic Alliance remains the foundation of the collective 
defence of its Members. The commitments under Article 5 
of the Washington Treaty and Article V of the Brussels 
Treaty will in any event be preserved for the Member States 
party to these Treaties. The policy of the Union shall not 
prejudice the specific character of the security and defence 
policy of certain Member States." 

The Finnish Presidency advanced these developments 
further and concluded the Helsinki summit with the adoption 
of a new crisis management plan, now taking shape as the full­
fledged Common European Security and Defence Policy 
(CESDP), with target levels for a common crisis management 
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force to be achieved by 2003. 
Relations in the North European region have for several 

years been marked by a complex combination of cooperation 
and conflict. The outer security framework is not in doubt. The 
affairs of the region are nested within the broad, all-European 
cooperative structures of the Organisation for Security and Co­
operation in Europe (OSCE) and the Euro-Atlantic Council for 
Partnership (EACP). At the same time, from 1990 The Treaty on 
Conventional Forces (CFE) in Europe became the cornerstone 
for the military security of Europe as a whole. The treaty has a 
particularly important role in the relations of the northern 
region. Its revision in November 1999 was a significant step 
towards securing - for the longer term - the stability previously 
achieved. One reading of the EU' s concerns in the northern 
region goes as follows: In addition, it is necessary to develop and 
routinise the NATO- Russia relationship, and to coordinate this 
with the development of the military dimension of the EU as 
envisaged in the decisions of the Cologne and Helsinki summits 
of 1999. These developments pose a definite challenge to the 
Northern Dimension initiative, and the Helsinki summit in 
December 1999 has gone part of the way towards answering that 
challenge. 

The actors in the North 

It may be appropriate to distinguish between actors 
geographically located within the region of Northern Europe, 
and actors not so located but still active participants in regional 
politics. Moreover, EU members are distinguished from non-EU 
members. 

Northern EU members are Denmark, Finland, Germany, and 
Sweden, along with the applicant states Estonia, Poland, Latvia 
and Lithuania. The EU Commission itself is also a significant 
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actor on this stage. Non-EU members in the northern region are 
Russia/Belarus, Ukraine, Iceland, and Norway. NATO and the 
United States are also actors in the Northern region. More 
intermittently, the United Kingdom, France, and the 
Netherlands take part in Baltic Sea regional affairs. 

The actors may be further grouped according to their 
alignment. Two EU member states in the region, Finland and 
Sweden, describe themselves as militarily non-aligned. The full 
implications of this characterisation have not yet been 
established, a fact which remains central to the problematique of 
their role in regional security. Sweden has offered some further 
clarification by declaring that only Sweden will defend Sweden 
in a military confrontation, and that Sweden defends nobody 
but Sweden in such a case. Finland has not made a 
corresponding statement. Both have declared that NATO 
membership is not on their agenda for now; both also reserve 
their right to change their position and opt for alignment/ 
alliance if they so choose. 'Neutrality' is avoided as a policy 
concept in the official parlance of both states. One of the key 
underlying questions which remains concerns the role that will 
be played in the future by actors remaining militarily non­
aligned in the Baltic Sea region, and what political utility the 
distinction between 'military' and 'non-military' will have in the 
future of EU security policy. 

Finland remains the actor with the greatest practical 
experience in dealing with Russia, both diplomatically, 
politically and commercially. Finnish and Baltic interests overlap 
securitywise while being in competition commercially. In the 
eyes of some they may even be competing in security terms. The 
chief security interest of Finland is now widely seen to be to 
integrate as closely as possible into the European Union, 
perhaps most solidly evidenced in its membership in the 
European Monetary Union (EMU). A challenge for Finland is 
nevertheless how to secure its political anchorage among the 
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Nordic EU members while serving as central interlocutor 
between Moscow and Brussels. The all-round political weight of 
Sweden within the EU is considerable. Finnish-Swedish policy 
cooperation has been close in recent years, but albeit turbulent, 
and not without reason. Finland's expertise in dealing with 
Russia and the Finnish enthusiasm for Brussels are not easily 
combined with Sweden's leading political role in the EU' s North 
and the EU-scepticism of the Swedish population, which 
constrains the Swedish government from claiming a full 
leadership role. 

In addition to being Northern EU members, Denmark and 
Germany are also members of NATO, and as such may be said to 
represent NATO in regional affairs. This also means 
representing the region inside NATO. Norway, though not an 
EU member, is in a similar position. The interests and resources 
of these states are rather different, however, even if they are 
united by a common desire to ensure the stable and peaceful 
development of the region. 

Denmark's military resources are limited. Denmark's role 
within NATO was long restrained by domestic political 
opposition, which came to a close, however, when the Cold War 
ended. The Soviet withdrawal opened the Baltic Sea region to a 
new Danish policy of drawing the Baltic states as closely as 
possible to NATO, and thus for a more active role of Denmark 
within NATO. The Danish government initiated the new forms 
of military cooperation, which currently tie the three Baltic 
States to the Nordic countries and indirectly to NATO. This 
process began with the initiation of bilateral military 
cooperation agreements between the Baltic states and Denmark. 
Among the five member countries in the Nordic Council, 
Denmark is the only one to be a member of both NATO and the 
EU. Denmark has also initiated the programme of military 
cooperation between Germany, Poland and itself. A central 
question for Denmark is how it utilises this central position 
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among smaller states in the region to bring together diverging 
views, rather than play the lone ranger. However, Denmark's 
continuing refusal to join the WEU is a major handicap in this 
respect, now that the WEU is being transformed into the centre 
of security and defence policy-making within the European 
Union. This is one area where a major policy shift may be 
anticipated before too long - at least the pressure on the Danish 
government to do so is heavy at the time of writing. 

Germany's regional role is defined partly by its status as a 
leading European power in NATO and partly by its history of 
dominating the Baltic Sea region in the past. The historical 
legacy has weighed heavily on German policymaking. It 
influences the German approach to Russia - which may be 
briefly summarised as "preserve friendship, avoid provocation" 
-as well as the German appreciation of Poland's new function in 
the geopolitical landscape, as an "easternmost bastion" of 
NATO. Germany has had the opportunity to lead the way in 
developing new forms of cooperation in the Baltic Sea region, 
but has not chosen to do so, preferring rather to go along and 
play the part of an ordinary, co-equal participant in the 
cooperative process. Within the EU, Germany has traditionally 
been seen as the great power representing the "interests of the 
North". That puts the Federal Republic in a key position as a 
potential coordinating link between the cooperative processes of 
the Northern region, the CFSP, and the sometimes diverging 
policies of the leading EU powers, as exemplified by the 
Trilateral Summits (Russia, France, Germany). It is also relevant 
to ask whether- given support for such an idea among the other 
regional EU members - the German profile and activity level in 
the Northern region should perhaps be stepped up. 

Norway's role in the northern region is largely determined 
by the location of its coastline and the fact that the adjacent seas 
contain its chief resources and preoccupations: gas, oil, and fish. 
The Baltic Sea is something of a theoretical notion to a country 
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focusing its attention on the North Sea, the Norwegian Sea, the 
North Atlantic and the Barents. Moreover, as a self-determined 
non-member of the EU, Norway has placed itself somewhat on 
the margin of joint policy making for Northern Europe. 
Accordingly, since the failed EU-referendum of 1994, NATO and 
the new, broader conceptions of security have been embraced by 
Norwegian policymakers as a way of compensating for 
Norway's EU-problem. The broad security agenda, embracing 
(at least on paper) even the environment and social conditions, 
gave Norway a chance to hitch a ride with the rebounding 
influence of the new NATO. This strategy was partly premised 
on the continued independent existence of the Western 
European Union, of which Norway was only an associate 
member. In Norwegian post-1994 thinking, a merger of the 
Western European Union (WEU) and the EU was to be avoided 
at all costs. Hence, the incorporation of the WEU into the EU 
structure as of 2000 means a further reduction of Norwegian 
influence on policymaking for security in the North of Europe. 

Beyond NATO and its diplomacy of peace, Norway's 
political priority is Russia, reflected in the fact that the Barents 
Euro-Arctic Council (BEAC) was created on a Norwegian 
initiative to tie Russia cooperatively together with its Arctic 
neighbours.5 Since 1996, Norway has gradually raised the 
priority accorded to the Baltic Sea area in its policymaking, yet it 
still remains decidedly secondary. Not unlike its European 
Economic Area (EEA) partner Iceland, therefore, Norway mostly 
plays third fiddle in the North European ensemble.6 

Russia is the major power of the Northern region, militarily 
and politically, and potentially also economically. Russia has 
joined new cooperative ventures in the northern region on a 
broad scale ever since the end of the Cold War. Russian links to 
the EU and (despite Kosovo) NATO are being institutionalised 
and are now in the process of being put to work on cooperative 
substance, with the EU link decidedly leading the way. The place 
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of the Kaliningrad oblast in regional cooperation would seem to 
have great potential and is poorly developed. In security affairs, 
the revised CFE Treaty is a fundamental defining prescription 
for stable Russian relations with NATO. However, in security 
affairs Russia prefers working through the OSCE rather than 
NATO and its affiliated bodies. 

Poland's role in the northern region is already heavily 
marked by its NATO membership and future membership of the 
EU, which is fundamentally altering Polish perspectives and 
policies. Poland has made a good start in seeking a reformed 
bilateral relationship to Moscow. The transition and 
development of Kaliningrad is a central bilateral issue with 
potential regional spin-off effects. Given the past, it is vitally 
important for future stability to observe how Poland's new 
relationship to Russia is worked out within the EU and NATO 
institutional links. Polish understanding with Lithuania has 
particular significance in this connection. Historically, in the 
triangle constituted by Russia, Poland, and Lithuania, the 
conflict between the latter two has often been exploited by 
Russia, while the Poland-Russia rivalry has been used by 
Lithuania to its own advantage . 

All three Baltic states are on their way to becoming integrated 
into the EU, though Estonia seems likely to complete the process 
before the other two. Lithuania stabilised its bilateral 
relationship with Russia with the border agreement of October 
1997, but in the absence of ratification normalisation remains 
suspended. Latvia has for several years been unfairly targeted 
by Russian pressure politics, but is thereby also reaping the 
harvest of an improvident minorities policy. The clarification of 
prospective EU membership for Latvia and Lithuania at the 
Helsinki summit in 1999 has improved the outlook for political 
stability in the region. Estonia already seems to have reaped the 
benefits of the EU' s political umbrella in dealing with Russia. 
Such effects could now extend even to the other two Baltic 

41 



The Northern security agenda 

states, whith Latvia being in particular need of external 
stabilisation. Further on the horizon hangs the question of Baltic 
NATO membership. Finding adequate alternatives to that 
option may be one of the key challenges for constructive 
regional diplomacy. 

The United States has been a mainstay of politico-diplomatic 
support for the three Baltic states ever since the Cold War and 
continues to play this role. At present, the Baltic Charter of 1998 
sets out the main guidelines for US relations with Estonia, Latvia 
and Lithuania. Examination of this document, its antecedents 
and the context reveal what has long been evident, namely that 
the US government sets limits as to how far it is willing to go in 
support of the security of the Baltic states. On the other hand, 
the cooperation of Nordic and NATO partners is systematically 
drawn upon in US policy, and the accent is decidedly on the 
positive, seeking multiple ways to draw the Baltic states into the 
European and Transatlantic community of states.7 The Nordic 
states have not yet fully clarified their somewhat bounded 
enthusiasm for the US policy and their own role in regional 
security in that connection. The question of the future role of the 
US in the security cooperation of the Northern European region 
is inextricably tied to that of NATO, the EACP and the 
Partnership for Peace (PfP), which are further considered below. 
At the turn of the millennium, the US role is also more clearly 
than ever linked to its relationship to the EU, given the 
development of the EU military dimension with the integration 
of the WEU into the EU as such. 

The issues in the North 

It may have been said before, but is worth repeating that the 
affairs of the Northern region are still to a considerable extent 
characterised by overhang - if not hangovers - from the Cold 
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War. Healing the wounds and putting relations on a new footing 
for new generations are neglected tasks. They cannot without 
risk be shunted aside with reference to 'the needs of the future'. 
Recent European experience in the Balkans demonstrates that 
while time may occasionally heal a wound left untended, it may 
just as easily leave it festering. In oher wars, northern regional 
affairs are not entirely stable and may even erupt in conflict 
unless tended carefully. 

We may consider issues of substance under the headings of 
hard security and soft. Many of the actual cases have already in 
one way or another been referred to above. 

The line between hard and soft security is not particularly 
distinct. Although hard security is usually understood as that 
which is based on military resources, the many possible non­
combat uses of military resources clutter up the picture. We shall 
reserve the term hard security here for the use of military 
combat resources and the precautionary measures taken or 
considered to restrict their use. Soft security then becomes 
concerned with all other issues relating to military resources as 
well as all non-military security measures. 

Hard security 

During the past fifty years, relations in military affairs within the 
northern region were entirely encapsulated in Cold War 
diplomacy. That is to say, inter-Nordic cooperation, always 
active during this period, hardly ever extended to the area of 
security and defence. In these matters, relations were strictly 
formal, and the Conference on Security and Co-operation in 
Europe (CSCE) was the only framework in which the Nordic 
and indeed Northern states could associate more freely, if still 
quite formally. Here, various confidence and security building 
measures were worked out during the latter part of the Cold 
War, continuing into the 1990s. These measures - aided by 
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Russian unilateral withdrawals from Eastern Europe - started to 
change the old pattern. The CFE Treaty was part of this process. 

This Treaty, agreeing to significantly reduce and put under 
surveillance five categories of ground fighting equipment,8 was 
concluded between NATO and the Warsaw Pact in 1990 and 
implemented between 1992 and 1996, with some Russian delays 
authorised until1999. The CFE Treaty has had a rather special 
role in the relations of the Northern region, in part because of its 
flank feature which restricts the freedom of deployments in the 
far northwest and the far southeast (Norway and Turkey), in 
part because five states in the region are not signatories9 and 
thus only implicitly part of the regime. The revision of the treaty 
(completed in November 1999) has brought it into line with the 
post-Cold War setting and an expanded NATO. The possibility 
that one or more of the five Northern non-CFE members may 
accede to the Treaty is one of the intriguing aspects of the 
politics surrounding the Treaty as it enters its second decade. 

The role of Confidence and Security Building Measures 
(CSBMs) in the region has not been developed to its maximum 
potential. The main obstacle to regional arrangements is the 
preservation of a 'genuine link' between the regional level and 
the all-European level. Several states in the region object to any 
military arrangement, which is not part of an all-European 
agreement. 

Russia has proposed to the Baltic states and other states in the 
region (October 1997) the negotiation of specific CSBMs for the 
Baltic Sea region. These proposals have not been followed up, 
nor have they been rejected. It will be natural to pursue such 
proposals in a wider setting be it the EACP or OSCE. However, 
Finland and Sweden in their 1998 non-paper on Baltic Sea 
regional security offered this: 

" ... without delay, to go beyond the mandatory provisions 
of the 1994 Vienna Document and raise unilaterally our 
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respective passive quotas for evaluation visits with one 
evaluation visit each, and for inspections with one 
inspection each. We make this offer, on the basis of interest 
and reciprocity, to each of our neighbours Denmark, 
Estonia, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, Poland and 
Russia."10 

The Finnish and Swedish position may have helped to bring 
the work on CSBMs in the region a step forward. Finnish and 
Swedish ideas in the non-paper seek a more integrated 
perspective on the assorted initiatives and uncoordinated 
aspects of regional security cooperation in the Baltic Sea area. 
The revised Vienna Document of 1999 (Istanbul summit) reflects 
a number of advances, some of which are due to the Nordic 
efforts. 

Soft security 

There are two fundamentally different sets of issues connected 
with soft security. One consists of the overt tasks themselves and 
their implementation and performance. Examples include the 
improvement of the environment, the reinvigoration of 
economically depressed areas, etc. These in turn lead to clear-cut 
but difficult questions about who carries out the decisions of the 
international bodies concerned and with what means (not least 
budgetary), how the division of labour between various bodies 
is to be organised, exactly what missions relating to a given task 
are part of the domain of the international bodies and which are 
not, etc. 

The other set of issues is the continuing underlying argument 
which has existed since the later years of the Cold War, regarding 
the concept of soft security and the "philosophy" it implies. The 
origins of the concept are less than clear. Suffice it to say that we 
are not dealing with an analytical concept at all, but rather with a 
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term which has suited - and pleased - politicians and policy­
makers since the late 1980s because it carries the connotation of a 
non-traditional (non-military) approach to security. At the heart 
of this set of issues is the question of the place of the military in 
soft security. Here the argument that the military needs to be 
contained and kept out of soft security stands against the 
argument that the military needs to be re-employed and re­
trained for non-traditional (i.e., "soft") military missions.11 This 
debate has -thus far- neither come to a conclusion nor entirely 
died down. 

The primary instruments of soft security have been the 
organisations for cooperation on non-military issues. In the 
North European region these are primarily the long-existing 
bodies of Nordic cooperation (the Nordic Council and the 
Nordic Council of Ministers) and the corresponding bodies 
among the Baltic states. 

The Nordic institutions are relevant to the soft security of the 
region for two main reasons. Firstly, they have reorganised their 
activities since the end of the Cold War to incorporate relations 
with neighbouring regions which were previously off-limits to 
them. In particular, this has meant that Nordic relations with 
Northwest Russia and the Baltic states have been dealt with by 
special programmes worked out in a standing committee for 
"neighbourhood issues". Secondly, the Nordic institutions have, 
for the first time since their inception in the 1950s, been allowed 
to deal with issues of foreign and security policy. In the annual 
sessions of the Nordic Council there are now debates and 
opportunities for parliamentarians to make recommendations to 
the Nordic Foreign Ministers' Meetings or the Nordic Defence 
Ministers' Meetings, which are the formal bodies of joint action. 
Generally, as compared with the other institutions named 
above, the Nordic institutions also have the advantage that they 
are formally institutionalised with executive bodies and a 
permanent secretariat, which allow them to operate more 
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independently. 
Reference should also be made to the cooperative 

mechanisms set up under the US-Baltic Charter12 in which 
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania and the United States collaborate 
on a number of economic and political issues of common 
interest. Furthermore, the three Baltic states have cooperative 
bodies amongst themselves, the Baltic Council, the Baltic 
Council of Ministers and the Baltic Assembly which cover in 
large part the same issue areas as the Nordic cooperative bodies. 

The organisations of the region mentioned so far are 
probably the most firmly institutionalised. In terms of soft 
security there are, however, other bodies in Northern Europe 
which have their own significance more for political reasons­
primarily because that they include Russia as a member state. 
Their formal status, however, is more tenuous inasmuch as they 
have no basis in a legally binding agreement. 

The Council of the Baltic Sea States (CBSS) was formed in 
1992 on the basis of a political declaration - the Copenhagen 
Declaration - and has Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, 
Iceland, Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, Poland, Russia, Sweden, and 
the European Commission as its member states. Its working 
areas are 1) assistance for new democratic institutions, 2) 
economic and technological assistance and co-operation, 3) 
humanitarian matters and health, 4) environment and energy, 5) 
culture, education, tourism and information, 6) transport and 
communication.13 Its mission has occasionally bordered on hard 
security issues, as in the case of environmental safety relating to 
the nuclear reactor from Soviet times dismantled at Paldiski in 
Estonia. Still, its members have drawn a "line in the sand" to 
keep the CBSS out of hard security. 

The BEAC is a cooperative venture focused on the needs of 
the far-northern counties of its member countries, which are 
Denmark (Greenland), Finland, Iceland, Norway, Russia and 
Sweden. The Commission of the European Union is also a full 
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member. The BEAC deals with issues relating to " ... econotny, 
trade, science and technology, tourism, the environment, 
infrastructure, educational and cultural exchange as well as the 
improvement of the situation of the indigenous peoples in the 
North". Even health issues and youth cooperation have been 
added to the agenda.14 

The Arctic Council describes itself thus: "The main activities 
of the Council focus on the protection of the Arctic environment 
and sustainable development as a means of improving the 
economic, social and cultural well-being of the north."15 Its 
member states are Canada, Denmark-Faroe Islands-Greenland, 
Finland, Iceland, Norway, Russia, Sweden and the United 
States. Most of its activities are carried out through working 
groups of experts. 

Beyond these soft-security institutions of the North there are 
also a number of institutions active in the borderline region 
between soft and hard security. 

Nordic-Baltic military co-operation 

The military cooperation of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania with 
the Nordic countries and associated partners began as reported 
with a Danish bilateral initiative. Presently, the various parts of 
this multilateral cooperation are organised as projects of limited 
duration under the aegis of the Ministries of Defence. Each 
project has a Baltic headquarters and is overseen by a steering 
group chaired by a Nordic or Western partner. BALTBAT is a 
joint Baltic peacekeeping battalion, based in Latvia. BALTRON is 
a naval cooperation project based in Lithuania. BALTNET is a 
short-term project to create an airspace control network for the 
sub-region, based in Estonia, as is BALTDEFCOL, the military 
Staff College for the training of Baltic, Nordic and other Western 
officers. BALTSEA is the name for the overall coordinating group 
for all of these projects, meeting regularly in connection with the 
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semi-annual Nordic-Baltic Defence Ministers meetings. 
All of these groups have significant participation beyond the 

Nordic and Baltic - and none of them have Russian 
participation. While the latter aspect may be seen to raise some 
question of openness and access, the objectives and the mode of 
work in these projects have fostered low-key, practical 
cooperation serving as integrative stepping-stones for 
cooperative security in the region. In 2000 several of these 
projects are due to expire. Political support for their continuation 
is not guaranteed. Extending, coordinating or replacing these 
projects with activities under the PfP and the EACP may 
provide a useful stabilising network for the longer term. 

Partnership for Peace (PjP) and 
Euro Atlantic Council for Partnership (EACP) 

The conduct of joint exercises under PfP auspices, especially 
multilateral ones with Russian participation, is an ambition of 
several years' standing in the region. It has taken some time to 
get it off the ground, and the Kosovo intervention of 1999 has all 
but brought this work to a standstill. On the other hand, it is 
possible that the role of the militarily non-aligned states in the 
region could serve as problem solvers in this connection. Clearly, 
any NATO initiative vis-a-vis Russia will have to overcome the 
psychological stumbling block, which bedevils Moscow's 
relations with the western alliance. The EACP, furthermore, has 
the added disadvantage vis-a-vis Russia that it seems to be in 
some ways a competitor to the OSCE. 

Russian-Baltic relationship 

Regarding present conflict, the main divisions are found 
between Russia and the three Baltic states. Border agreements 
between Estonia and Russia and Latvia and Russia have been 
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negotiated, but remain unsigned due to Russian objections to 
finalisation. The Russian-Lithuanian Treaty has long awaited 
ratification. Issues connected with diverging interpretations of 
history are also irritants which continue to cause intermittent 
disruptions of relations between Russia and the three Baltic 
states. 

The conclusion of the Lithuanian-Russian border agreement 
in October 1997 signifies how easy it is to misinterpret 
diplomatic events in the region if taken out of context. The 
border agreement with Lithuania was seen by the rest of Europe 
as a sign of improved Baltic-Russian relations, yet was used by 
Russia as a wedge to split the Baltic states. It is a matter of record 
that Lithuania has been generous to its russophone minority. 
Then why - in the Russian argument - cannot the other Baltic 
states follow suit? Vis-a-vis Estonia and Latvia, Russia therefore 
takes the view that the border agreements can only be finalised 
when other bilateral issues are satisfactorily solved, above all the 
treatment of the russophone minorities. The Russian diplomatic 
dispute with Latvia in the spring of 1998 negatively affected the 
ambience in the region more generally and presaged the colder 
climate prevailing as the century drew to a close. Russian 
internal politics is also an essential part of the context. Important 
players on the political scene in Moscow have vowed never to let 
the treaty with Lithuania be ratified. At the time of writing (early 
2000) it remains unratified. In short, the show of amity in 
October 1997 when the treaty was signed was only superficially 
indicative of better relations. 

Clearly, the cooperative structures that are available in the 
Baltic Sea region have been poorly utilised. The insistence of 
Russia on keeping these matters within a bilateral frame with the 
Baltic states has complicated attempts at resolution. At the same 
time, the close connection between Latvian politics and 
international politics has been amply illustrated in this case. 
Many Latvian politicians have shown insufficient 

50 



The Northern security agenda 

understanding of the broader political context in which they 
operate. 

The Kaliningrad exclave touches relations between the 
Russian Federation on the one hand and Lithuania and Poland 
on the other. The status of the exclave as such is beyond question 
and is not an issue of conflict. But the matter of access (the 
Russian desire for a regularised land access route via Lithuania 
or Poland), the military concentration and the continuing lack of 
a clear decision regarding attempts to develop the oblast 
economically, make Kaliningrad a potential topic for future 
disputes. 

The russophone minorities raise issues which have long since 
become politicised. There seems to be little substance to earlier 
Russian claims that the minorities are exceptional hardship cases 
or victims of human rights violations.16 On the other hand, the 
charges that naturalisation laws are applied with excessive 
rigour, and that language requirements have been needlessly 
tough, find a sympathetic ear in many European countries. Both 
Latvia and Estonia have sought to tighten their language laws 
and have had extended dialogues with EU representatives as 
well as the OSCE, in which the latter have sought more liberal 
solutions. Their most significant results have been achieved in 
Latvia. The Latvians have also been under strong pressure from 
Russia over minority issues more broadly conceived. In 
March 1998 a Russian-speaking pensioners' demonstration in 
downtown Riga, organised without the requisite permission 
from the police, blocked traffic and was broken up by police with 
batons. 17 

This set off a sequence of further anti-Russian incidents in 
Latvia, to which the Russian government decided to react with 
economic measures designed to force a change in Latvia' s policy, 
inter alia by halting Russian oil exports shipped through the 
Latvian port of Ventspils.18 Even a year and a half later, hostility 
lingered in the Russian State Duma, which received Latvia' s 
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latest concession - the final passage of the revised Latvian 
language law (modified to accommodate EU and OSCE 
criticism) - by authorising sanctions against Latvia. In the 
Russian view, Latvia's compromise did not go far enough. 

Linked to the minority issues, yet still a distinct category, are 
the legacies - especially in Latvia and Lithuania - of 
participation in the Holocaust and the persisting signs of 
indifference in these countries today to such facts, evident in the 
slow progress of efforts to prosecute those who may have been 
responsible. 

More substantive issues include the implications of Northern 
and Baltic memberships of the EU for the region and the EU 
itself. Since 1995 the Baltic Sea region has begun a gradual 
transition towards becoming an internal sea of the European 
Union. This affects first and foremost the region's relations with 
Russia, but also its internal dealings among the EU members. 
Both may be expected to become regularised, institutionalised 
and somewhat bureaucratised - while also experiencing a 
sizeable increase in the amount and variety of trans-societal 
contact. However, the process of transition itself towards that 
state is, politically speaking, a most sensitive part. In this regard, 
it must be recognised that bilateral relations with Russia must be 
adjusted to EU relations with Russia - and vice versa, taking 
account of the NATO role as well. 

The role of neutrality 

On the CFSP, it needs to be recognised in an analytical context 
(a) that the EU is both a collective and a group of 15 individual 
states of quite diverse power stature; and (b) that the CFSP is in 
many respects a prettifying label for common external objectives 
which the EU commission shares with coalitions of key smaller 
members and perhaps one or two great powers, while the latter 
reserve for themselves the practice of having other objectives 
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which are not necessarily compatible with those of the CFSP. 
After the significant steps taken at St Malo in late 1998, the EU, 
absorbing WED, is now on its way to becoming an actor in its 
own right even on the security scene. Former NATO Secretary 
General Javier Solana has been appointed "Mr. PESC". Yet one 
should bear in mind that the EU's status as a full-fledged 
political actor cannot be achieved by self-declaration. Only 
when other significant actors show by their behaviour that they 
do regard the self-proclaimed actor as a real actor has the change 
come about. 

CFSP efforts in the northern region are largely focused on the 
CBSS and the Barents Euro-Arctic Region. The CFSP also pays 
considerable attention to the EU' s anticipated eastward 
expansion. While the role of the CFSP continues to be restricted 
by its competition with the classical bilateral diplomacy of 
France, Germany and the United Kingdom, the advances in the 
crisis management machinery have perhaps reduced these 
obstacles to a concerted EU role vis-a-vis the outside. The 
integration of WED and its Petersberg tasks in the Amsterdam 
framework has now been settled. This is a major step forward in 
shaping future security relations in the northern region. Still, the 
brave, new world we can now see taking shape in European 
security must not prematurely be taken for granted. The United 
States, Russia, Japan and China may have added Javier Solana to 
their telephone list, but in the intermediate term they are likely 
to continue to call Berlin, London, and Paris whenever 
something significant is to be discussed. 

Ireland was quietly tolerated as a self-declared neutral within 
the European Com1nunity ever since 1973, probably above all 
because it made little or no difference to EC policy. As Austria 
prepared to join, however, the EC was asked for an opinion in 
1989 and some rather negative signals came forth. It 
subsequently became the EC and EU' s indisputable standpoint 
that there is no room for a policy of neutrality in the traditional 

53 



The Northern security agenda 

sense within the framework of EC/EU cooperation. (The 
subsequent additions of the Maastricht Treaty and the 
Amsterdam Treaty have further stressed the expectation that 
there will in due course be a common defence policy for the 
Union.) The permanent neutrality of Austria being a 
constitutional matter, this issue has not yet been resolved in 
relations between Vienna and Brussels. 

The Finnish and Swedish solution to the challenge posed by 
the EU' s position on this issue, namely to tone down the 
neutrality aspect, was easier for a while because it was not such a 
fixed part of their constitutional set-up in either country. The 
incorporation of the WEU in the EU has driven something of a 
wedge between the two. Finland insists it has no difficulty while 
Sweden says the new EU profile does not conflict with Swedish 
non-alignment. Thus, there is a continuing unresolved question 
of neutrality in the actual practice of the EU member states in the 
northern region. 

Since early in its post-soviet history, Russia has expressed 
preferences for the continuing existence of neutral or non­
aligned states along its western borders. Russian aversion to 
sharing borders with NATO countries has apparently become an 
argument in itself, despite the fact that Russia has shared 
borders with NATO members Norway and Turkey throughout 
the Cold War and continues to do so with Norway even today­
without appreciable problems. Nevertheless, Russian policy has 
occasionally sought to encourage the option of neutrality, or 
"non-bloc statu", as it has often come to be called. With the 
decision to extend NATO membership to former Warsaw Pact 
countries in 1997, Russian efforts in this direction were stepped 
up. Finland and Sweden were urged to solidify their non­
alignment into something more permanent.19 Evidently, these 
suggestions were rejected, but the Russian preference is still 
there. 
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A 2nd NATO expansion round? Or ... ? 

The question of a possible second round of NATO expansion 
continues to hover over northern regional politics. There is not 
much enthusiasm among many European NATO governments 
for the idea of a second round. Even if this reticence leads only to 
a postponement, in the meantime there will be a zone with some 
characteristics of a de facto non-aligned zone in the North -
consisting of Sweden, Finland, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania -
between the Russia/Belarus union and NATO. The states in this 
zone will, of course, be tied in many ways cooperatively to 
NATO through Partnership for Peace agreements and 
memberships of the EACP. In this respect it will not be a simple 
case of non-alignment. 

On the other hand, assuming that Estonia, Latvia and 
Lithuania do not change their present policies of seeking NATO 
membership, the anomaly will persist of having states in the 
region with unfulfilled alliance ambitions, in itself a considerable 
element of instability. This raises the question of whether the 
Baltic states might come round to considering some adjustment 
of their policies - perhaps as part of an agreed broader 
settlement in which major powers take an active part. As is well 
known, former Russian President Boris Yeltsin raised the matter 
of multilateral guarantees of the Baltic states' security in October 
1997. Though quickly rejected by the addressees, the open­
ended, indefinite character of those Russian suggestions would 
seem to make them useful for constructive discussion and 
further exploration. 

The alternative would be to let present Baltic policies 
continue. With Polish, Czech and Hungarian memberships of 
NATO, the security landscape of East Central Europe has 
obviously changed. New relationships are being worked out 
between the new NATO members and their neighbouring states 
Slovakia, Ukraine and not least Russia/Belarus. Ssooner or later 
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that wilt in turn, place the role and mutual relationships of the 
OSCE and the EACP on the agenda. In this connection, clarity 
and organisational tidiness will be pitted against considerations 
of power and stability and the possible utility of overlapping 
functions. 

Nordic strategies 

The joining of three of the five Nordic countries in the 
framework of the European Union opens up new opportunities 
for stabilising the Northern region with political confidence­
building measures going beyond those on the military side (cf. 
the Vienna Document of 1999). Strategies should be developed 
in close coordination with the EU Commission to make sure that 
no divergences or splits ensue between the northern region and 
the rest of the Union. The CBSS could be a promising vehicle for 
promoting closer and more trustful relations between all the 
littoral states. The participation of the EU Commission in its 
work gives it added European political weight. Finding concrete 
projects to manifest the spirit of cooperation is already a well­
developed technique in the BEAC and the CBSS. 

Another strategy for building confidence in the North while 
drawing on the EU would be to promote the EU-Russia link 
while having the Nordics play an active role in it. Northern 
countries may also want to further an EU role in OSCE and 
peacekeeping contexts. The crisis management function seems 
to be the most dynamic security context in which a Nordic role 
can have constructive effects. The changes in the EU 
institutional setup may facilitate a new Nordic consensus in the 
EU. The three Nordic sceptics when it comes to increasing the 
EU' s capacity to act- Denmark, Sweden and Finland -who still 
disagree on essentials, may find themselves in the same boat. 

It was characteristic that when the other Nordic countries 
endorsed the Finnish initiative on the Northern Dimension, it 
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was not without debate and dissent. Nordic disagreements 
extend to questions of how to handle their diverging interests 
and policies vis-a-vis Russia and the Baltic states. Different 
geopolitical situations explain much. Different alignments 
explain much of the rest. Insufficient experience of security 
cooperation is another cause. Recent years of fledgling 
security cooperation a1nong the Nordic states - inter alia the 
projects of cooperation with the Baltic states - have 
demonstrated repeated failures of Nordic communication and 
coordination, leading to disruptive - though minor - policy 
conflicts. 

Nordic institutions (the Nordic Council, and the Nordic 
Council of Ministers) have been pioneers in promoting 
cooperation with the Baltic states and Northwest Russia, 
encouraging a common Nordic pattern in organizing programs 
of assistance. Subsequently the so-called 5 + 3 cooperation has 
enabled the coordination since 1996 of policies in most 
governmental sectors by bringing together the five Nordic 
ministers concerned with their three Baltic counterparts. These 
efforts raise the question of whether and how to bring such 
cooperation onto a more stable organisational platform in the 
future, while retaining the overall EU framework as the main 
frame of policy reference. 

Different challenges caused by Russia 

To its neighbours, Russia poses essentially two kinds of 
challenges. One category is that of intentional policy moves 
designed to improve Russia's international position. Another is 
the indirect and unintentional effects on contiguous areas of 
change taking place within Russia itself. 

Generally speaking, Russia has declared ambitions to recoup 
as much as possible of its loss of status since 1989, and to avoid 
any further loss of territory. Such sentiments and ambitions also 
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shape Russia's relations with the three Baltic states, making 
them a litmus test20 for the improvement of regional cooperative 
security. Russian conduct vis-a-vis Latvia in 1998 might 
profitably be reviewed by all interested parties as an instructive 
case to ponder more helpful modes and channels of cooperation 
to handle future differences. 

The dependence of Russia's neighbours on transit trade and 
energy supplies is not necessarily a problem as long as Russia 
does not exploit it for political ends. But the obvious 
impossibility of making this dependence balanced indicates the 
importance of joint conduct among EU members to discourage 
any thought of political pressure. For states not members of the 
EU, of course, that leaves a potential problem. 

It is an inescapable fact, preventing ftill normalisation of 
regional affairs, that Russian policies of the past (i.e., Soviet 
policies) heavily influence current expectations and attitudes of 
other states in the region. Regardless of whether threats are 
uttered, they are perceived. When they are expressed- as in 
Stockholm in October 1999, so much the worse. Therefore, a 
decision by Russia to use multilateral frameworks - rather than 
bilateral diplomacy- for neighbourhood problem solving could 
do much to serve regional progress. 

Problems of nuclear waste are most pronounced in the 
Barents region, due to inadequate handling facilities for waste 
from the Russian Northern Fleet. An agreement has been 
concluded between Russia, Norway and the United States for 
the removal of existing waste. Other nuclear waste, e.g. from 
nuclear energy plants in the St. Petersburg area, continues to 
pose a challenge to all regional governments. 
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Concluding remarks: Questions on a grander scale 

This chapter has sought to identify questions rather than answer 
them. On the most general level, some final ones are suggested 
here. Taking a grand view, perhaps the broadest issue of an 
organisational nature raised by the Northern Dimension 
initiative is that of fitting sub-regional arrangements into the EU 
framework. The two most prominent cases are the EU-Russia 
dialogue, which is well integrated, and the Nordic institutions, 
which are barely considered at all in EU policymaking. 
Generally, sub-regional security arrangements in the Baltic Sea 
region are as complicated as ever.21 

This issue crops up in a slightly different shape in the 
interface between the EU and the OSCE, where so-called 
'regional tables' have played a role in the work on the Balladur 
Plan and the resulting Stability Pact for aspiring EU members. 
Given the characteristics of the OSCE as an overall framework in 
European security cooperation, the potential of a sub-regional 
grouping within it to work on CSBMs and conflict resolution in 
the Baltic Sea region may usefully be discussed once more under 
the new circumstances after 1999. 

As an indication that some new thinking is taking place on 
this score, the Swedish Defence Minister von Sydow launched a 
proposal in January 2000 to establish what he calls a "common 
security council for the Baltic Sea region" under the aegis of the 
EACP, the EU or the CBSS, with the Nordics, the Baltic states, 
Russia Poland and Germany as members, while adding that " ... 
even other countries with a maritime presence such as Great 
Britain might be interested".22 All the while, it is noticeable that 
the OSCE is not mentioned by the report -yet another sign that 
it is struggling to gather the political support it needs. This, in 
turn, further demonstrates the political sensitivity of sub­
regionality in the North European region and the need to 
discuss it more deeply in the present context. 
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Less organisational and more generally political is the 
challenge of how to tackle the broad incompatibility between 
NATO' s stabilising effects on the region and the provocational 
effects of its expansion. To a great extent this is a socio­
psychological problem in Moscow, but Russian sensibilities are 
matched by Western concerns not to damage the relationship. 

Finally, there is an underlying question which has so far been 
treated as a given in this chapter, namely "How 'Northern"' are 
Poland, Germany and Denmark in the perception of the Finnish 
government as initiators of the Northern Dimension? The 
definition of 'Northern' given initially as comprising the Baltic 
littoral members of the EU is admittedly the easy answer to this 
query. Behind it lurks, for example, the possible divergence of 
interests between contiguous neighbours of Russia and other 
Northern EU members (the 'frontier' aspect), possibly the nerve 
touched in the brief Nordic skirmishes set off by the Lipponen 
initiative in the winter season 1997-98. But- as one may well ask 
- is there also a North/South dimension here that goes beyond 
the frontier aspect, and places Denmark, Germany and Poland­
along with Lithuania and Latvia- south of a border which has 
Estonia, Finland, Norway and Sweden on the Northern side? 
The potential for such dividing lines to gain political significance 
is a factor which may undermine that drawing together of all 
good northern forces which the Northern Dimension is 
intended to achieve. In other words, the tendency for splits is 
not merely found between the "old East" and the "new West" of 
Europe. It is also very much an intra-West European problem. 
Whether the EU is capable of resolving that in a constructive 
way remains to be seen. 
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1 See EU documents: "Orientation for a Union Approach towards the 
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Council, 25 October 1994; adopted by the Council as 'Council 
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7 See The Baltic Charter. A Charter of Partnership Among the United 
States of America and the Republic of Estonia, Republic of Latvia, 
and Republic of Lithuania. Washington, D.C., January 16, 1998. 
See also Presentation by Ron Asmus, the US State Department, 
November 6, 1997, in conference proceedings from the 2nd 
Annual Stockholm Conference on Baltic Sea Security and 
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Sea Region ed. by J oseph P. Kruzich and Anna Fahraeus. 
(Stockholm: The Embassy of the United States of America, the 
Swedish Institute of International Affairs and the Stockholm 
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8 Tanks, artillery, armoured personnel carriers, combat helicopters 
and combat aircraft. 

9 Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Lithuania, and Sweden. 
10 See The Governments of Finland and Sweden, Non-paper on 

Cooperative Security for the Baltic Sea Region, dated Apr 17 1998, 
published May 171998, paras. 7 and 13. 

11 See the discussion in Olav F. Knudsen, "Cooperative Security In 
The Baltic Sea Region", Chaillot Papers No. 33. Paris: Institute for 
Security Studies, Western European Union, November 1998, pp. 
49-50. 
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of Lithuania. Washington, D.C., January 16, 1998. 
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the case of environmental safety relating to nuclear reactors in 
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in the sand" to keep the CBSS out of hard security. See http:// 
www.baltinfo.org/. 

14 Source: http://virtual.finland.fi/finfo/english/barents.html, March 
6, 2000. 

15 Source: http://arctic-council.usgs.gov/, March 6, 2000. 
16 According to international bodies of oversight including the UN, 

the Council of Europe and the OSCE. See also Krister Wahlbeck, 
'The Situation of the Russians in Estonia and Latvia', Promemoria, 
(mimeo) Utrikesdepartementet, Stockholm 1997-02-07. 

17 The demonstrators were protesting against utility prices. Some 
Latvian newspapers criticised the police for using excessive 
force. Russian verbal reactions were strong; Moscow's Mayor 
Luzhkin talked about 'genocide'. See also the commentary by 
Nils Muiznieks, ''A Season for Extremism", The Baltic Times, April 
2 - 8, 1998, which puts the rising Russo-Latvian tensions in a 
wider context of escalating pressure on the non-citizen groups 
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18 See International Herald Tribune April 9, 1998. The effects may have 
hurt Russia itself as much as they did Latvia. According to 
Fearnley' s and Petroleum Intelligence the volume of Russian oil 
exports flowing through the Baltic Sea in November 1997 was 
18% of total Russian oil exports, and varied between 13% and 
18% throughout 1997. Oil to western destinations from Russia 
are also exported by tankers from Black Sea ports ( 40% in 
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November 1997) and through the Druzhba pipeline (42%) to 
Poland, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary and Germany. 

19 See Statement by the Press Office of the President of the Russian 
Federation, Feb. 11, 1997, Concerning Russia's Long-Term Policy 
Approved by the President Towards the Baltic Countries. Also, 
for the specific references to Finland and Sweden, see statement 
by Deputy Foreign Minister Alexander A. Avdeev at the 
Conference on Security in the Nordic Countries and Adjacent 
Areas organised by the Nordic Council, Helsinki, Aug. 26, 1997; 
and the speech by Prime Minister Chernomyrdin to a meeting of 
East-Central European Heads of State and Governments in 
Vilnius, Sept. 5, 1997. 

20 See Carl Bildt (1994) "The Baltic Litmus Test", Foreign Affairs, 73 (5): 
72-85. Also Ronald D. Asmus and Robert C. Nurick (1996) 'NATO 
Enlargement and the Baltic States', Survival 38 (2): 121-142. 

21 See Olav F. Knudsen and Iver B. N eumann, Subregional Security 
Cooperation in the Baltic Sea Area: An Exploratory Study, NUPI 
Report, no. 189 (Oslo: Norwegian Institute of International 
Affairs, March 1995). 

22 Dagens Nyheter, January 25, 2000. 
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British pragmatism: 
Security and environment 

Clive Archer 

This chapter will examine the United Kingdom's perspective on 
the northern security dimension of the European Union. After a 
brief background introduction, it outlines British interests in the 
region. It then specifically examines the security dimension of 
British interests in the region. The final section examines British 
policy in relation to the Northern Dimension, especially its 
security aspect. 

Background 

Finnish Prime Minister Paavo Lipponen, in his speech at 
Rovaniemi in September 1997, remarked that the EU had 
obtained a Northern Dimension, not least with Finnish and 
Swedish membership, but needed a policy for that aspect. This 
dimension was mentioned in the communique of the Cardiff EU 
summit held under the British Presidency, though those in the 
British Foreign Office dealing with such matters found the idea 
somewhat vague. Its inclusion in the Presidency Conclusions of 
the Vienna European Council made it a continuing feature for 
EU concern, and it was entrenched at the Cologne and Helsinki 
European Councils. Furthermore a conference of EU and other 
foreign ministers from the area was held in November 1999.1 

A number of policies- commercial, environmental, structural 
and regional, foreign and security, civic and humanitarian - are 
encapsulated in the initiative. It covers the areas to the north of 
the EU, defined either widely to include much of the Arctic and 
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sub-Arctic region and the Baltic Sea area, or more closely to 
include the Barents-Euro Region and the Baltic Sea region. The 
Interim Report on a Northern Dimension given to the Vienna 
European Council focused on the area between the northern 
part of the EU and North-West Russia and specifically 
mentioned the CBSS, BEAC and the Arctic Council (AC). The 
policy areas covered were those of energy, environment and 
nuclear safety, cross-border co-operation, trade, transport and 
communication, and health. The November 1999 Foreign 
Ministers' conference represented high-level contact between 
the EU, Poland, the three Baltic states, Norway, Iceland and the 
Russian Federation in order to develop the Northern Dimension 
concept.2 

British involvement 

First, the United Kingdom (UK) is geographically a "northern" 
state in the EU and one that connects the wider Arctic-Atlantic 
region to the core of the smaller 'Russian frontier' zone. 
However, the United Kingdom is not just a "northern" country 
and would not want to be seen as such. 

That having being said, the UK does have particular interests 
in these regions, and ones that can be pursued through the EU. 
British firms have economic considerations, not least those in 
hydrocarbons and fisheries, in Northern Waters. Obviously, the 
development of the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) and 
agreement to various EU energy and gas directives has been of 
prime concern for these companies and for their interests in 
Norwegian, Russian and international waters in the north, as 
well as in the UK economic zone. On land, there are some British 
commercial involvements in North-West Russia and the Baltic 
states, though these are small compared with those of Germany 
and the Nordic countries.3 The United Kingdom could also have 
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an interest in the commercial opening up of the Northern Sea 
Route (NSR) along Russia's Arctic coast, and the Scott Polar 
Research Institute at Cambridge University has been involved in 
some of the pre-studies being conducted by the Norwegians, 
Russians and Japanese concerning the feasibility of increased 
NSR use.4 

The environment in the north is of concern to the UK, not 
least because the Arctic environmental conditions impact on the 
British Isles and, it must be admitted, the UK impacts on that 
fragile environment. In the past, acid rain from UK emissions 
was a source of friction between the UK and the Nordic states 
and the radioactivity from Windscale and Dounray is still a bone 
of contention. More recently, the major consideration has been 
the environmental threat posed by spent nuclear fuel, nuclear 
waste and decaying infrastructures in North-West Russia, and 
this has been of concern to the British as well as the Nordic states 
and the EU more generally.5 Indeed, a joint British-Norwegian 
conference on this subject was held at Chatham House in early 
1998, and this brought out the involvement of companies such as 
British Nuclear Fuels (BNFL) in attempts to clean up the Russian 
north.6 

The reasons given for British involvement in environmental 
issues in North-West Russia have been summarised as follows: 
-A serious accident could affect the food chain and thus the UK 
food supply; 
- Showing solidarity with the Nordic states by the United 
Kingdom; 
-Self-interest in EU budget terms- accidents cost money; 
-Britain's nuclear industry becomes "contaminated" by 
association if there is a nuclear accident in Russia; 
- The UK can engage Russians constructively on such issues. 
- It supports the START process: Russian ability to deal with 
decommissioning is limited and their storage of spent fuel is 
vulnerable until safe interim storage is provided; 
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- UK public concern about health risks encourages any move to 
improve or avoid deterioration of the health situation; 

- It is environmentally responsible to increase environmental 
awareness by others; 
-Until environmental problems are dealt with, there is a limit to 
the development of the northern area in tourism and fisheries, 
for example; 
-There are some limited opportunities for British companies 
(e.g. their high-quality nuclear industry)? 

This list demonstrates the mixture of reasons for British 
engagement: the nuclear waste element has been important, 
and has been blended with commercial and strategic factors. 

Perhaps the main interest in the region is still one of security 
(see section below). Given the UK's North Atlantic position and 
traditional involvement in the Nordic region, as well as wider 
UK concerns, it is not surprising that the UK has become 
involved in some of the security aspects of the Baltic states. The 
UK was instrumental - together with the Nordic states - in 
creating the Baltic Battalion (BALTBAT) which has been an 
activity by which the three Baltic states have become more 
involved in Partnership for Peace (PfP). Though this is not an EU 
activity, it does have consequences should the idea of an EU 
defence policy be developed, with non-Article Five activities 
forming a pillar (or sub-pillar) of a revised Amsterdam Treaty. 
British expertise in these areas has been welcomed, as has a 
British presence. 

The security aspect and the United Kingdom8 

In the security policy field, the United Kingdom continued its 
close wartime links with Denmark and Norway into the post­
war period, providing both with material and training for their 
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armed forces. Defence links were formalised by the three 
countries' membership of NATO, though in the late 1940s and 
1950s UK planners accepted that both countries could not be 
defended in the event of a full-scale attack across northern 
Europe by the Soviet Union.9 Despite its non-aligned position, 
Sweden was of security interest to the UK as well as to the 
United States, as it was seen as providing a defence bulwark in 
the north against Soviet forces. Secret agreements were made 
with the Swedes about the possible use of facilities in wartime 
and it is now clear that the Swedish armed forces- especially the 
air force - had much closer links with the Norwegians than 
might be expected of a non-allied country.10 

During the 1950s the main British security concern in the 
North European region was maritime and it consisted of the 
Royal Navy shadowing the growing Soviet navy in the waters 
off North Norway.U By the end of the 1960s the Americans had 
taken over this task, with the UK in a subsidiary role and having 
a growing interest in the land and air defence of Norway and 
Denmark.12 British forces trained regularly in Northern Europe 
and were earmarked for deployment to the north.13 

On the political-security side, Britain saw Denmark and 
Norway as loyal allies throughout the 1950s and 1960s. 
However, by the end of the 1970s and through much of the 
1980s, Denmark was regarded with some annoyance on two 
grounds. First, it was felt that the Danes were not spending 
enough on defence and were becoming 'free riders' in NATO. 
Secondly, the Danish footnotes to NATO communiques when 
their parliamentarians disagreed with a particular policy 
seemed unnecessary to the British government.14 Norway's 
record of defence expenditure and general support for NATO 
policy was appreciated, though when their defence minister did 
insist on one NATO footnote, the British and Americans quickly 
let their displeasure be known.15 

The general British policy on Swedish and Finnish neutrality 
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during the Cold War was one of acceptance. By the 1970s and 
1980s there was a feeling in London that governments in 
Stockholm and Helsinki were being unduly critical of the West 
and obliging to Moscow, a criticism that became stronger with 
the election of Mrs Thatcher. In security matters, the Swedes and 
the Finns were definitely 'not one of us', to use that lady's 
famous phrase. However, there is some evidence that the British 
military appreciated that the Finns were building up their 
defences quite considerably by the end of the 1980s.16 

Since the end of the Cold War, official British attitudes to the 
Nordic part of northern Europe have changed somewhat in the 
security field. Relations with Norway have remained close, with 
British troops exercising in North Norway,17 though the issue of 
the environmental effects of the decaying Russian military 
presence in the north is one of increasing common interest, as 
mentioned. Changes in NATO' s command structure further 
weakened the close ties that existed between Norway and the 
United Kingdom when the latter held the command of the 
former AFNORTH headquarters at Kolsas. 18 There is now more 
in common with Sweden and Finland after those two countries 
became active in PfP, in SFOR and IFOR (both in former 
Yugoslavia) and have indicated their intention of contributing to 
the so-called Petersberg Tasks (such as peacekeeping) through 
the EU's Common Foreign and Security Policy. Also, links with 
Denmark have been reaffirmed through both countries' 
activities in training the Baltic states' forces. However, there is no 
longer- at least for the time being- the feeling that the Nordic 
states- especially Norway- are important buttresses between 
the British Isles and Russia. The security relationship may be 
said to have weakened but also broadened, especially with a 
new interest in the Baltic states and in "soft security" issues. 
These issues deal with the wide range of security questions that 
do not involve the use of combat troops, and can include 
economic and environmental security, civic security and 
humanitarian assistance. 
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The 1998 British initiative on defence (which became the UK­
French defence initiative) has some consequences for Northern 
Europe. The aim was "to see a strong common foreign and 
security policy for the European Union" and to see a "more 
effective European military capability" to take on the Petersberg 
Tasks.19 The three strands to be addressed were those of the 
common political will in this area, having an effective defence 
capability, and having the effective means to turn decision into 
action. Though the United Kingdom government has 'no hidden 
blueprint to redesign Europe's institutional architecture' ,zo it has 
certain preferences and these have included both the 
strengthening of the transatlantic element in any European 
security arrangement and a recognition of the 'positions of the 
associate members of the WEU' such as Norway and Iceland.21 It 
seemed that the Blair government was intent on making 
progress in the field of European defence and security and 
wished to use the institutions of the EU to a much greater extent 
than its Conservative predecessor in order to do this. Thus the 
British Prime Minister was able to sign a joint declaration on the 
matter with his French counterpart.22 However, there are a 
number of general consequences of such a development of the 
European security and defence identity: for Article V defence 
(collective defence), for EU-WEU institutions and for the 
relations between the EU, the WEU and NATO. These have been 
noted in European Council discussions on the emerging defence 
identity (for example at the Cologne European Council) but how 
to address these consequences has still to be agreed by the EU 
governments. For example, the 'necessary decisions' for the EU 
to fulfil its new responsibilities in the Petersberg Tasks are to be 
taken by the end of 2000.23 

There are more specific consequences for the northern part of 
the EU, partly because Denmark, Finland, and Sweden are not 
full members of the WEU and Finland and Sweden have an 
alliance-free defence policy. It may be that these latter two states 
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will feel able to contribute to the Petersberg Tasks decided 
through the EU, but would not wish to see "hard security" 
questions dealt with there. Denmark has its own political 
problems in seeing defence issues covered by the EU.24 The 
United Kingdom has traditionally been happy to use these 
complications (and those of the NATO-Europe non-EU states) as 
reasons not to press for greater EU competence in defence and 
security. This attitude seems to have changed and it may be up 
to the United Kingdom, as one of the initiators of the new 
process, to find solutions that will be acceptable to the Nordic 
states and, at the same time, will not antagonise the Russians. In 
this case, "flexibility" and "pragmatism" will be key words for 
UK negotiators in the development of the EU' s security and 
defence competence. 

British policy 

The UK attitude to the Northern Dimension has to be 
interpreted through the overall approach of the Blair 
government to the EU. After an uncertain beginning, it seems 
that the major concern has been to improve bilateral relations 
within the EU and to participate in initiatives where Britain 
had interests and something to give, and not to be excluded. 
The main aim has been to place the EU at the centre of British 
policy and to make the UK a major player within the EU. On 
the whole, this has meant a definite attempt to improve 
relations with the key EU members of France, Germany, Italy, 
Spain and the Netherlands. Relations with the northern EU 
members have been regarded as good, especially because of 
the links with all three governments through the European 
Socialists. But the main point must be stressed here - Britain 
does not want to be defined as just a "Northern" state. 
Therefore Britain's contribution to the development of the 
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Northern Dimension has been one of participation where 
warranted. It has not expected to be a lead player. However, the 
importance of EU relations with Russia has been stressed and 
the Northern Dimension has to be seen in that context. In 
particular, the stress on building up civil society in the region 
and supporting aspects of" soft security" has fitted in well with 
Mr Blair's emphasis on "the international community."25 The 
stress on the environmental aspect speaks both to concerns of 
principle and to commercial interests, especially as Britain has 
expertise in this area, not least in the nuclear waste field. 

More generally, the feeling about Russia has been one of 
concern and dismay. The vast natural resources of the Russian 
Federation offer a number of opportunities for a trading country 
such as the United Kingdom, but currently there are too many 
difficulties for most British firms to participate in the 
exploitation of these Russian raw materials. On the whole, the 
United Kingdom has been concerned about the security, 
political, economic and social situation in Russia. On the security 
side, the main concerns have been those of control of the nuclear 
arsenal, the leakage of weapons into the black market, the state 
of Russian armed forces, the safety of nuclear installations and 
submarines. In the longer term, there is increasing suspicion 
about the rebuilding of particular aspects of the armed forces 
that may offer a direct threat to parts of Europe (such as the 
Baltic states or the north more generally). The main political 
concerns will continue to be those of a power vacuum leading to 
the implosion of the Federation, and/or the coming to power of 
an ultra-nationalist and militarist politician. The concern on the 
economic and social side is that of complete economic collapse 
followed by greater social upheaval. Many of these themes are 
expressed in a veiled way in the European Commission's paper 
on the Northern Dimension prepared for the Vienna Summit. 26 

The general official British feeling has been that the EU 
should give medium priority to the northern region. For itself, 
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"the UK expresses a very modest interest in the Baltic Sea".27 The 
UK attitude to the Baltic states is still that they should be 
encouraged in the pre-accession strategy to prepare them for full 
EU membership but that they should have no special favours in 
any membership evaluation. The UK is an observer in the Arctic 
Council and the Barents Euro-Arctic Council, and from 1999 in 
the Council of Baltic Sea States. The Foreign Office took the 
initiative in 1998 to gather together in one umbrella forum those 
involved in research and activities in the Arctic and there have 
been a number of ministerial visits to the area. 

The main points of a British response to the Northern 
Dimension initiative were clear in time for the Helsinki foreign 
ministers' meeting in November 1999. Indeed, they were in the 
making by the end of 1998 and early 1999. Excluding the security 
aspect, covered above, the United Kingdom's main concerns 
about the initiative have been both with its nature and contents. 

On the nature of the initiative, the UK has been insistent that 
the Northern Dimension should be fully consistent with the EU 
Common Strategy on Russia adopted at the 1999 Cologne 
European Council. The British have also been clear that there 
should be realistic objectives and no new resources. On the 
contents, the United Kingdom has particularly welcomed the 
following policies being covered in the Northern Dimension: the 
nuclear clean-up in North-West Russia; securing borders, 
fighting organised crime; helping Russia to solve its problems, 
especially those of energy supplies; and a better co-ordination of 
EU programmes in the region. 

Actions taken by the United Kingdom 

The Foreign & Commonwealth Office ran a seminar in London 
in December 1998 on nuclear waste in Russia, which was 
attended by the Russian Deputy Atomic Energy Minister and 
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the Governor of Munnansk and was addressed by the Foreign 
Office Minister of State. British interest in the question was 
flagged, with reference being made to the British nuclear waste 
management industry as, 'a recognised world leader', and 
notice was given of a Foreign Office project to develop 'interim 
storage facilities for spent nuclear fuel which cannot be 
processed' in the Kola region.28 In March 1999, the Foreign 
Secretary, Robin Cook, visited Murmansk where he stated: "I 
come here as Foreign Secretary because the environmental 
hazard of nuclear waste is an international issue and there could 
be no better place to address that problem than in Murmansk. 
This region contains one of the largest concentrations of nuclear 
waste in the world."29 

It must have been a mixed blessing for the people of 
Murmansk to hear the reason for the minister's visit. However, 
the tour was sweetened by Mr Cook announcing a three-million 
pound aid package to help the Russians improve their nuclear 
waste management and to provide casks for nuclear fuel rods. 
Norwegian and EU initiatives on the environmental issue were 
also specifically mentioned.30 It should be noted that the issues 
of spent nuclear fuel and nuclear waste in North-West Russia 
were specifically mentioned in the context of the Northern 
Dimension in Joint Statement from the EU-Russian summit in 
Moscow in February 1999.31 Other British official involvement 
has included sponsorship of environmental projects in the three 
Baltic states, assistance with the development of customs 
organisations in those three states, and programmes for the 
three states under the British Know How Fund. Areas for future 
British involvement in the Council for Baltic Sea Co-operation 
are The Task force on Organised Crime, environmental activities 
under the Baltic 21 programme, the Baltic University 
programme and tourism. 32 
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Conclusions 

In many policy areas, the Nordic EU members are generally 
regarded as being Britain's 'allies' within the Union as they see 
its nature in terms similar to those familiar in London. However, 
this should not be overstated as, especially in the past, the 
Nordic states have been opposed to Britain on policy matters in, 
for example, environmental and social questions, though, with a 
change of government in London, those differences have 
somewhat disappeared. Also the Nordic states have not always 
acted as a bloc. Indeed, one co1nment from London is about the 
way the Nordic states seem to compete with each other in 
various initiatives in their area. Also it is noticeable that while 
Denmark and Sweden opted out of the third stage of EMU in 
1999, Finland joined. Another interesting development would 
be the accession of Norway to the EU, bringing in a country with 
resources and strong interests in the region. In security terms 
Norway has always been close to the United Kingdom, though 
in the post-Cold War period it has been busy developing its links 
with the other Nordic states. 

Overall, it is hard to see a definite and strong voting bloc 
including the Nordic states and the United Kingdom, but these 
countries are prepared to work together very closely when they 
do have common interests. The Baltic states are regarded as 
suitable future EU members, though there are no illusions in 
London about the progress that these states need to make before 
they can become members. 

In summary, British interests in and policy on the Northern 
Dimension reflect a continued security concern, though one 
with a changing nature, and an increased environmental 
involvement. There are also modest commercial interests in the 
region, some connected with environmental matters. The UK 
government sees the Northern Dimension as part of the wider 
EU relationship with Russia, and is also anxious to give support 
to Nordic initiatives and practical help to the three Baltic states. 
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Spanish worries about a North 
South divide* 

Esther Barbe 

Introduction 

From the Spanish perspective, the Northern Security Dimension 
of the European Union is a minor matter on the Spanish national 
agenda. In fact, there is no debate at all among the Spanish 
foreign ministry officials or in the public at large regarding 
Northern Europe as a security region. Consequently, this 
chapter argues that, at present, Spain does not have a policy 
regarding the Northern Dimension. Nonetheless, one can 
perceive that some of the changes in post-Cold War Northern 
Europe also had an effect on Spain in the first half of the nineties. 
In fact, some of those changes even evoked strong reactions 
from the Spanish government, as in the case of, for example, the 
fourth enlargement of the EU, as well as the large number of EU 
aid programmes destined for the Eastern European countries, 
including Russia. In both cases the Spanish response reflected a 
potentially emerging North-South divergence. In other words, 
Spain feared an enlarged Union dominated by Northern 
countries and their agendas, where the Southern priorities such 
as Mediterranean agriculture, cohesion policy, and aid 
programmes for non-member Mediterranean countries, would 
be neglected. 

This chapter deals with the Spanish approach towards 
Europe's North and the Northern agenda composed mainly of 
soft security issues. This approach is based on some 
fundamental characteristics of Spain that make it different from 

*The author is grateful to Elisabeth Johansson for her revision of the 
manuscript. 
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its EU Northern partners. Spain is a "Southern" country, in 
geopolitical as well as economic (Mediterranean agriculture) 
terms; a "large" country, in demographic terms (40 million 
inhabitants); a "poor" country, in comparison to the EU average 
(Spanish GDP per capita amounted in 1998 to 79 per cent of the 
average of the Fifteen); moreover, Spain did not share the 
experience of the traumatic World Wars of 20th century Europe, 
events which have so profoundly shaped the contemporary 
character and policy making in Northern Europe. 

Franco's dictatorship vs. Northern social democracy 

Spain did not participate in the transition processes experienced 
by Europe after the Second World War. The dictatorship of 
General Francisco Franco distanced Spain, in political terms, 
from the social democracies in Northern Europe. However, this 
did not hinder important techno-economic interaction from 
developing between Spain and Europe's North (tourism, 
investment). In political terms, the northern governments were 
the harshest critics of Franco's regime. Their policy towards 
Spain, during the Franco years, would correspond to the profile 
of the "moralist country", an epithet that Christopher Hill 
applied to the Netherlands, Ireland and Denmark in the 
framework of European Political Co-operation (EPC).1 An 
example of these moralist policies was the crisis provoked in the 
EPC by the death sentence of various militants of ETA (Base 
Country and Freedom) and FRAP (Patriotic and Antifascist 
Revolutionary Front) in September 1975. The execution by firing 
squad of five militants gave rise to a host of responses within the 
Community. The issue was to prove so controversial that the 
Nine were not able to find a common position in the framework 
of the EPC. Denmark and the Netherlands held the most severe 
positions, which translated into the withdrawal of their 
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respective ambassador to Spain, while Ireland and France did 
not remove theirs.2 However, in the Nordic countries, a group 
that held a concerted policy, the withdrawal of the respective 
ambassador was followed by a strong social reaction. One must 
highlight the severe criticism of the Franco regime by the late 
Prime Minister of Sweden, Olof Palme, and the reaction of the 
Nordic transport unions, which boycotted the Spanish flight 
connections to Norway, Sweden and Denmark. 

Once the process of political transition towards democracy 
was initiated in Spain, the relation between Spain and Northern 
Europe was strengthened through the bonds between the 
European socialist parties. In this context, it is worth noting the 
symbolism of the presence of Willy Brandt and Olof Palme at the 
27th Congress of the Spanish Socialist Party (Partido Socialista 
Obrero Espafiol, PSOE) in December 1976.3 Both political 
leaders gave their full support to PSOE and to the Spanish Prime 
Minister, Felipe Gonzalez. Beyond mere political gestures, the 
German social democrats played a decisive role in the transition 
year by acting as a mediator between Spain's diverse political 
forces4

, although the Germans assisted, perhaps above all, by 
financing and technically training the PSOE. In a way, one could 
speak of a certain German influence on the Spanish transition. 

"Diffuse reciprocity" between Germany and Spain 

Once the Spanish democracy was consolidated, Spain focused 
its attention on Germany, having a much lesser interest in 
Northern Europe's smaller countries. When Spain joined the 
European Community, Madrid looked to establish a relevant 
relationship with Germany. In fact, Germany had been the main 
supporter of the Spanish accession to the Community, ignoring 
the French hesitation. Once Spain entered the EC, Germany 
became its vital partner, both in economic (trade, investment) 
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and in political terms. More importantly, German Chancellor 
Helmut Kohl and Felipe Gonzalez initiated a bilateral privileged 
relationship, copying the Franco-German pattern with biannual 
meetings of prime ministers. Coincidence on European affairs 
was a centripetal force in the German-Spanish relationship. In 
fact, both governments were in favour of deepening the 
European construction in political terms (Common Foreign and 
Security Policy, CFSP). Kohl's administration was the most 
important financial supporter of the Spanish request for 
solidarity (cohesion policy, structural funds), whereas Gonzalez 
was a fervent supporter of Kohl's policies in acute moments. 
Thus, Gonzalez was ardently in favour of German reunification, 
being the only leader in Europe supporting the reunification 
project from the very first moment. It should be emphasised that 
in Spain, unlike other European countries, the reunification 
issue was not at all problematic. This can be explained by the 
historical particularities of Spain, the Spanish people do not 
have a negative perception of Germany, or of the "German 
power". On the contrary, Germany has, during the nineties in 
yearly polls, been the most esteemed country for the Spanish 
elite as well as for the general public. 5 

The current trends in German-Spanish relations seem to 
indicate the end of the "diffuse reciprocity"6 game played by 
Germany and Spain for many years (financial resources for 
Spain in exchange for political influence for Germany). The 
reorientation of Germany on EU budget issues has produced a 
change in Spanish attitudes towards its former close partner 
and the evolution of Spanish-German relations in the future is 
an open issue. It could lead towards a North-South rift in 
European politics. As a result, Spain would become even more 
disinterested in the notion of "Northern problems", and instead 
focus on domestidSouthern problems. The confrontation 
between Spanish Prime Minister Jose Maria Aznar and German 
Chancellor Gerhard Schr6der during the European Council of 
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Berlin (March 1999) could be seen as the most important signal 
in that direction.7 

Balancing Baltic and Mediterranean and 
NATO enlargement 

The first step taken by Spain in the "Southern" direction was its 
reaction when faced with the changes in the external dimension 
of the EC at the end of the Cold War. At that time, Spain already 
saw the new German focus on the Eastern/Northern dimensions 
of Europe as a challenge. Spain opposed the subregionalisation 
of European politics, which was perceived as emerging in the 
Baltic Sea region. Simultaneously, Spain looked for a clear 
commitment by the EC to confront Southern/Mediterranean 
problems, other than the Northern/Eastern problems. 
Confronted with an aid proposal for the Soviet Union presented 
during the European Council of Rome, in December 1990, the 
Spanish Prime Minister asked for the balancing of any aid for 
Eastern Europe with aid for the Mediterranean. 

One might thus infer that the Spanish policy has, during the 
first half of the nineties, focused on the attempt to balance the 
new Eastern/Baltic Sea agenda of the EU with a Southern/ 
Mediterranean one.8 The Euro-Mediterranean Partnership 
which was created at the Barcelona Conference (November 95) 
was the clear result of this policy. However, this Mediterranean 
versus Baltic Sea approach cannot be considered a permanent 
trend in Spanish policy. In the latter half of the 1990s the Spanish 
interest in the Mediterranean region appears to have waned. 
This is due to the fact that Spanish external interests are 
increasingly being dictated by economic globalisation factors, 
rather than by security factors (Mediterranean proximity). For 
example, in 1998, 67% of Spanish foreign direct investment went 
to Latin America, making Spain the principal investor of the 
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Fifteen in that region. 
Enlargement of NATO and the EU, in terms of Poland and 

the Baltic states, are some of the main issues on the Northern 
agenda. Although the mainstream opinion pictures Spain as a 
country opposed to inclusion of the Central and Eastern 
European Countries (CEECs) in those organisations, the fact is 
that the Spanish (public opinion, foreign policy elite) are in 
favour of both organisational enlargements. 

In the case of NATO expansion, Spain was not really active in 
the enlargement debate, even if the country was supposed to be 
lobbying together with France in favour of Romania. Romania 
was seen as essential for France and Spain to strengthen the 
Southern Flank of NATO. However, Spain showed itself 
significantly more active in other areas of NATO reform. Spain 
produced a particular agenda focused on two objectives: the 
installation of a NATO command in Spain and the 
disappearance of the existing NATO command in Gibraltar. 9 The 
enlargement issue was not a priority on the Spanish negotiation 
agenda, even if the Spanish official position did favour an all­
inclusive enlargement. In fact, during the summit of the AC 
celebrated in Madrid in July 1997, Spain supported the American 
position which favoured a limited enlargement (Poland, 
Hungary and Czech Republic). France criticised the Spanish 
stance, arguing that Spain had not kept its commitment to 
support the accession of Romania. Spain supported the 
American policy in order to attain its main negotiation demands, 
i.e. the instalment of a NATO command in Spain, and the 
disappearance of the Gibraltar command. 

EU enlargement: An all-inclusive approach 

In the case of EU enlargement, the Spanish policy needs a 
longer explanation. Spain has an all-inclusive approach 
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concerning EU enlargement, just as in the NATO enlargement 
process. A priori, none of the Eastern countries seem privileged 
by Spanish policy. The level of economic relations between 
Spain and the CEECs and Russia is very low (in 1998, 0.1% of 
Spanish investment went to the area; 2.21% of Spanish imports 
came from the area and 2.65% of Spanish exports went to the 
area). Furthermore, the trade between Spain and the Baltic 
states in 1998 was negligible: Spain imported from Lithuania 
(0.05% ), Latvia (0.01%) and Estonia (0.01%) 0.07% of its total 
imports, and exported to Lithuania (0.04% ), Latvia (0.02%) and 
Estonia (0.02%) 0.08% of its total exports. 

The low level of relations between Spain and the Baltic states 
in the economic field is also reflected in the political arena. Spain 
has not established any embassy in any of the three Baltic 
countries. Thus, the Spanish ambassador to Finland officially 
assumes the charge of Spanish-Estonian diplomatic relations as 
well, the one in Sweden the Spanish-Latvian, and the one in 
Denmark the Spanish-Lithuanian. In this manner, the Spanish 
division of diplomatic tasks seems to echo the Nordic division of 
labour in assisting the economic and political transition of the 
Baltic states. For the Baltic countries' part, only Lithuania has 
established an embassy in Spain. In terms of official visits, it is 
worth noting that none of the Baltic states have received an 
official visit, neither by the Spanish Head of State nor at the 
Spanish governmental level. However, there have been two 
official visits from Lithuania to Spain, one by the Lithuanian 
Head of State and the other by the Head of the Government, and 
one official visit by the Latvian Prime Minister. One may infer a 
certain differentiation in the Spanish political relations with 
respect to Lithuania, compared to the other two Baltic states. 
This could probably be explained by certain cultural factors, i.e. 
the fact that Lithuania, just like Spain, is a Catholic country. 

With regard to co-operation and development policy, Spain 
was, prior to 1998, the only larger Western European country 
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which did not have a policy of foreign aid for the CEECs. In 1998, 
the first administrative unit in Spain charged with developing a 
plan of co-operation towards these countries was established, 
with a modest funding of 12 million ECU.10 The first programme 
of the said plan does not include the Baltic states. However, the 
plan calls for the opening of Spanish technical support and co­
operation centres in Bosnia, Bulgaria, Romania, Poland, Russia 
and Ukraine. 

In terms of public opinion, Spaniards are quite amenable to 
future EU enlargement (51% of support) when compared with 
the EU average (42% of support, Eurobarometer 1999).U In 
principle, Spanish public opinion seems to be more in favour of 
certain CEECs (Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland). 
The support for EU enlargement has increased in Spain, just as 
in the EU in general. Between 1997 and 1998, once the European 
Council of Luxembourg had already selected the six countries to 
start formal accession negotiations, Spain was the EU member 
whose support for enlargement in the case of those six countries 
increased the most. The increase in Spanish support for Estonia's 
accession - 11% between 1997 and 1998 - was the most 
spectacular case in the whole Union. The strong public support 
for Estonia is quite inexplicable. However, it is necessary to point 
out that Spanish public opinion is one of the most 
underinformed in the EU. In 1998, 33% of Spaniards did not 
have an opinion concerning the enlargement, a percentage only 
surpassed by the Irish. Moreover, Spanish public opinion is 
highly variable, and will probably change its support for the EU 
enlargement, positively or negatively, depending on how the 
accession negotiations develop. The general public in Spain are 
likely to re-evaluate their positive stand on the enlargement 
process should the Spanish government emphasise the idea that 
the Eastern enlargement could spell the diminution of the 
resources received by Spain through the EU cohesion policies, 
and thus be detrimental to Spanish interests. 
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As mentioned earlier, Spain has been in favour of adopting 
an all-inclusive approach with regard to the Eastern 
enlargement. In the European Council of Madrid (December 
1995), Gonzalez, in the name of the Spanish Presidency, 
proposed the idea of starting negotiations with all the CEECs, 
following the Cyprus calendar (six months after the end of the 
intergovernmental conference). In fact, Spain was not interested 
in choosing the best partners for economic or security reasons, 
like Germany, but rather in maintaining its position in the Union 
in terms of Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) and cohesion 
policies. This concern has been present in all the documents 
produced by the different Spanish administrations under both 
Gonzalez and Aznar. In fact, the Spanish position with regard to 
the Eastern enlargement was established in a Dictamen (Report 
to Congress) adopted by the Parliament in December 1995. This 
Dictamen was based on three main points: 1) The EU budget 
should be increased in order to confront the enlargement (from 
1.27% to 2% of GDP); 2) the enlargement should be based on 
long transitory periods (between 20 and 30 years) before the new 
members participate in all the EU policies; and 3) the Union 
should create new instruments of cohesion for the new 
members, without affecting the existing ones (the acquis 
communautaire).12 The defence of the acquis, seen as the defence 
of the present cohesion countries, is the main argument adopted 
by the Spanish Prime Minister13 or by the Foreign Affairs 
Minister14 any time the enlargement question is raised. 

"Nordic bloc" versus Spanish interests 

Regarding the importance of the Northern region for Spain in 
the EU context, this chapter argues that it changes depending on 
temporary circumstances. For instance, during the negotiations 
for the fourth enlargement, in 1994, the Northern region became 

88 



Spanish worries about a North South divide 

vital for Spain. Currently, conversely, it is reduced to a minor 
issue on the Spanish agenda. In fact, the Northern Dimension of 
the EU is considered a minor issue in Spain, except when 
Spanish interests are directly involved. That was the case during 
the EFTA Four enlargement negotiations. At that moment, there 
was an atmosphere of a North-South clash, albeit one which 
later disappeared, based on the reluctance of Spain regarding 
the accession of the EFTA Four. In fact, Spain was not hesitant 
regarding the accession itself. However, for the Spanish foreign 
policy elite, the Northern enlargement stirred past feelings and 
hinted at future problems. 

The Northern enlargement evoked among the Spanish elite 
the feeling of being a "second class" country in Europe. Due to 
the celerity of the negotiations with the EFTA Four, Spanish 
diplomats recalled how Spain was treated during the accession 
negotiations. Indeed, the negotiations with Spain lasted for 
more than six years and some conditions were considered very 
hard by the Spanish negotiators, like the transitory period to 
become fully integrated in the CFP. Thus, throughout the 
negotiation period, Spain complained about what it perceived as 
communitarian concessions facilitating the EFTA countries' 
entry into the Union. However, the fact remains that the Spanish 
government took advantage of the EU negotiations with 
Norway to accelerate the full integration of Spain and Portugal 
in the CFP, initially foreseen for the year 2003. Above all, the 
Spanish diplomats argued that Spain and Portugal should be full 
members no later than the EFTA Four. As a matter of fact, the 
fishing issue was considered a vital interest by the Spanish EU 
elite, who were ready to veto the Norwegian accession 
agreement if Spanish requests had not been accepted. 

The Spanish perception of having been mistreated, in 
comparison with the EFTA countries entering the EU in 1995, 
was also present in the CFSP/defence dimension. In this sense, 
the Spanish government was reluctant about the idea of having 
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a "neutral corridor" in the EU. Before the accession negotiations, 
some Spanish documents de1nanded full integration of the new 
members into the WEU at the same time as the EU. Indeed, some 
voices in Spain recalled that Spain was "forced" to join NATO as 
a first step towards integration into the Community. The fact is 
that the Spanish government was opposed to variable geometry 
in matters of foreign policy, security and defence. However, 
during the enlargement negotiation that issue was not seriously 
raised by the Spanish EU elite. Naturally, the Spanish position 
concerning variable geometry in matters of the CFSP and 
defence has changed in the new context (Fifteen, Amsterdam 
Treaty)._Spain had already accepted an opting out for defence in 
the Danish case, after the first referendum. In that case, the 
Spanish acceptance was part of a deal package (Edinburgh, 
December 1992). Meanwhile, Spain accepted the Danish opting 
out and the beginning of the enlargement negotiations with the 
EFTA Four, and the EC decided the amount for the Cohesion 
Fund. 

Focusing on foreign policy issues, a case in point of current 
divergence between Spain and the Nordic countries is the 
foreign aid policy. Whereas Spain is defending the 
Europeanisation of this policy, the Nordic countries insist on 
keeping multilateral (UN) and bilateral options. Thus, Spain is 
spending 24.5% of its aid through the EU, whereas Sweden is 
spending 5.8%, Finland 10.8%, and Denmark 6.5%.15 The role in 
future of the office of humanitarian aid (ECHO), a fief of Spanish 
Eurocrats, could be an issue capable of causing troubles between 
Spain and the Nordic countries. 

Spain versus Russia: The extremes of Europe 

Russia is one of the main concerns of the Northern agenda. 
Nevertheless, as far as Russia and related soft security problems 
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are concerned, Spain has no policy. As we have seen, Spain 
maintains a low profile in Eastern Europe (Russia included), 
except for the role played in the case of military/humanitarian 
operations (Bosnia, Albania). Economic figures (trade, 
investment, foreign aid) illustrate this lack of interest in the 
Russian issue. The concern among the Spanish public with 
regard to Russia is directly linked to specific crises. For instance, 
during the first Chechnya War, Spanish opinion appeared to be 
more interested in Russian affairs. In any case, neither Russia 
nor the Soviet Union have been considered by Spanish people as 
a national security threat. Once more, the historical experience 
of Spain, together with geography, explains why Russia is not an 
important issue on the Spanish national agenda, neither as a 
threat nor as a partner (Spain established diplomatic relations 
with the Soviet Union after Franco's death, in 1977). When 
Spaniards were asked in 1997 if any country was seriously 
threatening Spain, only 10% (general public opinion) or 11% 
(elite) believed so. The most important perceived threat to 
Spanish security is Morocco, especially for the Spanish elite. 
Only 1.6% of the general public mentioned Russia as a threat to 
Spain. More importantly, the Spanish elite seems to be amenable 
to reducing the level of foreign aid that Eastern Europe (Russia 
especially) is receiving.16 

Conclusions 

Russia is not perceived as an important country in Spanish 
national interests. On this the successive Spanish 
administrations of Gonzalez and Aznar seemingly agree, as 
revealed by the fact that none of the Spanish prime ministers 
realised an official visit to Russia in bilateral terms, until May 
1999. This fact has raised some complaints among the few 
Spanish firms operating in Russia. 
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At the beginning of the 20th century, Spain and Russia had 
something in common as both countries harboured important 
anarchist movements. At the start of the 21st century, Russia is 
the most sensitive issue on the Northern agenda. However, for 
Spain, Russia is merely another bargaining card for the EU 
negotiation tables. A bargaining card which, if played well, 
could, for instance, assist in the balancing of the Eastern and the 
Southern dimensions of the European Union. 

From the Spanish perspective, the Fourth enlargement, other 
than raising some historical resentment, also hinted at some 
future problems.17 First, the large/small countries division was 
one of the main worries of the Spanish government, which 
supported the idea of reforming the EU institutions before the 
Northern enlargement. In order to make its point, the Spanish 
government used the three Nordic countries as an example to 
show that they have two votes more than Spain in the Council 
even if they have a smaller population. In fact, the image of a 
"Nordic bloc" has been used by the Spanish government to 
explain how difficult it is to defend Mediterranean interests 
(agriculture) in the EU institutions, should they be dominated by 
small/Northern and industrially-oriented countries. Second, the 
"rich/poor" countries division was present in the Spanish 
documents during the Northern enlargement. At that time, the 
Spanish government insisted on making sure that the new 
members would share the acquis in terms of solidarity and 
redistribution through common policies and funds. Institutional 
and budget structure reforms are issues under negotiation that 
will potentially create divergence between Spain and the 
Northern members. 
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Irish confirmation: Support to other 
small and neutral members 

Jill Donoghue 

This chapter will cover three aspects of the debate on the 
Northern Dimension in Ireland. First, it will interpret the 
general perceptions of the Northern Dimension amongst the 
Irish officials. Second, it will focus on EU and Irish relations with 
Russia and finally it will address the role of "neutrals" in the light 
of recent developments in the Common Foreign and Security 
Policy (CFSP) and in the context of the proposed new defence 
capability for the EU. 

Introduction 

At a seminar on the Northern Dimension in Helsinki on 
February 26th 1999, Irish MEP, Pat Cox/ commented that the 
Northern Dimension adds "a vital new strategic dimension into 
the politics of the European Union". Mr Cox pointed out that the 
accession of Finland and Sweden to the European Union in 1995 
added a Nordic dimension to the EU in geographical terms, 
extending the Union eastwards and creating a shared 1300 km 
external border between the European Union and the Russian 
Federation. He interprets the geographical scope of the 
Northern Dimension in broad terms including the Barents and 
Arctic regions, whereas in Ireland, it is understood to encompass 
the three Baltic states, the Nordic countries and North-West 
Russia. All five countries within the Northern group are viewed 
as active participants in the process, due to the strong sense of 
political community which exists between them. 
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Awareness of the concept of a Northern Dimension is limited 
to the foreign ministry officials in Ireland. It has had little impact 
on the general public or in the parliamentary or political arenas. 
The concept does not arise in political debates and, in particular, 
the security aspect of the Northern Dimension arouses little 
attention. Ireland's peripheral location in Europe and the 
consequent absence of immediate geopolitical proximity to 
security flashpoints ensures a physical and psychological 
distance from the major sources of instability. This has generated 
over time a lack of sensitivity to security threats in general. 
However, there is a view that the EU priority placed on this 
region should be high due to its geopolitical location on the 
external borders of the EU. While the region is ranked as 
important on the scale of Irish interests, the Northern 
Dimension could be upgraded to vital, if a significant 
deterioration in the situation in Russia threatened the cohesion 
of the Union or security in the Northern region in general. 

Irish perception of the Northern Dimension 

The term Northern Dimension is associated in Ireland with the 
Finnish government proposal at the Luxembourg Council in 
December 1997, for an initiative to develop a Northern 
Dimension to the policies of the EU. The sequence of the 
development of the proposal is understood as follows: In 
November 1998, the European Commission published a report 
on the Northern Dimension, and at the Vienna summit, in 
December 1998, the European Council welcomed the Finnish 
initiative to host a high level conference on the Northern 
Dimension to EU policy in the second half of 1999, during the 
Finnish EU Presidency. 

On March 4 1999, Finnish Prime Minister, Paavo Lipponen, 
indicated a more focused approach to the Northern Dimension 
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when he announced that Finland intended to use its Presidency 
of the EU to implement the Common Strategy (the new co­
operation pact between the EU and Russia, which was adopted 
at the Cologne summit in June 1999). He described this strategy 
as "a concrete stage in creating the Northern Dimension, one 
which will lead to a new agenda with Russia"? covering a range 
of co-operative projects on cross-border issues such as pollution, 
transnational crime and terrorism. 

Ireland supports the Finnish proposal to co-ordinate EU 
policies on the Northern dimension, many of which, (trade, 
energy and environment) have been dealt with separately 
within the EU because it is anticipated that such an approach 
could generate synergy effects, and would allow the EU to 
prioritise and drive policy initiatives. This holds true from a 
security perspective also, where the EU is seen to provide a 
comprehensive approach to security across pillars two and 
three. Ireland also acknowledges existing regional co-operation 
in the framework of the Baltic Council and the Barents Sea 
Council (CBSS). Furthermore, Russian participation in the CBSS, 
which has set up a special commissioner for minority rights, is 
seen as a move in the right direction in terms of sub-regional co­
operation, aimed at fostering peaceful co-operation across 
divides. 

The EU has a comparative advantage both in terms of its 
array of instruments and its structures of outreach. The Finnish 
idea of employing these instruments horizontally across 
different sectors and pillars is reflected in the Common Strategy 
on Russia. The PHARE and TACIS programmes and the 
Partnership and Co-operation Agreement (PCA) with Russia are 
also instrumental in assisting the Northern region. 

The practice in the Irish foreign ministry has been to see the 
Northern Dimension primarily in economic terms, as original 
Finnish government proposals excluded security policy. Hence 
the inclusion of the term security in the TEPSA project on the 
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"Northern Security Dimension" is perceived as a theoretical 
construct, because the Finns and the Swedes traditionally avoid 
compartmentalising security issues. The indivisibility of 
European security is regarded as a key principle of the OSCE, 
which applies urba omnes. The Finns and the Swedes are 
understood not to favour regionalising the issue of security, 
although they differ from the French and the Germans in this 
regard. Ireland's position is that it supports regional security co­
operation in so far as it buttresses the foreign policy objectives of 
the EU and remains part of a pan-European, transatlantic 
security system. The Irish policy elite favour the development of 
regional co-operation at all levels and view the Northern 
Dimension as complementary to the Mediterranean dimension 
of the EU, which was crystallised in the Barcelona Process in 
1995. 

Overall, the Irish policy officials take a positive stance on 
policy towards this region. The countries involved are generally 
perceived to be small innovative states characterised by a 
readiness to learn. While Denmark and Sweden are seen to be 
constrained by domestic concerns and to a certain extent 
reluctant Europeans due, inter alia, to their stance on EMU and 
their rather sceptical view of further integration, the Finns are 
perceived as effective policy activists who are enthusiastic about 
all aspects of EU integration, both in terms of participating in the 
first wave of EMU and their sympathetic stance on deepening 
the Union. 

The decision by Finland to showcase the Northern 
Dimension during its EU Presidency was also seen as an attempt 
by the Finns to develop awareness of the region and its problems 
amongst the member states and to avoid marginalisation of the 
region within the EU. There is considerable empathy in Ireland 
for the predicament of the Baltic states as they too share the 
common heritage of living in an asymmetric dyad - in the 
shadow of a larger neighbour. 
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It is interesting to note that the concept of a Northern 
security dimension also conjures up other associations in 
Ireland, which predate the Finnish initiative, as the Irish 
government commissioned a security committee to work on the 
issue of Baltic security during its EU presidency, to analyse the· 
predicament of the Baltic countries and to evaluate the 
importance of sub-regional co-operation. Hence, there is an 
awareness amongst officials in the Department of Foreign 
Mfairs, of the importance of the Northern Security Dimension, 
the definition of which is understood to extend beyond the remit 
of hard/military security to include soft security issues such as 
human security, the development of the respect for human 
rights, state building and development of civil societies. 

From the perspective of the Irish policy elite there are four 
key points to the Northern Dimension: 
- a broad concept of security 
-co-operation between the Nordic and Baltic states 
-integration with the EU as a parallel process, 
- and, by implication, the development of peaceful co-operative 
relations with Russia (although the scope of relations with Russia 
was originally understood in the Irish Department of Foreign 
Mfairs as referring to North-West Russia and its relations with 
the Baltic region, rather than EU/Russian relations in their 
entirety, as covered by the Common Strategy document). 

Apart from building bridges to Russia, the main challenges to 
the Nordic countries are perceived to be of a civilian nature. 
They comprise problems of political stability, environmental 
risks, such as the safe storage of nuclear waste in North-West 
Russia, the threat from nuclear power plants in the Kola 
peninsula, Leningrad and Lithuania, Third Pillar issues of trans­
national organised crime, immigration and minority issues. In 
particular, ecological problems which affect the Union as a 
whole present new challenges in the field of soft security. 

On the foreign policy side, the priorities are to secure a stable 

99 



Irish confirmation 

and prosperous zone on the borders of the EU, limit any 
potential volatility in the region and avoid antagonising Russia. 
Despite the presence of nuclear submarines in the region, and 
military remnants of the old Soviet structure in Kaliningrad, the 
Baltic region is generally regarded as stable. The considerable 
military co-operation between the N ordics and the Baltic states 
in the context of the PfP is acknowledged by Irish officials. The 
PfP itself is regarded as soft defence and the enhanced 
democratic control of the military in the region is seen as a 
positive consequence of this form of co-operation. 

Another important issue is the prospect of EU enlargement 
towards the Baltics, which raises the profile of the Northern 
Dimension on the EU foreign policy agenda. According to EU 
Commissioner for External Relations, Chris Patten,3 the 
Northern Dimension will increasingly become part of the 
external relations of the EU as enlargement brings in new 
members to the Union. The new Commission strategy agreed at 
the Helsinki summit to open negotiations with Latvia and 
Lithuania amongst others, and adopt a regatta approach rather 
than the previous two-wave approach to enlargement has been 
fully endorsed by the Irish government. The policy elite is aware 
of the attraction of the security dividend which EU membership 
would offer, yet systemic reform of the economies of the 
applicant states and adherence to fulfillment of the Copenhagen 
criteria without undue privilege or delay is advocated as the 
basis for accession of all the applicant countries. 

Another consideration in this regard is the need to balance 
accession of the Baltic states with the possibility of creating new 
divisions in Europe, particularly vis-a-vis Russia. According to 
J ames Kurth4, the new Baltic order will see the Baltics as the East 
of the West, not the West of the East and will give primacy to 
Baltic economic, cultural and political independence, while 
preserving Russian security interests. 

In order to prepare the Irish public for the imminent 
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enlargement of the Union to the North-East, the Irish 
government will focus on the advantages it will bring in terms of 
increased stability and accessibility to new markets. There are 
already considerable economic links between Ireland and this 
region and they will be fostered by the accession of new states, 
which will open up the prospect of further trade and investment 
in the region. 

The cultural aspect of the Northern Dimension is not 
perceived to be of prime importance from an Irish perspective, 
although there is an awareness of the close network of cultural 
ties between the Nor dies and the Baltics and of problems with 
the integration of russophone minorities into the Baltic societies. 
However, Irish links to the region have evolved in the context of 
a special relationship between Ireland and Estonia, due to the 
similarity of both countries as small states with a colonial past 
dominated by a larger neighbour. Bilateral projects are in 
progress in assisting both Estonia and Latvia with their public 
administration and democracy building and official visits by the 
Taoiseach and the Foreign Minister to both countries have 
copper fastened this relationship. Briefings to delegations from 
the Baltic states by the government and the Institute of 
European Affairs in Dublin have increased exponentially and 
there is an increasing interest among the applicant states in the 
success of the Irish model in the EU. 

Finnish efforts to persuade the EU of the necessity for 
proactive policy engagement with Russia are recognised as 
having contributed to the co-ordinated EU Common Strategy 
policy towards Russia. This document addresses post-Soviet 
sensitivities by presenting Russia as a partner in an initiative 
which operates at all levels of government including regional 
and local levels, where the focus is on developing cross-border 
co-operation. Ireland strongly supports the development of a 
multi-dimensional long-term relationship between the EU and 
Russia. It has also played its role in the development of EU/ 
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Russian relations within the common framework of EU policies 
and in managing this relationship through the PCA. It continues 
to be a core element in the relationship between Russia and the 
EU, designed at promoting the integration of Russia into a wide 
area of co-operation with the EU. Regrettably, Russian actions in 
Chechnya have overshadowed and retarded the pace of 
developments in EU-Russia relations and the very serious 
difference between the EU and Russia over the handling of the 
Chechen crisis has placed much of the positive developments in 
EU-Russia relations in jeopardy. 

The European Council in Helsinki decided that the EU would 
have to review its relations with Russia in the light of Chechnya 
and draw its conclusions. This involved redrafting the planned 
activities under the Common Strategy, reorientation of TACIS 
programmes for Russia towards democracy and the rule of law. 
It was also decided not to carry over unspent food aid from 1999 
to 2000 and to suspend consideration of additional trade 
preferences to Russia under the General System of Preferences 
(GSP). On the other hand, Ireland, like its partners in the EU, is 
aware of the need to make a proportional response to economic 
and strategic relations with Russia and to avoid an isolationist 
stance, which could affect the EU' s longer term strategic 
relationship with Russia. 

Key elements in the Northern Dimension 

In the context of the Northern Dimension, Russia is seen as a key 
actor on the security stage particularly in terms of the fourS's: 
security, stability, sustainable development and the successful 
exploitation of natural resources. 

On the security side, emphasis is placed particularly on the 
indivisibility of security, on the avoidance of grey zones and on 
the advisability of the Baltics not to adopt a provocative policy 
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towards Russia because of the possibility of a hostile Russian 
reaction to such developments. The Northern Dimension in 
particular is valued for its contribution to security management, 
e.g. its capacity to mediate tensions in Russia aroused by 
proposed enlargement of the EU and NATO. Finland is 
perceived as a role model for the problem-solving capacity of the 
neutrals in the region. 

The Irish policy elite does not give voice in the public domain 
to negative future scenarios vis-a-vis Russia, but is sensitive to 
the fragility of Russia's transition. There is also an awareness of 
the increased confidence of the Baltic states, which is buttressed 
by the Russian desire to be part of the general European 
integration process and a constructive partner within the 
European security architecture. However, Irish policy makers 
support the UN view5 that no one security institution in isolation 
can solve the multifaceted problems of the post-Cold War 
environment. The Irish policy elite acknowledge the role which 
the OSCE, the PfP, and the EACP play in the Northern Security 
Dimension in terms of confidence building measures and see the 
solution in a concert of institutions, with the EU as a successful 
agent in promoting peace and stability. In particular, it welcomes 
the opportunity to work alongside Russia in the context of the 
PfP and the EACP, which Ireland joined on 9 November and 1 
December 1999 respectively. 

While Ireland welcomes co-operation and dialogue with 
Russia, the prevalent view is that consultation rather than the 
direct involvement of Russia in dealing with the Northern 
Dimension is preferable, as the latter would have implications 
for EU/US relations, if the US were not involved, hence the 
suggestion of quasi-institutional co-operation on security 
matters does not seem to be an option at this time. Furthermore, 
the integrity of EU decision making rests on the agreement of its 
member states, so the policy prescription favoured is to offer 
Russia as much consultation as possible, short of a formal role in 
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decision making. 
Several instances of potential conflict arise in the area of 

internal security where a role for the Northern Dimension could 
contribute to stability in the region. 

Following EU integration of Poland and Lithuania, the 
Kaliningrad oblast, which belongs to the Russian Federation, will 
become a Russian enclave within the EU. Although there is 
recognition of the political and economic difficulties which could 
evolve with Kaliningrad post enlargement, the possibility of 
dealing with Kaliningrad in the context of regional cooperation 
in the Northern Dimension is seen to have great potential. The 
Kaliningrad oblast particularly affects relations between the 
Russian Federation, Lithuania and Poland. At issue is not the 
status of Kaliningrad, but the Russian desire for regularised land 
access route via Lithuania/Poland.6 Once the candidate countries 
become EU members, the unique situation of Kaliningrad will 
require appropriate solutions for customs, transport and visa 
policies. The initiative by the CBSS to construct a Via Hanseatica 
from St Petersburg via Tartu, Riga, Siauliai, Kaliningrad and 
Gdansk to Szczecin and Lubeck is one example of the 
contribution that Nordic cooperation can make to regional 
problems. The lack of a decision by Russia on economic 
development of the region, Russian military concentration in the 
area, and Lithuanian territorial claims on Kaliningrad are 
problematic and continue to harbour the potential for disputes. 

Other factors such as frontier management and control of the 
free movement of people and minority questions could also be 
addressed within the Northern Dimension. Co-operation in 
these areas is regarded as significant in terms of relativising old 
dividing lines, while preventing the development of new ones. 
The ratification of the 1997 agreement on borders between 
Russia and Latvia remains an issue of concern and the Irish 
government continues to urge Russia to ratify these agreements 
and fully recognise the territorial independence of the Baltic 
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states. There is an awareness of the issue linkage between the 
naturalisation of russophone minorities in Latvia and the 
ratification of the border agreement. Hence the treatment of the 
Russian minority implicitly touches on relations between the EU 
and the Russian Federation and can either cause conflicts or be 
politically instrumentalised. 

The deeper commitment to help combat illegal trafficking in 
drugs and nuclear material, and the proposal to increase the 
exchange of experts between the EU and Russia on cross- border 
crime, to organise seminars on different types of money 
laundering, and to develop co-operation with Europol are 
welcomed as positive developments and indicate the synergy 
between the Northern Dimension and the Third Pillar initiatives 
in the EU. 

On the Irish side, an agreement on combating drug 
trafficking and co-operation in fighting organised crime was 
signed between Ireland and Russia in 1999, a memorandum of 
understanding was signed between Russia and Ireland on 
cooperation between police forces in 1999, and Russia appointed 
a defence attache to Ireland, Major General Vyacheslav 
Glagolav, to discuss peace-keeping activities and co-operation in 
the field of specialist training with his Irish counterparts. 

Finally, projects in the framework of the Northern Dimension 
on sustainable development and environmental clean up in the 
Baltic region are welcomed as a benefit for the EU as a whole, not 
just for the Baltic region, as pollution knows no borders. 
Furthermore, Russia's enormous natural resources are regarded 
as a strategic reserve for Europe's future energy demands. 
Hence, proposed co-operation in the energy sector on the joint 
development of natural gas networks in the Northern region 
and on access to the Russian pipeline system are envisaged as 
projects with longer term benefits for both the EU and Russia, as 
the EU remains the major export market for Russia. 

105 



Irish confirmation 

Russian relations 

Ireland enjoys good bilateral relations with the Russian 
Federation, despite the disparity in size between the two 
countries. Furthermore, Irish political and economic interests 
dictate the establishment of closer relations with regions such as 
Russia. Economic figures indicate the importance for Ireland of 
Russia as a partner. In 1999, it was Ireland's 27th most important 
export market, with exports worth £223m, and although the 
economic crisis that hit Russia in August 1998 had a severe 
impact on business and worsened the short term prospects for 
Irish exporters and investors, Russia is still regarded as a market 
with some potential for a variety of sectors such as the food 
sector, the telecommunications sector, generic pharmaceuticals 
and the services sector (consultancy, architecture, construction 
and duty-free). 

On the political front, Irish officials have shared a long 
working relationship with their Russian counterparts in the UN. 
Post-Soviet democratic Russia and Ireland share a common 
approach to several issues of concern to the international 
community: such as our common support for the OSCE as the 
focal point for European Security co-operation, our shared 
concern for a role for the UN in peace-keeping and conflict 
resolution and the principle of peaceful resolution of 
international disputes. Ireland's initiative on nuclear 
disarmament jointly launched with seven other countries on 
June 9th 1998 highlights a number of points of common interest 
between Russia and Ireland and is reflected in former President 
Yeltsin's proposal for withdrawal of all nuclear weapons back to 
the territories of the existing nuclear powers. However, during 
the course of its presidency of the Council of Europe, Ireland 
indicated its strong concern at alleged infringements of human 
rights in the Chechen war. 

106 



Irish confirmation 

Towards a growing participation of neutrals 

Turning to the issue of the compatibility of military non­
alignment with the CFSP, the official Irish view is that non­
membership of a military alliance does not pose an obstacle per 
se to the further developments of the CFSP. Instead, the major 
constraint on the development of a defence policy in the CFSP 
had, until recently, been the predominant role of NATO in the 
European security architecture and Britain's special relationship 
with the US. Indeed, the country most opposed to the 
development of a common defence policy in the CFSP was 
Britain. Paradoxically, Ireland's neutrality has been preserved 
since the end of the Cold War by British commitments to NATO, 
which resisted the development of an EU defence capacity and 
which also strengthened partition of the island of Ireland. 

Three events (the St Malo initiative, the Cologne and Helsinki 
summits and the Kosovo crisis) have transformed the traditional 
debate between the Atlanticists and the Europeanists as to the 
preferred shape of a new European security architecture. They 
have fundamentally altered the parameters of the security 
debate and the notion of an integrated defence, which was 
shelved during the Amsterdam negotiations, has come to the 
fore again, raising the key question of who should be responsible 
for it. Defence in this context is interpreted as a military 
contribution to international crisis management in the context of 
the State's foreign and security policy. 

While the Treaty of Amsterdam, which was ratified on May 
1st 1999, provides the legal framework for discussions on this 
issue, the political basis is now provided by the Cologne and 
Helsinki Conclusions, which defined a European defence 
capacity as being a necessary component of a Common Foreign 
and Security Policy. This presents a series of policy challenges for 
the neutrals and non-militarily aligned member states in the EU. 

Prior to Helsinki, and in keeping with the changing nature of 
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security challenges in the post-Cold War environment, the 
inclusion of the Petersberg Tasks in the Treaty of Amsterdam was 
seen as enhancing the possibilities for countries, which are not 
members of a military alliance, to play an active role with their 
EU partners in crisis management, peacekeeping and 
humanitarian activities. Furthermore, prov1s1ons for 
constructive abstention provided for flexibility in addressing 
future developments in this area. 

While neutrality may be interpreted by some member states 
as a lack of solidarity in a core area of public policy, it could be 
argued that in the real world of policy making, non-membership 
of a military alliance does not preclude Member States from 
taking important initiatives in the area of security and defence. 
Tony Blair's comments at the Portschach summit, that he does 
not see neutrality as an "absolute barrier to engaging with this 
debate properly", and that it is necessary to be "alive to the 
sensitivities of countries that are neutral", endorsed this view. 

As an example, it is worthwhile recalling that the agreement 
to incorporate the Petersberg Tasks into the Treaty of Amsterdam 
reflected close co-operation between Sweden and Finland and 
Ireland. In the course of the 1996 Intergovernmental Conference 
(IGC), Finland and Sweden took a joint initiative, which 
proposed including the Petersberg Tasks in the new treaty. The 
Irish presidency followed up on this proposal and the final 
agreement, which emerged at Amsterdam from the Irish draft 
proposals, closely reflects the Finnish/Swedish initiative. 

Furthermore, Ireland's tradition of military contribution to 
peacekeeping in the UN has demonstrated the value-added 
which Ireland can provide to the military aspect of joint crisis 
management. Ireland, Finland and Sweden's participation in 
SFOR, their agreement at an early stage to send monitors to 
Kosovo, their assistance with the management of the refugee 
crisis as the Kosovo crisis escalated, and the key role played by 
Finnish former President Martti Ahtisaari in brokering the final 
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breakthrough also indicate the contribution that small neutral 
and non-aligned countries can make to crisis management and 
the consolidation of democracy and civil society in Europe. 

Thus non-membership of military alliances is not viewed as 
an obstacle to further development of the CFSP. Rather, the 
contribution of small non-aligned states can be a substantial and 
important element in the maintenance and consolidation of 
peace and security in Europe. Furthermore, from the Russian 
perspective/ the existence of traditions of neutrality in the 
Nordic/Baltic region largely account for the fact that it is 
perceived by Russia as the only region in Europe where, 
according to Arkady Mashes, Nato-mania has not become a 
prevailing trend i.e. where a commitment to neutrality serves to 
defuse Russian concerns about a possible Nato expansion to 
states which are contiguous to its borders. 

It should also be noted that most neutrals see no difficulty in 
engaging in a structured association with military alliances in 
order to pursue co-operative security, so anxieties about 
neutrality are unfounded. The array of mutually reinforcing 
multilateral institutions in the security field offers a variety of 
possibilities to contribute to the development of European 
security based on the principles of inclusiveness, co-operation 
and interoperability. The Russian reaction to NATO bombing in 
Kosovo further endorses the view that a uniquely European 
Union force would be far less offensive to the political 
sensitivities in Russia, whose stability is of paramount 
importance to Europe's future. 

Common European Security and Defence Policy 
(CESDP) presents new policy challenges 

Since the St Malo Declaration and the conclusions of the 
Cologne and Helsinki summits, new patterns of security and 
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defence cooperation are evolving. Current discussions in the 
General Affairs Council on the new European Security and 
Defense Capacity, which are running parallel to the IGC may 
lead to a redefinition of neutrality in some Member States, as the 
core values that neutrality invokes are diffuse and often in 
contradiction with the pooling of sovereignty and 
responsibilities associated with membership of an international 
organisation. 

The current Irish debate on a European defence policy 
reflects the awareness that Ireland has always been a 
psychological insider in terms of major developments in 
European integration and that a semi-detached approach to the 
CFSP/CESDP would damage Ireland's credibility in Europe and 
limit its ability to participate in and seriously influence the 
shaping of collective defence in the Union. It is argued that the 
debate on PfP represents just a small part of the decisions 
neutral countries like Ireland will have to make about their role 
in the broad emerging security architecture, about the 
framework in which to operate and the resources they are 
prepared to commit. It is nevertheless an important step for 
Ireland in terms of participating in the emerging agenda. 

The announcement8 on November 9, 1999 by the Irish 
Taoiseach that Ireland had agreed to join PfP signalled an 
appreciation by the policy elite of the need for Ireland to 
demonstrate political solidarity with its EU partners by fuller 
participation in security co-operation in Europe and of the 
requirement to develop a politically acceptable response to the 
emerging European security identity. According to an Irish 
Times/MRBI poll on November 2nd 1999,59% of the population 
were in favour of this step. The associated advantages that 
membership of has PfP for Ireland, in terms of adapting the 
peacekeeping profile of Irish defence forces to the altered 
security environment, are mirrored in the shift in the EU debate 
on CESDP towards inclusivity and a broader definition of 
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security that encompasses societal as well as military threats. 
Although the debate about an EU-led security arrangement 

is at an initial stage, the pace and scope of the debate has gained 
considerable momentum since the Helsinki summit, particularly 
with reference to the need for burden sharing with the US and 
the possibility of the EU being required to meet security 
challenges in regional European conflicts which do not engage 
US security interests. There is some concern amongst the 
"neutrals" that it will be led in its decision-making by an informal 
directoire of larger member states such as France, Germany and 
the UK, with a concomitant loss of voice for those not fully 
engaged in the institutional arrangements. Such an assumption 
by the larger powers underestimates the political resistance to 
such an approach. Ireland is intent on playing its role in shaping 
the new European security structures and the Irish policy elite 
realise that the current debate does not imply a choice between 
neutrality and an alliance but between isolationist passivity and 
voluntary engagement if it wishes to preserve its influence at the 
rapidly developing core of the EU' s political system. The Irish 
government is already committed to allowing Irish troops to 
participate in the new EU Rapid Reaction Force, confident in the 
belief that the new developments do not threaten neutrality. 
The government will also participate fully in the new EU 
institutions to co-ordinate the EU' s military and common 
foreign and security policy activities. 

Within the framework of the Northern Dimension, Ireland's 
commitment to the OSCE principle of the indivisibility of 
European security means that the security of the EU's Northern 
partners Finland, Sweden and Russia is also a security concern 
for Ireland and precludes any form of geopolitical 
exceptionalism or isolationist definitions of Irish security 
interests. Furthermore, EU involvement in Nordic efforts to 
build bridges to Russia will strengthen the EU's role in the Baltic 
region and if the EU becomes a major player in relations with 
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Russia, its role as a global player will be enhanced. The EU's 
Common Strategy for Russia will be the key instrument in this 
regard. 

On the issue of a defence dimension for the EU to 
counterbalance Russia, the Irish policy elite concurs with the 
Nordic view of the centrality of the US with regard to traditional 
defence, as NATO is seen to cater for the defence dimension, 
while the CFSP/CESDP is seen as the forum for dealing with the 
collective security/common defence of the Union, which is 
understood not as defence of the Union against an external 
aggressor but as crisis management at and beyond its borders, 
and the Petersberg Tasks. 

As military defence of territorial borders is now just one 
element of a broader security agenda, the focus of a European 
defence policy on extending and maintaining peace and stability 
on the continent of Europe, via collective security measures, 
should not pose a problem for the uneutral" countries. 

Conclusions 

The prevalent view in Ireland is that the priority of the Northern 
Dimension will depend largely on political developments in the 
region. The prospect of Baltic enlargement is expected to 
increase the weight of the Northern Dimension in the EU via the 
impact of the Nordic administrative culture and Nordic policy 
priorities in the EU. The significance of the Northern Dimension 
should increase further post enlargement as it is seen as the 
primary means by which peace and security can be extended to 
the region. While EU enlargement to the Baltics is not seen as a 
destabilising factor in terms of Russian perceptions, it is 
generally recognised that NATO enlargement to the Baltics 
could have a provocative effect. Hence Russian sensitivities in 
this regard continue to be balanced by EU concern not to 
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damage relations with Russia. Recent improvements in NATO/ 
EU relations and the successful enlargement of NATO to 
Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic bode well for future 
EU/Russian relations. 

One caveat should be introduced at this point i.e. since direct 
military threats to Russia are more centred in the South of Russia 
and south of its borders, this means that the focus of security 
interests may shift from the Northern Dimension to the 
Northern Caucauses and the Balkans, effectively reducing the 
significance of the Northern Dimension on the security screen of 
other EU member states. 

While the Nordic countries are regarded as being very active 
within the EU in promoting their interests and priorities and the 
Finns, in particular, are regarded as having been successful in 
putting the Northern Dimension on the EU agenda by 
consistent lobbying and by ensuring that the Northern 
Dimension has relevance for all Member States (e.g. emphasis on 
a stable Russia, prevention of nuclear danger, reducing 
environmental risks, combating organised crime), the impetus to 
continue to focus on the Northern Dimension will have to come 
from the Nordic EU member states. 

Finland's role to date as an interlocutor between the EU and 
Moscow in the security field is acknowledged in Ireland and the 
use of a multilateral framework to promote problem-solving 
between neighbours in the Northern Dimension is considered a 
necessary complement to the EU Common Strategy on Russia. 
Indications from the Swedes that they will highlight the 
Northern Dimension during the Swedish EU presidency and the 
expectation of the adoption of an Action Plan for the Northern 
Dimension at the Feira summit in June 2000 will continue to raise 
awareness of the Northern Dimension in Ireland. 

The Irish policy elite endorses the Nordic vocation of taking 
public policy seriously in terms of a co-operative approach to its 
formation and implementation. The consensus is that Northern 
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countries should continue to be proactive in co-operating with 
the EU and the OSCE and other regional organisations in 
promoting prosperity and security in the Nordic/Baltic region, 
albeit with the caveat that regional co-operation should be 
subsumed within Union activities. 

For its part, Ireland will continue to develop links with the 
Nordic and the Baltic states, as there is a clear perception of 
opportunities for co-operation in both the economic and 
political spheres. The geo-strategic situation of this region on 
the EU's borders with Russia will ensure that it remains an 
important item on the EU security agenda. 
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Finland's new policy: Using the EU 
for stability in the North 

Thomas Forsberg and Hanna Ojanen 

"Security and stability in the North" 

Finland's security has always depended on the overall stability 
in Northern Europe. This basic factor has not changed since 
Finland's EU membership, either. What has changed, however, 
is the perception of the role of the EU in this region. While 
military non-alignment is seen in the present situation as the 
best way for Finland to further regional stability in Northern 
Europe, EU membership has become increasingly central as a 
new tool in Finland's security policy. It goes without saying that 
Finland has tried to work to ensure that the EU shares the same 
concerns and views of the situation in the region. 

In security terminology, "North" is just as likely to mean 
"East", or "North East" for the Finns. This is because the key issue 
in Finnish security policy has traditionally been the relationship 
with her Eastern neighbour, and the historical memories of 
previous wars still remain. Even though no immediate military 
security threats are perceived in the nearby areas, Russia is even 
now regarded as a factor of uncertainty. Therefore, traditional 
military security policy concerns still matter. In particular, 
Russia's relations with the Baltic states are seen as a potential 
factor of conflict. Hence, the central issues of Finnish security 
policy are the development of the relations between the EU and 
Russia and EU enlargement to include the Baltic states. 

EU membership has been seen as contributing to Finland's 
national security by clarifying her international position, 
extending the "zone of stability" and creating a "community 
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based on solidarity". As a result, it is no longer regarded as 
possible that Russia and the West could go over Finland's head to 
decide her fate. As the prospects of Russia becoming an EU 
member are slim, it is nevertheless vital for Finland that a conflict 
between the EU and Russia be avoided and that Russia be linked 
to this "zone" or "community" in some other effective way. 

Although Russia and the EU do not have any security 
problems, Finland emphasises the importance of creating 
measures that would enhance long-term security development 
in the region. In the post-Cold War era, Finnish views on how to 
deal with Russia have been shaped by the ideas of economic 
interdependence and democratic peace. Integration is seen as a 
peace strategy underlying the European Union. If it has worked 
in Western Europe, it should work for Europe as a whole. 
Finland has further argued that Russia needs Europe in the same 
way that Europe needs Russia. A democratic Russia is unlikely to 
get involved in a military conflict with the West; therefore 
supporting democracy is a long-term security objective for the 
EU in Northern Europe. 

The potential security problems between Russia and the 
Baltic states are more acute. The Finns have been supporting the 
Baltic states in the process of building state structures while 
mitigating the potential problems with Russia relating tq borders 
and minorities.1 Although Finland has emphasised that all 
countries have the right to decide whether they are allied or not, 
EU membership is in Finland's view the timely issue, and NATO 
membership could be postponed. Finland has actively promoted 
the enlargement of the EU to the Baltic states, and to Estonia in 
particular, for security reasons. The accession of the Baltic states 
to the EU is considered vitally important in Finland because it 
consolidates the position of the Baltic states, but is not perceived 
as threatening by Russia in the same way as NATO enlargement 
would be. 

At the same time, new security threats in the EU's Northern 
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region have been seen as more severe than traditional security 
concerns. Disparities in living standards between the EU and its 
neighbouring countries, adverse economic development and 
fragile political threats and social conditions in the nearby areas 
are regarded as the main source of such threats. They include 
organised crime, terrorism, illegal migration and environmental 
problems such as safety of the nuclear power plants, military 
and civilian nuclear waste management especially in the Kola 
region, the degradation of the Baltic Sea and even money 
laundering and trafficking in drugs and people and the 
development of crimes related to telecommunications, 
information security and the Internet are growing security 
concerns.2 In the early 1990s, migration was seen as the most 
alarming problem, but environmental problems have been 
attracting more attention of late. 

Since the early 1990s, Finland has been working for cross­
border cooperation in the neighbouring areas, focusing on 
preventive measures. Alarm-systems for nuclear plants in the 
region have been set up, and efficient border control of Finnish 
borders with Russia and Estonia have been constructed in order 
to contain illegal immigration. However, international co­
operation concerning internal security threats is not as well 
established as co-operation in the field of the environment. 

The EU and its desired role in the North 

The EU is seen as a key instrument and a central framework for 
Finnish security policy, including its relations to Russia and to 
the Baltic states. The EU' s value as a political security factor has, 
however, less to do with its military capability and more to do 
with its 'soft' or civilian approach to security. There are, in 
particular, four things that Finland expects from the EU. 

First of all, the EU should pay attention to the number of soft 
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security questions in the region. As the challenges Russia poses 
are seen in terms of a wide security concept, the EU as a civilian 
power already has the most relevant tools to deal with these 
problems. From the Finnish point of view, the EU is essential 
because it provides more resources and adds political weight in 
handling questions that Finland could never solve bilaterally 
with Russia. It is thus understandable that Finland has focused 
its energy on trying to develop Union-wide strategies and 
policies that support stability in Russia. In fact, unlike during the 
Cold War years, Finland now aims at multilateralising her 
relations with Russia. 3 

Secondly, the EU should emphasise its role as a political and 
normative community. As such, it takes Finland away from the 
Russian sphere of interest and 11 clarifies its international 
position". In this way the EU imports stability to the region with 
its further enlargement. Russia cannot take Finland or the Baltic 
states out of the context of the general European security order. 
Strengthening the Common Foreign and Security Policy also 
serves the Finnish interests of avoiding a resurrection of 11 great 
power politics" in the region by ensuring the equal participation 
of all EU member states, including itself, in the making of EU­
Russian relations. 

Thirdly, the EU is regarded as an optimal actor as it has a 
positive image in Russia. Working through the EU does not 
conflict with Russian security interests. Therefore, the EU 
should endeavour to maintain that image. It should also 
emphasise Russia's security concerns when it comes to, for 
example, minority questions in the Baltic states in accordance 
with its basic norms and principles. 

Fourthly, in the Finnish view, the EU should be cautious in 
developing its hard security role. From Finland's perspective, 
NATO is more suitable for upholding hard military balance in 
the region. Not only are U.S. interests in the region regarded as 
more durable, but the EU is also regarded as being too weak a 
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military actor. If the EU were to develop a common defence too 
quickly, the damage would be twofold: not only would it risk 
changing the Russians' view of its nature from positive to 
negative, it might also decrease U.S. presence in the region 
without being able to replace its military capabilities. 

Finnish foreign policy has thus aimed at strengthening the 
CFSP and enhancing the role of the EU in the region with such 
policy instruments as the Partnership and Co-operation 
Agreement and the Common Strategy on Russia. Furthermore, 
the Finnish initiative on a "Northern dimension" of the EU is a 
crucial instrument for developing the EU' s role and policies in 
the whole Northern region. 

The Northern Dimension initiative 

The Finnish initiative on a "Northern Dimension" gives one a 
good idea of Finland's efforts to deal with the different kinds of 
security problems in the area. The initiative that was officially 
presented by Prime Minister Lipponen in Rovaniemi in 
September 1997 aimed at creating a coherent policy for the EU 
towards its Northern regions in the same way as it has created a 
Southern policy.5 

The initiative supports Finland's overall strategy of 
multilateralising its own relations with Russia in the region, 
without causing any provocation. As the advisor to the president 
put it, "our own policy on Russia is partly transforming into the 
Northern Dimension of the Union".5 Two ideas behind the 
initiative are noteworthy. Firstly, the EU's Northern Dimension 
would increase the general awareness of the Union about 
specific Northern concerns and make the Union's policies in the 
area more coherent and more efficient. Secondly, to quote Prime 
Minister Paavo Lipponen, "the basic aim [of the Finnish initiative 
on the Northern Dimension] is to integrate Russia into Europe as 
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a democracy and a market economy."6 Indeed, relations to 
Russia form the most important part of the Northern Dimension: 
the initiative is primarily about strengthening the EU' s foreign 
policy in the North and especially its relations with Russia.7 

On a broader level, the initiative emphasises positive 
interdependence between the EU, Russia and the Baltic Sea 
region, and the aim of integrating Russia and the accession 
countries into European structures and into the WTO and the 
OECD through increased co-operation. The ultimate goal of the 
initiative is to reduce all dividing lines in the region. This can be 
achieved by narrowing down the disparities in living standards, 
removing obstacles to trade and investment, and furthering 
stability and security, human rights, democracy, the rule of law, a 
market economy, prosperity, employment, trade and economic 
co-operation. Furthermore, the initiative can be seen as an effort 
to assure the domestic audience of Finland's chances of 
benefiting from EU membership. Although the Finnish public is 
relatively satisfied with membership, the Finnish government 
still needs to show that the EU' s action supports Finland's 
interests in areas that are geographically close to Finland. 

The initiative is formulated in a way which excludes elements 
of traditional security policy. The focus has been on five areas in 
particular: natural resources, the environment, border 
management and development of transport and energy 
infrastructures. The potential areas of action and co-operation 
also include the fight against organised crime, migration and 
asylum issues, research co-operation, the building up of 
university networks, social welfare and health services, the 
prevention of communicable diseases, labour protection, 
employ1nent services, the development of human resources and 
education systems, the information society, cultural projects, 
support for active grass-roots level participation of citizens, and 
the development of sound administrative practices and reliable 
statistics. 
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The reason why hard security questions are not part of the 
initiative stems from the fear that bringing in elements of 
security policy could altogether hinder the development of 
practical co-operation.8 As even the Committee on the Foreign 
Mfairs, Security and Defence Policy of the European Parliament 
concluded in its report on the Northern Dimension in spring 
1999, "the Northern Dimension encompasses a broadly defined 
concept of security, but not in the military sense. Therefore it 
would not be appropriate for there to be a specific Northern 
Dimension to security policies". 9 

The initiative also reflects Finland's mental map of the 
"north". It has a natural geographical bias: it "builds" a region in 
which Finland is in the centre. The region in question is defined 
in a geographically extensive way, and, moreover, in a rather 
flexible way, too: there have been different variations as to what 
countries are actually involved. The region includes at least the 
Nordic countries- not only Finland, Sweden and Denmark but 
also the non-EU members Norway and Iceland- the Baltic states 
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, Russia's Northwestern areas 
together with the Kaliningrad oblast, Poland and Germany. 
Belarus might be included in the initiative later if it fulfils the 
necessary political conditions of working democracy, and even 
the northern parts of Scotland are sometimes mentioned.10 

In the Finnish view, both the Barents Sea and the Baltic Sea 
regions are integral parts of the Northern Dimension region. The 
political focus in the Northern Dimension policies is, however, 
on the Baltic Sea area, especially in the accession countries and 
in northwestern Russia. A central part of the initiative is the co­
ordination of the activities of existing subregional institutions in 
the area and the furthering of the EU' s participation in their 
work. The EU is already a member of the Council of the Baltic 
Sea States and the Barents Euro-Arctic Council, but not yet of the 
Arctic Council, where, in Prime Minister Lipponen' s words, "it 
should have a seat at the table" .11 The oldest regional institutions 
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In the area, the Nordic Council and the Nordic Council of 
Ministers, were listed among the organisations involved 
somewhat later.12 

The initiative also underlines the atlanticist tenet in Finnish 
foreign policy as the outlined institutional basis of the Northern 
Dimension, especially in the Barents region, draws the USA and 
Canada into the Northern Dimension co-operation. The 
enhancement of EU co-operation with the Arctic Council 
requires tighter co-operation with the USA and Canada. The 
EU' s Transatlantic Dialogues with the USA and Canada could 
provide the institutional frame for handling Northern 
questions. 13 Hence, the Northern Dimension could give new 
substance to transatlantic co-operation.14 

Russia is, however, the central factor in the Northern 
Dimension initiative. Finnish activities in shaping the EU' s 
policies towards Russia, and thus the Northern Dimension 
initiative, are aimed at reassuring Russia that the EU 
membership of Finland or other states in the Baltic Sea region is 
not against Russia's perceived national interests. The Finnish 
efforts therefore contribute to international stability and stability 
in Russia, thus reducing potential security risks. Attention is 
drawn to the fact that Russia's centre of political gravity is 
different from that of the Soviet Union, as well as to the Russian 
concern for being treated as an equal partner in its relations with 
Europe.15 In the Finnish view, Russia should be a high priority 
for the European Union in general, and Finland has stressed that 
Russia should be approached as a partner or collaborator rather 
than as an object of programmes and policies developed within 
the EU.16 

In Finland, political debate on the Northern Dimension has 
been practically absent. The initiative has been widely 
supported, or at least handled in a neutral tone, by the press and 
the political opposition.17 There are various reasons for this. First, 
the initiative has been used to increase the legitimacy of the EU 
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in Finland. Membership of a Union that duly takes into 
consideration the Northern problems appears more profitable 
than membership of a Union that ignores the North. Secondly, 
the Northern Dimension has also become a useful slogan that is 
widely used in different contexts because of the fact that it can be 
interpreted in so many different ways. In particular, economic 
issues connected to the initiative have been frequently discussed 
in seminars and conferences. The wider public perhaps puts 
more emphasis on combating environmental threats than on co­
operation in, for instance, the field of energy or transportation.18 

According to a recent poll, however, most citizens feel that the 
content of the initiative has remained obscure.l9 This might be a 
third reason why the initiative has not evoked political criticism: 
there is nothing to be spoken against as long as the contents are 
unspecified. Yet, one also has to add the historically-based 
strong consensus on foreign policy in Finland: official initiatives 
are hardly ever openly criticised. 20 

In November 1999, an informal meeting of foreign ministers 
was organised in Helsinki to discuss the Commission's Interim 
Report on the Northern Dimension and the views of the 
countries concerned. The conference conceived the "concept as 
"useful in enhancing European security, stability, democratic 
reforms and sustainable development".21 The meeting was, 
however, a disappointment in the sense that the foreign 
ministers of the EU countries did not even attend, with the 
exception of the host, the Finnish Foreign Minister. The incident 
may well have reflected the lack of real interest in the member 
states towards the initiative. 

Russia's reactions are obviously centrally important for the 
success of the initiative. Finland has tried to keep Russia 
informed about the development of the initiative, encouraging 
contacts while developing the initiative further. For Russia, the 
positive features of the initiative are the envisaged partner role 
in this development and the exclusion of military aspects, 
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NATO and US involvement. Foreign Minister Primakov 
supported the Northern Dimension initiative when visiting 
Finland in the summer of 1998.22 In his view the initiative helps 
develop the relations between the EU and Russia even though 
there have been some suspicions about it creating tensions 
between Moscow and the regions or the EU countries 
"colonialising" Russia. 

In the other Nordic states, there has been some criticism of 
the Finnish initiative. It was seen as Finnish 'J\lleingang'' as it 
was introduced suddenly without prior consultations or 
common preparation in, for example, the Nordic Council.23 In 
February 1998, some Danish and Swedish members of the 
Nordic Council maintained that the Northern Dimension was a 
continuation of the Finnish policy of listening too much to its 
Eastern neighbour that was typical of the Finns during the Cold 
War. This was immediately rejected; Foreign Minister Halonen 
was astonished at the diplomatic inappropriateness of this 
wording and argued that the initiative had been well received 
by the Nordic Foreign Ministers. At the same time, however, she 
expressed the view - perhaps characteristic of Finnish EU­
orientedness - that Nordic support was not essential: it was 
more important to get the support of other EU states. 

Lessons and strategies for the future 

Finland has made the EU a central tool in its security policy and 
has tried to get the Union more deeply involved in Northern 
security concerns. However, using the EU as a tool might not, in 
the end, be that easy. Finland has endeavoured to keep its 
security concerns - notably Russia and cross-border cooperation 
- on the EU agenda, but it is hard to achieve this alone. 

What kinds of lessons and strategies can be learned from the 
Finnish attempt to create a specific 'Northern Dimension' for the 
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EU to ensure that attention is paid to all these questions? First of 
all, from an agenda-setting perspective, the Northern 
Dimension initiative was evidently a success. Finland was able 
to put forward a new concept and mobilise support for it so that 
the Northern Dimension was in a relatively short time span 
established as an item on the EU agenda. The invitation to all 
relevant actors, partner countries and EU institutions alike, to 
contribute to the formulation of the initiative was one of the 
ways which served to make them more committed to its further 
development. 

Yet, in the end, the success of the initiative seems uncertain. 
One might argue that the fact that the Northern Dimension 
figures on the EU agenda does not per se guarantee anything and 
does not in itself offer any answers to the multiplicity of security 
problems that was alluded to at the start of this paper. The novel 
elements of the initiative, real scrutiny and co-ordination of the 
Union's activities, promotion of the Finnish pragmatic step by 
step approach to Russia and cross-border co-operation on the 
EU's outer borders, together with a real participation of non-EU 
countries in the decision-shaping (if not decision-making) in the 
EU are also still anticipated. 

The ministerial conference of November failed to excite 
maximum attendance not only because of lack of interest or bad 
preparation, but because it was overshadowed by the war in 
Chechnya. Indeed, the political and economic situation in Russia 
constitutes a major problem that the Northern Dimension and 
other forms of co-operation now have to face. Both the 
economic crisis experienced in Russia in August 1998 and the 
situation in Northern Caucasus add new difficulties to the 
development of the relations between the EU and Russia. 

There might be growing pessimism towards the likelihood of 
developing EU-Russian relations in the direction that is hoped 
by Finland and the EU. From the Finnish point of view, however, 
the current political difficulties should not be seen as an obstacle 
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but rather as a sign that the work and political dialogue in this 
field should be intensified. Finns fear that the momentum 
should not be lost as the current Russian leaders value the EU 
more than their predecessors and their potential successors. In 
all, the crises imply an increasing need to do something. Thus, 
the way in which the Finnish authorities have justified the 
further development of the Northern Dimension is to say that 
the consistent long-term EU strategies and predictability should 
be prioritised over any short-term tactics or hasty political 
conclusions of current crises. This also explains why Finland is 
happy even with a slow advancement of the issue. Finnish 
officials tend to emphasise that the initiative has already 
provided some "added value" through increased transparency 
and synergies in EU policies, the new format including the 
partner countries in the process and efforts for creating more 
favourable conditions for concrete p;rojects.24 

In order to convince the EU countries of the continued 
relevance of the Northern issues, and in order to make progress 
in finding concrete ways of action in questions of security, 
Finland might be better off seeking additional support from the 
other Nordic EU countries. The late recognition of the role of the 
Nordic countries in Northern Dimension policies might have 
actually hindered the development of the initiative. Enhancing 
stronger co-operation among the Nordic countries could be 
essential for the future of the co-operation in combating the 
security threats in the region through an efficient EU 
involvement. It is without doubt the Northern countries 
themselves - including the partner countries - that can best 
outline the concrete proposals for action. The EU institutions, 
more focused on the formulation of guidelines and general 
strategies, and without experience of the Northern concerns, are 
not necessarily the most appropriate partners for this task 

Is, then, the EU an efficient actor in the field of Northern 
security questions, as Finland hopes? It seems that Finland's 
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intentions of involving the EU directly in regional activities are 
not easy to accomplish; the EU as a whole is not likely to support 
specifically Northern delineations of its policies. Nevertheless 
there are several indirect ways in which the EU can serve the 
security interests in the North. The process of enlargement is a 
primary example here, and Finland is definitely a strong 
supporter of enlargement. The EU is also developing in the field 
of crisis management, and this increased capacity of action could 
mean that the EU is becoming a potentially even more effective 
tool for policies in the North. However, it remains to be seen 
what the overall effect of this development is on the aim of 
"stability and security in the North" and whether the indirect 
approaches continue to be useful, too. 
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Belgian ambivalence: Flemish and 
Walloon interests 

Christian Franck 
Catherine Brutsaert 

European integration, western security and Central Africa have 
been the major issues which have determined the shaping of the 
Belgian foreign policy. Relations with the North of Europe 
consisted mainly of bilateral cooperation with Nordic countries 
before the Finnish and Swedish accession to the EU, and the 
prospect for a progressive integration of the Baltic states into the 
EU has aroused awareness that a "Northern Dimension" of the 
EU is becoming a growing regional reality which also includes 
the relationship with Russia. But to claim that the Belgian policy­
makers' perception of this Northern area represents something 
specific would be overstating the issue. Even Northern security 
issues are regarded in Belgium as an extension of Central 
European security and stability. 

In the last decade, the Northern Dimension of European 
policies has been endowed with new significance. It has become 
a genuine dimension for the European Union. It also represents 
an area of intensive relations with Russia. For their part, the 
Baltic states, for which Belgium had always expressed sympathy, 
are considered as countries which are to be integrated into the 
EU. Even if their security interests were to be seriously taken 
into account, Belgium, like some other European partners, 
doesn't envisage that accession to NATO, which would create 
immediate strong tension with Moscow, would be the 
appropriate way to deal with their security concerns. 

Even if, in Belgium, the Northern Security Dimension of the 
EU has not been perceived as a central issue, the political 
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relationship with Russia, support for the Baltic states' accession 
to the EU and economic co-operation with the Baltic countries 
are matters of sustained interest for the Belgian authorities. 

Vital and important Belgian foreign policy interests · 

Among the vital interests for Belgium, European integration, 
which secures the best western security, common values and an 
open economy represent the most important geopolitical assets 
for a country which for centuries has been a battlefield between 
the great powers and whose prosperity depends on exports. 
Since the Second World Wa1~ Belgium has made its commitment 
to European unification the mainstream of its foreign policy. The 
point to be emphasised here is that not only the CFSP in 
particular but also the EU as a whole helps Belgium to achieve its 
vital interests. 

If the EC/EU brought peace to the immediate neighbourhood 
of Belgiutn, Belgian security and Belgian defence rested on 
NATO collective defence structures in the time of the East-West 
Cold War. They still rest on it in the post-Cold War era, even if 
there is an insistence that a stronger European security and 
defence identity would balance the transatlantic relationship 
within NATO. 

While Central Mrica has traditionally represented the other 
predominant foreign policy orientation, it has lost its 
momentum in the last decade: economic co-operation and 
technical assistance with Congo, Rwanda and Burundi lost their 
intensity at the same time as the political ties became strained. 
The freezing of the relationship with the Mobutu regime and the 
ethnic civil wars in Rwanda and in Burundi have relaxed the 
bonds with the former colonies. But the protection of Belgian 
expatriates living in Central Mrica (about 3,000) remains an issue 
of vital interest. However, the government formed in July 1999 
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has expressed a strong will to commit again in a Central Africa 
Belgian policy. A new Belgian Mrican policy seems to be 
indicated, which would aim at bringing more European support 
for this area. 

Now that the perspective of eastern stability has replaced 
eastern threat, Belgium considers EU and NATO enlargements 
as a key issue for European stability. Mediterranean stability and 
disarmament - namely the ban on chemical weapons, on anti­
personnel mines and on nuclear tests - are also important goals 
for Belgian security policy. Belgian forces participated or are still 
participating in various UN and NATO peace-keeping missions, 
namely in Somalia, Rwanda, and former Yugoslavia (Krajna, 
Bosnia and Kosovo ). 

With regard to security and defence organisations, NATO 
remains the appropriate framework for European security. WEU 
is not to duplicate but to be associated with NATO, by 
strengthening the European identity and by providing forces for 
Combined Joint Task Force (CJTF) missions. For its part, OSCE is 
to play a complementary but not a central role in the European 
architecture. NATO cannot depend on OSCE supervision. The 
OSCE role is to be focused on preventive diplomacy, the human 
dimension and crisis management. 

Belgian positions vis-it-vis the Northern security aspects 
of the European Union 

Northern Europe as such doesn't seem to be of great salience in 
the Belgian European policy. To date, the Finnish initiative on 
the "Northern Dimension" has given rise to very few statements 
or comments from the Belgian authorities. For the moment it is 
only approached in the global framework of EU policies. Federal 
foreign ministry services are wondering whether this aspect 
would increase in importance in the future. With regard to the 
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security aspects, the Russia factor and the independence of the 
Baltic states have been the most significant concerns expressed 
by Belgian authorities. 

The Russia factor 

The Federal Ministry of Foreign Affairs officially considers 
Russia as a target country for Belgian bilateral relations. Its 
immense natural resources, its potential market of 150 million 
inhabitants and the need for industrial modernisation make 
Russia an important strategic partner. The current serious 
political and economic troubles in Russia are a matter of concern 
for Belgium. The stabilisation of this country is seen as essential 
for European security. Belgium estimates that the EU has to play 
a central role in helping Russia to regain internal peace and 
stability as well as to consolidate its fragile democratic 
institutions but, for its part, Belgium is also trying to intensify its 
political and economic bilateral relations. A co-operation Treaty 
was signed between the two countries in December 1993. It 
forms a new institutional framework for their relations and 
offers new possibilities for co-operation. In the implementation 
of this Treaty, a joint action programme for the years 1999-2000 
was signed in December 1998 and will be prolonged in the years 
to come. It aims at reinforcing the political dialogue and 
developing their relations in the social, economic, financial and 
commercial sectors. For its part, the Flemish Region has a 
cultural agreement with Russia, which is mainly devoted to 
educational projects. 

Despite the Chechnya crisis, Russia is not perceived by Belgian 
authorities as a threat in the field of security but as a strategic 
partner of the EU. Hence Belgium supports the common strategy 
developed by the EU towards Russia. Within NATO, it has spoken 
for not provoking Russia, insisting that no nuclear weapons would 
be displayed in the three new Eastern NATO members. 
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Despite these official declarations, it seems that Belgian 
interests in Russia are not extremely dynamic and that the policy 
towards Russia is mainly developed on the supranationallevel 
and left in the hands of NATO and the EU. 

Belgian views on the Baltic states 

"It was a great joy", said the then Belgian Foreign Minister Mark 
Eyskens, when, in late 1991, the independence of the Baltic 
states occurred, after the failure of the Moscow coup. "I took care 
that Belgium would be among the first countries in the world to 
re-establish diplomatic relations with the three Baltic states."1 

The Belgian government, who never recognised their 
annexation by the Soviet Union, helped in 1991 with the setting 
up of the Baltic information offices in Brussels and supported 
the Baltic people's claims for autonomy and independence. In 
the early nineties, Lithuania, Estonia and Latvia regained their 
sovereignty. Their independence and, a few years later, the 
accession of Finland and Sweden to the European Union, drew 
the attention of the Belgian political and economic elite to the 
North, and not only to the Soviet Union which had been 
perceived since the Cold War era as an Eastern superpower with 
influence extended to Northern Europe. 

Nowadays, according to the Ministry of Foreign Mfairs, 
Belgium feels very concerned about the existing tensions 
between Russia and the Baltic states because of the presence of 
the Russian-speaking community in Estonia and Latvia, and 
Belgium encourages the progressive integration of the Russian 
communities into the Estonian and Latvian societies and the 
recognition of their political rights by the Baltic states. Belgium is 
also trying to influence the Latvian and Estonian governments 
through its position in OSCE, of which Estonia, Latvia and 
Russia are also members. Belgium acknowledges the efforts 
already made by the two Baltic governments to improve the 
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situation. With regard to Lithuania, one Belgian preoccupation 
is the Kaliningrad enclave between Poland and Lithuania. 
Belgium encourages the development of strong ties between 
this Russian territory and its neighbours in order to prevent its 
isolation after the accession of Poland and Lithuania to the EU. 
Trade and the free movement of people are considered to be 
especially important in this desire for further integration. 

From an economic point of view, it is the Flemish Region 
which demonstrates within Belgium the biggest interest in co­
operating with the Baltic states. This Region's interest is shown 
by the set of conventional ties it has developed with the Baltic 
states. Flanders has signed a co-operation agree1nent with each 
of them that covers all the policies Flemish authorities are 
empowered for. A co-operation treaty was signed with Estonia 
on 4 March 1996. Two working programmes were established for 
the periods 1997-1999 and 1999-2001 and 15 projects were 
approved in execution of them. The agreement of co-operation 
with Latvia was signed on 5 March 1996. An implementation 
working programme was signed for the years 1998-1999 and 
renewed in 1999 for the years 1999-2001, which led to twenty 
projects of collaboration. A co-operation treaty was signed 
between Flanders and Lithuania on 7 March 1996. Two working 
programmes were signed in execution of the treaty for the 
periods 1997-1999 and 2000-2001. In all, 24 projects were 
approved in execution of these working programmes. 

Views on the Nordic members 

With regard to the views on the European integration process 
itself, Belgium presents some important divergences with the 
Nordic states. This can be explained by historical, cultural and 
political particularities. Belgium is generally seen as a small and 
vulnerable country. It has been confronted in the past with the 
consequences of the policies of its large neighbours. There is a 
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consensus in Belgium that European integration is the best way 
to avoid Belgium being dragged into wars and that the EC has 
brought peace to the continent. Economically, Belgium depends 
largely on exports and is fully exposed to the process of 
economic globalisation. In this respect, Europe also means 
prosperity. These are some of the reasons why Belgium holds 
probably one of the most pro-European positions in the EU. It is 
one of the six founding members of the EC and it supports a 
federalist conception of European integration. The idea of a 
federal Europe is much less accepted in the Nordic countries, 
which show a certain preference for an intergovernmental 
collaboration. The people of the Nordic states are very proud of 
their own democratic system and 'euroscepticism' remains 
strong among them. Brussels is often considered too far away 
and too bureaucratic and doesn't represent their democratic 
ideals. 

Denmark, Sweden and Finland function nevertheless as 
active and loyal partners in the European decision making 
process. But for them, the EU must become more democratic, 
more transparent and more green. These topics are traditionally 
less essential for West and South Europe. Neutrality has also 
been a controversial issue for Belgian diplomacy. In the early 
nineties Belgian Prime Ministers or Foreign Ministers like 
Dehaene, Tindemans and Eyskens expressed the view that 
neutrality was incompatible with accession to the EU. The shift 
of the security core from collective defence tasks to collective 
security missions has softened this stance. 

Recent developments 

During the Finnish Presidency, only one explicit statement was 
issued on the Northern Dimension. It emphasised the role that 
the regional co-operation in the framework of the Northern 
Dimension could play - as Benelux did for European 
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integration. Trans-border co-operation and regional 
interdependence are seen as a way to strengthen economic 
dynamism and to enhance political stability. Belgium's main 
concern is about nuclear safety for which trans-border co­
operation is indispensable even if the risks of a nuclear accident 
extend beyond the limits of the Northern Dimension. Another 
priority to be developed is that of sustainable development. 
Belgium considers that the Northern Dimension exercise could 
prove useful in creating an added value by re grouping dispersed 
initiatives, particularly in the sectors of energy, transport and 
telecommunications. Belgium also insisted that, in the 
implementation of these priorities, the European Commission 
should play a leading role to co-ordinate the diverse actors that 
can be settled in the framework of the Northern Dimension. 

Global co-operation or "soft security " issues 

Despite the absence of a clear-cut Belgian position towards 
Northern European security as a whole, some bilateral contacts 
and agreements with Northern countries could develop further 
and may lead to a more structured policy towards this area. 
Although they don't refer to the military aspects of security, they 
may be included as elements of "soft security". It must be 
underlined that these contacts and agreements are unequally 
distributed between the different units that form the Belgian 
Federal State. Indeed, a specific feature of Belgium is shown in 
the fact that the federalisation of the State has enabled the 
different sub-national entities to conduct an individual policy 
towards third countries and to conclude international treaties in 
matters of their competencies. 

On the Federal level, an impressive number of bilateral 
agreements with the Northern countries have been signed by 
Belgium. Various matters are included: trade, culture, fiscal 
systems, scientific co-operation, education, visa and passports, 
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transport, fisheries, ... Belgium has, in fact, 18 agreements with 
Denmark (signed between 1876 and 1983), 9 with Finland 
(signed between 1928 and 1979), 21 with Norway (signed 
between 1884 and 1996) and 20 with Sweden (signed between 
1855 and 1988). Among these, there is a cultural agreement 
covering all cultural matters. It was signed with Norway in 1948 
Denmark in 1957, with Sweden in 1965 and with Finland in 1979. 
These cultural agreements form the basis for more concrete 
collaboration. 

On the regional level, it is the Flemish Region in particular 
which shows interest in the Northern European countries. For 
the Flemish Government, these are partners of increasing 
importance. Bilaterally, Flanders has developed a rather 
significant network of relations with them. More so than for the 
other Belgian regions (Walloon Region and Brussels), 
commercial relations are important with Denmark, Norway, 
Sweden and Finland. These Northern countries represent the 
sixth export market for Flanders. There are also recent co­
operation programmes for education, culture, sport, youth, 
science and research This network of agreements expresses the 
importance of the economic, cultural and historic ties between 
the two areas, which share common values and interests. 
Obvious interest exists in the Flemish political spheres towards 
the economic potentialities of the Northern countries. Since 
1996, the Flemish Government has shown a special interest in 
the three Baltic states and launched co-operation with them for 
the modernisation of their harbours. 

According to Flemish studies2
, the Baltic Sea region offers 

attractive opportunities for economic co-operation, principally 
in the sectors of scientific research and chemical industry 
activities, which are especially attractive for the Flemish 
expertise. It is expected that the Baltic Sea region will realize 
important economic development and that this development 
could offer interesting opportunities for the Flemish Region. In 
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this co-operative context, political stability and security are 
regarded as prerequisites for sustaining these rather recent ties. 

For the Walloon Region, the Northern countries don't 
represent a major interest for external relations. There is very 
little co-operation. The Walloon Region has more bilateral 
contacts with Central and Eastern European countries as shown 
by cultural agreements with Romania, Bulgaria and Poland, and 
agreements pending with the Czech Republic and Slovakia. 

Conclusions 

Putting aside the fact that Belgium supported the Baltic states' 
claim for independence and later their candidacy for accession 
to the EU, and that Belgian Prime Ministers or Foreign Affairs 
Ministers expressed some concerns about the reluctance of 
Finland, Sweden and Austria to give up their neutrality when 
they became members of the EU, the North of the Union hasn't 
been perceived by Belgium as an area of great importance. 
Except for its significance with regard to the relationship with 
post-Soviet Russia, it hasn't received particular attention nor 
fostered specific considerations or concerns from Belgian 
authorities. These didn't and don't perceive Northern Europe as 
a sphere of vital interest for Belgium. That may explain why 
Belgian diplomacy paid limited attention and committed itself 
only moderately to the framing of an EU policy on the Northern 
Dimension. 

But this doesn't mean that Northern Europe is deprived of 
any attention and attractiveness. However, the focus is on 
economic co-operation and to a lesser extent on cultural matters. 
In this respect, it is important to stress that the Baltic Sea area 
appears as a zone of major commitment, especially for the 
Flemish regional government, while its French-speaking 
neighbour, the Walloon Region and the French-speaking 
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Community, devote more attention to Central and Eastern 
countries like Poland, Romania and Bulgaria. 

Notes 

1 Mark Eyskens, "Buitenlandse Zaken", (Lannoo, 1992), p.138. 
2 Vlaams Buitenlands Beleid : Het Politiek en Strategisch Belang van de 

Samenwerking met de Noordse Landen, Prof. dr. Yvan VANDEN 
BERGHE (promoter), Universitaire Instelling Antwerpen, Sep­
tember 1999. 
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The Swedish approach: 
Constructive competition for a 

common goal 

Gunilla Herolf 

Introduction 

The accession of Finland and Sweden to the European Union 
was a considerable geopolitical change for the Union. It brought 
into the EU a very large area in northern Europe and two 
countries which, in contrast to most other members, are 
militarily non-aligned. What is more, it brought one close, and 
one immediate neighbour to Russia into the Union. It is no 
wonder that this is seen by older members as a great change in 
terms of security. 

For Sweden and Finland, discussing security in a regional 
perspective, in which the Baltic Sea is at the centre rather than 
constituting a borderline, is a new experience. The contacts 
between NATO countries and non-aligned countries on the one 
hand and Warsaw Pact states on the other were meagre during 
the Cold War in all areas of politics, trade and human relations, 
and the area as such did not merit the name of region. 

For the Nordic countries, the experience is not as new as it is 
for the EU, however. Co-operation between the Nordic and 
Baltic states started soon after the fall of the Berlin Wall and was 
thus well on its way by the time Sweden and Finland became EU 
members on 1 January 1995. This co-operation is in many ways 
an expansion of that which has existed among Nordic countries 
for many years. The tradition of co-operation among countries 
belonging to different organisations has thus continued through 
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the expansion of Nordic co-operation to include the Baltic area 
and in particular the three Baltic states - Estonia, Latvia and 
Lithuania. In addition, there is now very broad co-operation in 
this area on all levels - state, regional and local - and within all 
spheres of society. Finally, there is also a rapidly growing net of 
economic co-operation led by private companies. 

In Sweden the terms "Northern Dimension" and "northern 
co-operation" have traditionally been associated with the five 
Nordic states. Increasingly, however, these terms are used in 
connection with the ongoing pattern of co-operation within the 
whole Baltic Sea region, including the Barents Sea area. The 
Finnish Proposal for a Northern Dimension of the EU, while 
having received the full endorsement of Swedish politicians, is 
not particularly well-known among the public at large. Insofar 
as it is discussed, it is seen as a proposal signifying that the 
northern part of Europe should attract greater attention from 
others within the European Union. The government has also 
expressed a wish that this will lead to a strengthening of the 
regional organisations in the area. 

Swedish perceptions of the Northern Dimension 

The Swedish view on the Northern Dimension is generally a 
very positive one. While there are lingering problems and no 
guarantees for the future, development has so far exceeded 
expectations. While this is an area in which Sweden is deeply 
engaged, it is also one in which it is eager to see other European 
states contribute, namely as trade partners and supporters in 
security cooperation and a variety of organisations, each 
according to its specific capability. Among them the European 
Union is, however, seen to have a particularly important role, 
due to the rich spectrum of capabilities within this organisation. 

The term "Northern Dimension" is not limited here to the 
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Finnish initiative to create a northern dimension of the EU, but 
encompasses the impact which events and developments in 
northern Europe have on European security in general, and the 
EU in particular, and the role which various actors inside and 
outside the EU may play in this region. 

The term region requires some specification in this context. 
The northern part of Europe is certainly seen as constituting a 
region in the sense of having a dense network of co-operation 
and many common interests among the neighbouring countries. 
The Swedish Government has repeatedly emphasised, however, 
that it cannot be considered as a closed area with particular 
solutions of its own: European security is indivisible and 
northern Europe - the Barents region and the Arctic, as well as 
the Baltic Sea region - is securely tied into a pan-European 
security structure, also including other European countries and 
the United States.1 

The general view in Sweden concurs with that of the 
government that this is not a closed area. Therefore it is not 
possible to draw a firm line between those countries which are 
perceived as relevant and those which are not. However, in the 
view of the Swedish Government as well as of others, some 
organisations and countries are considered to be more affected 
by events and developments in the Baltic area than others. This 
view is to a large extent also reflected in the existing co­
operation. 

When it comes to the organisations, there are clear 
differences in importance. Just like everywhere else in Europe, 
NATO and the EU are the most important ones. In addition, on 
the European level, the WEU and the OSCE have their own 
specific roles. 

On a regional level, the CBSS and the BEAC are new 
organisations relevant for the Baltic area and a complement to 
the Nordic Council and the Nordic Council of Ministers. The 
latter two now often work on a '5+3' level, that is, one that also 
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includes their Baltic counterparts. The Arctic Council brings 
together eight Arctic nations which, in addition to the five 
Nordic ones, include Canada, the United States and Russia. 

On the level of individual countries, the littoral states of the 
Baltic Sea are the ones primarily engaged in co-operation. Other 
CBSS members, that is, Norway and Iceland, also have 
considerable interests in this area. Another reflection of the view 
that this is not a closed security area is the role of the United 
States in the security of the Baltic Sea region. Furthermore, a 
number of other European states have demonstrated their 
interest in the security affairs of the region by participation in 
various forms of co-operation. 

These states participate in co-operation related to the Baltic 
Sea area in a variety of ways, partly through the organisations 
mentioned above and partly through various other 
constellations. The US-Baltic Charter of January 1998 is one, and 
perhaps the most important, example of transatlantic co­
operation. The involvement of a larger group of European 
countries is illustrated by the fact that the agreements on a Baltic 
naval unit for peace-promotion duties (BALTRON), the training 
of a joint Baltic peacekeeping battalion (BALTBAT) and the 
establishment of an air surveillance system for the three Baltic 
states (BALTNET) have been signed not only by the Nordic 
states but also by France, Germany, the Netherlands and the 
United Kingdom. 

A common method of co-operation within the Baltic Sea 
region is through bilateral agreements with individual countries. 
In particular, co-operation by Denmark, Finland and Sweden 
with the former Warsaw Pact countries in the Baltic Sea region 
has a strong bilateral component. The pattern varies somewhat 
between these agreements, however. While Sweden focuses 
quite evenly on all three Baltic states, Finland, for example, puts 
the emphasis on Estonia.2 

There is also a regional and a local level in co-operation 
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among the Nordic countries across the Baltic Sea. On the local 
level, the twinning of cities is a special phenomenon designed to 
give economic support from one city to another, as well as to 
spread know-how and nurture cultural contacts on a personal 
level.3 

Swedish perceptions of the challenges 

Generally, the perception in Sweden is that, in spite of the 
economic problems in Russia, the Baltic Sea region has the 
potential to become one of Europe's most dynamic growth 
regions. This positive view has been confirmed by the 
development since the end of the Cold War. In stark contrast to 
the situation in the Balkans there is no acute conflict between 
any of the states. The apprehensions that were held by many 
some years ago have thus not been substantiated. 

The challenge is to continue this positive trend while 
avoiding the possible dangers and pitfalls along the way. For this 
reason a number of projects are being pursued within a wide 
range of fields and through a large variety of actors. While the 
bulk of this work is in the civilian field, its implications are also 
believed to increase security. 

The issue of NATO enlargement and the negative Russian 
attitude towards membership of the alliance by the Baltic states 
are considered important. The Swedish Government has 
declared that it sees the principle of each country's right to 
choose its own security policy direction to be of fundamental 
importance and that the responsibility to consider security in the 
whole of Europe does not diminish that right. Generally, 
however, the government considers relations between the Baltic 
states and Russia to have made positive progress even though 
some outstanding issues remain- above all those related to the 
borders: Russia has not yet signed border treaties with Estonia 
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and Latvia, and the Russian Parliament has not ratified the 
border agreement with Lithuania. 4 Another issue is that of the 
Russian minority in the Baltic states, which has been addressed, 
for example, by changes in the criteria for Latvian citizenship. 

A further set of problems is related to environmental hazards. 
Nuclear safety is a particular cause for concern because of the 
serious and trans-boundary character of a possible accident. 
Together with other regional or local hazards, the environmental 
deterioration in the Murmansk area is a significant problem. 

The challenge associated with the economic differences in 
the area presents another problem. Russia is of course a 
particular concern in this respect because of its present economic 
troubles. The Kaliningrad area, which is now a neighbour to 
NATO and - more importantly - will in time be an enclave 
among EU countries, has a vast number of problems: 
environmental and economic ones as well as those related to 
drugs and crime. More generally, organised crime is a serious 
problem which has been dealt with specifically by the CBSS and 
by bilateral police co-operation. 

While the catalogue of problems is rather long, they are seen 
to be of a nature which does not give rise to any immediate 
concerns. Furthermore, they are deemed to be addressed by the 
rich web of co-operation pursued by the various countries and 
by the local, regional and other organisations mentioned above 
as well as by private companies. Thus, while requiring attention, 
they are not considered acute. 

Swedish activities 

The Swedish policy of co-operation in the Baltic Sea region is 
partly one of seeking to create stability through the transfer of 
knowledge and resources to former Warsaw Pact countries. It is 
also aimed at influencing others to conduct their policy in such a 
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way as to enhance the security of the countries in the area. One 
example of the latter is related to the EU enlargement process, 
which Sweden sees to be of the utmost importance. Sweden also 
sees the hesitation and the wish to postpone EU enlargement, 
which prevails among some EU members, to be dangerous. It is 
believed that this might send the wrong signals to the candidate 
states and lead to a negative atmosphere and attitude among 
them.5 

One way of measuring the Swedish effort is to look at the 
sums involved: between 1989 and 1998 a total of SEK 8.7 billion 
(1 billion Euros) was allocated in the Swedish budget to various 
forms of co-operation with Central and Eastern Europe. 

In May 1995 four principal goals for co-operation were laid 
down by the Swedish Government: to promote common 
security, to deepen the culture of democracy, to support socially 
sustainable economic transition and to support environmentally 
sustainable development. In addition, three particular tasks 
were given priority in the new co-operation programme of 1997: 
to help Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Poland to fulfil the criteria 
for EU membership, to assist in the further integration of Russia 
and Ukraine into broader European co-operation, and to step up 
efforts in the social sector. 6 

A variety of tasks are performed under the heading 
.(.(promoting common security", an area which accounted for 8 
per cent of total Swedish support in 1989-97. Apart from 
activities pursued within the various organisations, much is 
done on a bilateral basis: Baltic officers are receiving training at 
Swedish military colleges; Poland and the Baltic states receive 
advice on and training in ways in which total defence can be 
built up under democratic control; Russian officers are trained 
for civilian occupations, and so on. Training has been given for 
border and customs control, while border patrol vehicles, radar 
stations, computers and communications equipment have been 
supplied. Furthermore, support has been given in matters 
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related to the flow of refugees that have used the Baltic states as 
a thoroughfare to Western Europe. 

In order to deal with emergency relief measures, new rescue 
services have been established in the Baltic states. Training has 
also been given to increase civil aviation safety. Furthermore, in 
order to clear the land on former military bases, Swedish 
authorities have provided training in clearing mines and 
mnmunition. They have also chartered safer navigable channels 
at sea.7 

Under the heading" deepening the culture of democracy" (12 
per cent of total support) aid has been given to the 
administrative institutions which deal with establishing security 
for the lives and property of citizens. In addition, language 
education has been provided for the Russian minorities in 
Estonia and Latvia, and a Partnership for Culture project has 
been established. Co-operation for democracy is largely 
decentralised and is carried out on several levels. Non­
governmental organisations (NGOs), churches and business 
groups at local and regional levels are engaged in these efforts, 
among which the twinning of cities has yielded particularly 
positive results. 8 

The support of socially sustainable economic transition 
accounts for the largest share of the total support (57 per cent). 
Support has been given to Swedish companies that wish to do 
business and invest in Eastern Europe and to Baltic and 
Ukrainian companies that seek to increase their exports to 
Sweden. Help has also been given to risk capital investments in 
the Baltic commercial banks in order to obtain influence over the 
banks' activities and ethics and to stabilise credit markets. 
Furthermore, in several countries the registration of land and 
real estate has been supported. 

Co-operation with Russia has taken the form of co-operation 
between the finance ministries in the areas of taxation, national 
debt administration and auditing. The so-called Yeltsin 

148 



The Swedish approach 

programme (a result of President Yeltsin' s visit to Sweden in 
December 1997) includes the training in Sweden of young 
Russian business executives over a period of five years. 

As part of the support for a sustainable economic transition, 
Sweden has also provided social support. In the field of public 
health several schemes have focused on north-western Russia.9 

The fourth area, that of supporting environmentally 
sustainable development, accounts for 23 per cent of the total 
support. It includes help to remedy damages caused by 
industrialisation during the Soviet era and aid to avoid their 
continuation. Sweden is also participating in the international 
efforts to improve nuclear safety in the area. The focus is on the 
Ignalina nuclear power plant in Lithuania and the Russian 
nuclear power stations in the St Petersburg area and on the Kola 
Peninsula. Apart from nuclear reactor safety, Swedish support 
concerns the handling of spent nuclear fuel and radioactive 
waste, safeguarding, i.e. control to prevent the diversion of 
nuclear materials, and radiation protection. 

Under this heading, support has also been given to address 
the problem of energy supply, focusing on making existing 
energy plants efficient and profitable.10 

Sweden within the Northern Dimension 

As is evident from the above, Sweden is a very active participant 
in northern security co-operation. The Swedish way of pursuing 
co-operation in this area has some specific characteristics which 
Sweden shares with the other Nordic countries. One of these is 
the strong emphasis on bilateral co-operation. In this 
bilateralism there is also a degree of competition among the 
Nordic states regarding which is the most active. This factor has 
been called "constructive competition" as an indication that 
such competition has some advantages for the beneficiaries. 
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Another characteristic is the bottom-up approach, namely 
the strong emphasis on low-level co-operation and the belief 
that the stability of a society is built from below. 

Furthermore, Swedish policy, like those of its closest co­
operation partners, Denmark and Finland, is based more on a 
functional view than on loyalty towards a particular 
organisation. The general view in Sweden is that the most 
fruitful path to increased security is through co-operation 
among several organisations. Thus, in a joint article, the Swedish 
and Finnish foreign ministers state their support of an increased 
EU-WEU capability to handle crises and also their belief that 
advantage must be taken of existing capabilities within NATO so 
as not to duplicate efforts.U 

When Sweden addresses the issues relevant for co-operation 
within the Baltic Sea area the effort is seen more as one of 
building stability than of dealing with problems. This is reflected 
in the fact that much co-operation is not related to specific 
problems It also reflects the perception that the measures taken 
have some synergistic effects. For example, while crime has to be 
fought with means which address the specific problem, the 
pursuance of measures aimed at raising the standard of living 
are believed to be likely to have an effect on the level of crime 
too. In addition, on a more general level, all civilian efforts are 
seen to have an influence on raising security as well. Of course 
there is still a need to list priorities. The situation in Russia, in 
particular, means that some hard choices must be made. 

The character of co-operation mirrors the complex pattern of 
related issues. On some issues, the existing co-operation may be 
perceived as indicative of subregionalisation, but the great 
number of links to larger organisations and to countries outside 
the region contribute to make this an open region. In addition, 
the on-going co-operation may be seen as characterised by a 
division of work in the sense that Nordic countries are dominant 
and that the other countries which demonstrate an interest in 

150 



The Swedish approach 

the area are primarily the major ones- France, Germany and the 
United Kingdom. This pattern is not quite consistent, however. 
For example, Italy and Hungary have more trade with Poland 
than Sweden does.12 Furthermore, the engagement of the 
Nordic countries is not limited to Northern Europe: for example, 
all have participated in the efforts to create peace in former 
Yugoslavia. 

The security of the whole Nordic area is vital to Sweden. By 
seeking to increase security in its neighbourhood, Sweden is at 
the same time increasing its own security. At the same time, 
membership of the European Union has brought the problems 
of other areas closer and this has led to active participation in the 
EU' s Mediterranean co-operation, for example. Sweden has also 
been engaged in the problems of former Yugoslavia, although 
this preceded EU membership. Swedish troops were sent to the 
former Yugoslavia as part of the first peacekeeping mission, the 
UNPROFOR, reaching a peak of around 1,400 soldiers during 
1994-1995, and a very large number of asylum seekers from 
former Yugoslavia have been admitted to Sweden. There has 
also been a longstanding interest in the Third World and in the 
activities of the United Nations generally. Sweden is among the 
major contributors to the United Nations, even when measured 
in absolute terms. 

The views of EU members on European matters are naturally 
characterised by both common and diverging assessments. The 
general goals are believed to be shared by all, whereas the means 
for achieving them are not. Insofar as money is involved, there is 
an element of competition between southern and northern 
interests which will naturally be reflected in views on how to 
deal with problems. The Swedish belief in the early introduction 
of a free trade area around the Mediterranean Sea, for example, 
is not shared by all countries in that area. 
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Russia as an actor 

Russia has traditionally played an important role in Swedish 
security deliberations. During the Cold War years, the Soviet 
Union constituted the only conceivable state which might 
harbour hostile intentions towards Sweden, and Swedish 
military forces were therefore focused on defence against this 
country. Russia today is perceived as having neither the 
intention nor the capability for a major attack against Sweden. 
Still, however, Swedes perceive Russia as an important country 
for themselves and for Europe. Above all, Russia's role is seen as 
determined by the fact that it is a vast country with a very large 
population. This means that Russia cannot take part in European 
or Nordic co-operation on the same terms as other countries. 

At the same time, Russia is a poor country, which means that 
it is on the receiving end in co-operation agreements. In 
addition, it is a country which is in such deep trouble that the 
possible implications of a total breakdown of the state 
infrastructure must be considered. 

Russia is not a forceful actor within the Northern Dimension 
in the sense of taking initiatives or pursuing co-operation on its 
own initiative. Some exceptions to this have been noted, 
however. One of them is the proposal launched in autumn 1997 
for a regional security agreement in the Baltic Sea region, in 
which Russia would have some kind of guarantor role. The 
proposal was dismissed. This initiative is, however, a reminder 
of the superpower status which Russia/the USSR once had and 
the problems for Russia to adjust to a new status and a new role. 
The size of Russia- combined with the apprehensions that still 
exist about this country - has led to a perceived need for an 
involvement in the area of the only counterweight possible, the 
United States. 

At the same time, it is considered important among Swedes 
that Russia also be involved in positive co-operation. Sweden 
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has therefore sought to achieve Russian participation in as many 
co-operation schemes as possible. A particular goal is to achieve 
Russian participation in PfP exercises. An important general aim 
of the co-operation with Russia is to avoid distrust and the 
creation of a sharp economic dividing line between Russia and 
its neighbours, most of whom are now gradually integrating into 
the EU. 

The EU dimension 

The Swedish view is that the EU has a very important role to 
play in the developments in northern Europe. While the absence 
of acute problems means that the northern area is not a subject 
for EU crisis management, the efforts to ensure long-term 
stability are seen to be no less crucial. 

The EU is furthermore believed to be at a very strong 
advantage in comparison with other organisations because of its 
civilian and integration-building character and the importance 
of economic progress for the former Warsaw Pact countries. It is 
also a valuable member of the CBSS and the BEAC because of the 
kind of long-term development in the area of stability creation 
which is sought through the work of these organisations. 

The Swedish view is that the EU should give high priority to 
the region. There is much to be gained from supporting the 
positive developments made so far, and it is much more costly to 
deal with frustration from those who consider that they have 
not been fairly treated in the enlargement process. Since Baltic 
Sea co-operation in general, including EU involvement, is 
widely endorsed in Sweden there is very little national debate 
on these issues. The national spectrum of opinions is actually 
rather narrow and the discussion tends to focus on the need to 
do more. 

The most important way in which the EU can play a role is 
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believed to be through its enlargement procedure. The 
enlargement is seen by the government as "the single most 
significant building stone in a genuine, all-embracing European 
security order. It contributes to increased security, deepened 
democracy and social and economic development in our 
immediate vicinity, and also throughout Europe" .13 This positive 
view on EU enlargement is shared by the Swedish public. 

In the Commission's Agenda 2000, presented in July 1997, 
only Estonia out of the three Baltic states was included in the 
first round of enlargement. In Sweden, the fact that the EU took 
the step of including one Baltic country was deemed to be of 
great significance, bringing into the Union a country which was 
formerly part of the Soviet Union. While involving no security 
guarantees, it was nevertheless seen to give added security to 
this country through its integration with Western Europe. 
Sweden and Denmark, considering it just as important that 
Latvia and Lithuania were able to start negotiations soon, have 
acted on their behalf. The fact that negotiations are now also 
being started with these two countries is seen as a very positive 
development for security and stability in the region. 

In the continued process of enlargement, the Swedish view 
is also that there is a risk that the countries in the present round 
of enlargement are given too hard terms in order to fulfil EU 
requirements, which would be unfair. There might be 
disagreement about this between countries like Sweden, which 
see EU enlargement as essential, and those EU countries which 
consider enlargement to be less necessary. 

The other important task for the EU is seen to be within the 
area of the CFSP. The EU is regarded as uniquely equipped to 
play a central role in this area since its political authority and 
economic strength are combined with a broad spectrum of 
instruments that can be used to prevent conflicts. A Swedish 
proposal for the civilian part of crisis management was launched 
in the autumn of 1999 but was watered down in the negotiations 
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and has now been launched again in cooperation with the 
United Kingdom. 14 The military part is also seen as an important 
section of the spectrum for Sweden, which has been heavily 
engaged in peacekeeping for decades. This policy is supported 
by the Government and the general public. In an opinion poll in 
1999, the decision to continue sending troops to former 
Yugoslavia, even if they might become involved in direct 
fighting, was supported by 74 per cent of those questioned (18 
per cent were negative and eight per cent were undecided). 15 In 
the government's view, Europe must take greater responsibility 
for its own peace and security. This Finnish-Swedish 1996 
initiative of integrating the Petersberg Tasks into the EU is 
considered by the government as having created an institutional 
basis to which also political will, effective military capability and 
efficient decision-making procedures will have to be added.16 

The first concrete result of this is the de-mining mission in 
Croatia in which Sweden is the leading nation. The decisions of 
Cologne, as well as those of Helsinki, have been seen as positive 
and important since they are considered to be contributing to 
the efficiency of crisis management. The EU-WEU should thus 
be involved in crisis-management but cannot constitute any 
kind of counterweight to Russia. Such a role is believed to be 
possible only for NATO and/or the United States. 

As regards Russia, the Swedish opinion is that the policy 
towards this country should be of a very high priority. In an 
article by the Swedish Prime Minister, Russia is listed first among 
issues that need more attention by the Union. Russia is seen as 
needing extensive support in order to fight economic problems, 
organised crime and political instability, which all threaten 
democratic development.17 However, the Russian influence 
should not be allowed to surpass that of any other state, and 
thus Russia should not be allowed to exercise any kind of veto 
rights in organisations to which it does not belong. 
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Perceptions of the northern countries 

Sweden's two neighbours, Denmark and Finland, are its closest 
co-operation partners in the work pursued in the Baltic Sea 
region. This is a kind of co-operation in which like-mindedness 
is a strong factor of cohesion among them. Thus, the fact that 
Denmark is a member of NATO is not seen as a factor that makes 
it very different from the other countries in this co-operation. 

The Swedish view is that the currently crucial issues are not 
related to threats such as those defined in the WEU's and 
NATO's Article 5, signifying support in the event of a military 
attack on a member country. Therefore, it does not see the 
development of the CFSP in terms of creating security to be in 
any way hampered by the non-aligned countries. The Finnish­
Swedish initiative of 1996 has rather been seen as a way to 
increase the capabilities of the CFSP. As described above, what is 
actually seen as lacking is co-ordinated capability and political 
will. In terms of institutional development, however, the non­
aligned countries can be seen as an impediment to a situation in 
which all countries belong to the same organisations. 

There is an abundance of needs which have to be addressed 
in the Baltic Sea region as elsewhere. While these are technically 
outside the CFSP area, as described above, the Swedish view is 
that the work which is carried out primarily by the Nordic 
countries in other areas is directly connected to security. Thus 
the impact of successfully addressing problems such as border 
and minority issues, not to mention supporting economic 
integration and the build-up of democracy, is to improve 
security in a very forceful way. 

The way in which developments within the Baltic Sea region 
will affect the role of the EU depends on the way in which the 
EU continues to pursue co-operation in this area. The Baltic Sea 
region has some problems, but compared to other areas these 
are not perceived in the North as being particularly acute. The 
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Russian problem is certainly serious, but is not a Baltic Sea 
problem but rather a European or a global one. The most likely 
development is that the EU' s role in the area is strengthened 
because of the importance of its work. It is obvious that the 
economic integration which the EU provides is highly relevant 
when addressing the issue of long-term stability which is at 
stake in the Baltic Sea area. Furthermore, the EU has served as a 
very valuable partner for NATO through its enlargement, which 
creates a link between a Baltic country and the West. By doing 
this, the EU may be said to have mitigated the effects of a NATO 
enlargement currently not including the Baltic states. 

Further strategies 

If Sweden and other Nordic countries want to put the Baltic Sea 
region higher on the list of European Union priorities, they have 
to make it clear to other countries why they also should give a 
higher priority to the region. 

By and large, it is useful to increase the general level of 
knowledge about this area to enable a better discussion of its 
problems and possibilities. The Swedish and other governments 
involved in co-operation in the Baltic Sea region should 
therefore adopt a strategy of spreading more information 
throughout Western Europe about the situation within the 
former Warsaw Pact countries concerned. Others cannot be 
expected to be well informed, considering that some of these 
states are very small and that the development has been very 
rapid. 

Another reason behind raising awareness of countries in the 
Baltic Sea region should be to seek new investors and trade 
partners for the former Warsaw Pact countries in the area. This 
might be achieved by a strategy that includes information 
campaigns in relevant countries, spreading information about 
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the progress made since the fall of the Berlin Wall. One of the 
conclusions of a recent official Swedish report showed that, 
when it comes to economic developments, the picture that has 
sometimes emerged is characterised by an underestimation of 
the progress made and an exaggeration of the problems that 
exist. An example of the very positive economic development is 
the growth of gross national product- 11 per cent for Estonia 
and 5 per cent for Latvia and Lithuania in 1997.18 

The future position of the Baltic Sea region on the EU map 
will depend on many factors, not least developments in other 
corners of Europe. Developments in Russia are a particular 
problem in the region and their future direction is uncertain. 
While a serious deterioration of Russian society would be a 
global issue, a muddling through by this society would still be a 
matter for European concern and would have some regional 
implications for the Baltic Sea area. Therefore, all EU countries 
should now join forces in implementing the agreed EU strategy 
in order to help Russia get to grips with its present problems. To 
a large extent, the fate of Russia is also likely to determine the 
future for the rest of Europe. 

Notes 

1 See, for example, Statement of Government Policy in the Parlia­
mentary Debate on Foreign Affairs, Wednesday 9 February 2000. 

2 The distribution of the total Swedish support to Central and Eas­
tern Europe in 1989-97 is as follows: Regional: 15%, Estonia: 
14%, Latvia: 17%, Lithuania: 19%, Poland 14%, Russia: 15%, Uk­
raine: 2% and others: 4%. See E. Hedborg in co-operation with 
the Central and Eastern Europe Department of the Ministry for 
Foreign Affairs and the Ministry of Industry and Trade, A Good 
Neighbourhood. Sweden's Co-operation with Central and Eastern Eu­
rope, May 1998, (Stockholm: Norstedts Tryckeri AB), p. 9. 

3 Three out of four municipalities are engaged in some kind of de­
centralised cooperation with eastern Europe. See Regeringens 
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18 Ta vara pa mojligheterna i Ostersjoregionen [Making Use of the 
Opportunities in the Baltic Region], Betankande av Ostersjohan­
delskommith~n, SOU 1998:53, Stockholm, 1998. 
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Danish hopes: From a fuzzy concept 
to a model case* 

Bertel Heurlin 

Introductory remarks 

The sea changes which took place in northern Europe after the 
end of the Cold War were fundamental for the Danish security 
policy. Denmark moved from a frontline position to a centre 
position in European politics. In addition, the military threat 
disappeared.1 As a direct consequence of the post-Cold War 
Europe the content of the concept of "Norden", the North, 
primarily referring to five Nordic countries, was transformed in 
a dramatic way. With Europe as a new unified mega-region, 
with Finland and Sweden as members of the European Union, 
and with Norway and Iceland as close EU-associates and in 
many ways de facto members of the Union, the concept of 
Norden was no longer in contradiction to "Europe". To Norden, 
Europe was not "otherness". On the contrary- Norden and the 
expanded N orden, the northern part of Europe, northern 
Europe, became - as the term indicates - an integrated part of 
Europe, a Europe more and more influenced by, and integrated 
into, the European Union. Norden is enlarging, and in the new 
geopolitical context it is appropriate to refer to the existence of a 
Northern Dimension of Europe (and of the European Union) 
and not to "N orden" as a separate part of Europe. 2 

This enlarged N orden covers the Baltic Sea area, and the 
northern part of Europe, including the north-western part of 
Russia. In very few years this new subregion has adapted to the 
requirement and the possibilities of the New European Order 
and is now considered an area with increasing coherence. 3 This 

*I am indebetd to M. A. Christian Sparrewohn for his basic research 
and early drafts for this chapter. 
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is demonstrated in many ways, not least organisationally. The 
Baltic Sea area and the northern part of Europe are among the 
regions in the world with the highest number of cooperative 
international and transnational organisations, and probably 
hold the number one position. 4 The organisations cover 
practically all sectors and all levels. There are political, economic, 
military, societal, technical, and cultural organisations and 
networks, representing high as well as low politics, soft as well 
as hard security issues. They embody political summits on the 
highest level, organisations between cities in the area, and 
cooperative cultural arrangements among choirs. 

Why is this so? As indicated above we have to look for 
broader, structural reasons. We may state that we have to work 
with entirely new geo-political realities in comparison to the 
Cold War period. During the Cold War, dimensions of 
geographical distance, neighbourhood, and vicinity between the 
individual countries had rather low priority. The more or less 
impenetrable iron curtain was a physical and political fact, 
which contributed to a simplistic, bipolar geopolitical identity: 
East-West. Due to the strange mixture in northern Europe of 
allied countries (NATO and the Warsaw Pact), neutral countries 
(West as well as East-oriented), and the heavy presence of one of 
the superpowers, the USSR, there were constant political 
attempts to blur the existence of an iron curtain in northern 
Europe. For example: the Soviet Union called for a Baltic Sea of 
Peace and the Nordic countries for a "Nordic low-tension-area". 
Nevertheless, the division of Europe played a decisive role also 
in this area. 5 

But, this coherent geopolitical region is characterised by a 
specific feature: there are no natural centres, no natural 
dominating country or unit in the region itself. There are, 
however, two centres positioned outside the region namely in 
economic-political terms: Brussels (the European Union) and in 
security-policy terms: Washington (the United States as the 
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undisputed leader of NATO). The basic fact is that after the Cold 
War, northern Europe including the Baltic Sea area has been 
"EU-ised" (including Russia with the EU-Russia partnership 
agreement) and at the same time "NATO-ised" (including Russia 
with the NATO-Russia Council (JPC, Joint Permanent Council), 
while the neutral and Baltic countries are all members of PfP and 
EAPC. Moscow is no longer a centre for northern Europe. 
Moscow is considered the periphery, in the long run propelled 
in the direction of the EU and NATO. In order to fully 
understand the concept of the Northern Dimension, it may be 
relevant to pose a question: Who creates and dissolves regions? 
Region building and region fragmentation is closely linked to 
geographical and cultural factors. But, as is demonstrated in the 
present case of northern Europe (incl. the Baltic Sea area) these 
factors are necessary but not sufficient preconditions. Region 
building is dependent on the dominant organisation of the 
world. With the disappearance of bipolarity and the 
transformation to a new international structure with one 
superpower - a situation which could be labelled unipolarity -
Europe, for example, has evolved into one super-region, a 
Europe that was formerly divided into two regions. This can 
simply be expressed in the claim that the US is now a European 
power and not as before a Western European Power. The 
preconditions for "a Europe whole and free" seem to be an all­
European US-" overlay". Equally, the new US role in Europe has 
now resulted in a Europe divided into three sub-regions: a 
southern Europe attached to the Mediterranean area, a northern 
Europe attached to the Baltic sea including the Northern 
Atlantic - and thirdly: the new coherent middle belt, from 
France, through Germany, Poland, and Ukraine to Russia. 6 

In this connection it is worthwhile emphasising that the 
United States seems more engaged in northern Europe than ever 
before in history. The US is a very active observer in practically 
all regional political organisations and has established valuable 
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organisational frameworks like the US-Baltic charter, and the 
American Northeastern European Initiative. So in this way, the 
United States is not only a European power but also a marked 
Northern European power? 

This new region building is one of the important factors in 
the concept of the Northern Dimension. Also, it plays a critical 
role in the development of the general Danish foreign policy. But 
how may the general Danish attitude towards the Northern 
Dimension be characterised in a broader perspective? 

Danish perceptions of the Northern Dimension 

The general view is that the values behind and content of the 
original Finnish concept of the Northern Dimension are all 
shared by Denmark, which has been advocating and 
implementing many of the same ideas in different fora. Yet the 
term "Northern Dimension" is still absent from the Danish 
national debate on the European Union as well as the discourse 
on Baltic Sea involvement. While both of these areas are 
discussed and handled by a broad range of political, economic, 
and societal actors, the link between them is rarely mentioned 
outside the circles of policy-makers and social scientists. Few 
Danes have heard of the Northern Dimension; the phrase has 
not surfaced in the general political debate yet, a fact that can be 
explained partly by the original broad and somewhat abstract 
nature of the Finnish proposal which made it difficult to 
evaluate and discuss. The lack of concrete substance is not the 
whole story, however. Just as much of an obstacle to general 
awareness of the concept is the fact that Danish authorities, 
companies, and individuals are already involved in the region in 
a vast range of bilateral and multilateral initiatives appearing to 
cover the same areas of co-operation and development as the 
Northern Dimension. To many, it is simply not clear what 
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innovation the concept provides. In isolation, the Northern 
Dimension concept can be seen as a Finnish agenda-setting 
strategy with the aim of placing the specific Finnish geopolitical 
position in a broader European context, avoiding, however, an 
emergence of what could be perceived as a coordinated Nordic­
centric policy inside the EU. The fact that the Northern 
Dimension has now become part of the general EU policy is an 
indication of wise, clever, and well-planned, long-term Finnish 
policy. 8 On a more official level, the Danish foreign service sees 
great opportunities in an increased emphasis on the Northern 
Dimension in the European Union, especially if it builds on 
existing structures and expertise in the region. If the EU could 
assume a coordinating role of the many national and 
institutional policies already being implemented, it might well 
improve the efficiency of the efforts and thereby strengthen the 
security and prosperity of northern Europe. Additionally, a more 
active role by the EU could mean the successful undertaking of 
cooperative projects that the current institutions active in the 
region are too weak to handle alone and would result in 
increased recognition by the southern member countries of the 
importance of the region. Further, it could function as a strategic 
bargaining chip in the general, broad EU-policy game, vis-a-vis 
the Barcelona process which deals with the Mediterranean 
dimension of the EU .9 

Danish activities 

A new activism emerged in Danish foreign policy with the end 
of the Cold War. During an international shift in security focus 
from hard to soft, Denmark found that its capabilities matched 
the new challenges much better than the old. A new policy -
active internationalism- was proclaimed in April 1989 by the 
Foreign Minister, Uffe Ellemann-Jensen.12 A Government 
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Commission had examined and redefined the Danish Foreign 
Service to match the new international situation.13 The 
recommendations were that Denmark should be more 
proactive, focus more on international globalisation and base its 
foreign policy on a longer-term strategic perspective. This broke 
with a tradition of muted Danish diplomacy that had been 
shaped by the Danish military defeats in the 19th century and 
been emphasised after the Second World War. Danish 
geopolitical vulnerability, serving as a barrier for proactivism, 
disappeared when the Berlin Wall was torn down, indicating the 
end of bipolarity. Denmark's re-establishment of diplomatic 
relations, as one of the first Western countries with Estonia, 
Latvia, and Lithuania in 1991, marked a substantial change and 
implied the beginning of a unique position for the Baltic 
countries in Danish foreign policy.14 Bilaterally and through the 
regional organisations (those already existing and the many that 
were created), Denmark took a great responsibility upon itself in 
order to assist the former Eastern Bloc countries in general and 
the three Baltic countries in particular. With the aim of helping 
these countries to achieve integration and security in Europe in 
political, economic, societal, and military terms, Denmark 
participated in a vast range of initiatives. 

Bilaterally, the new internationalism has led to a multitude of 
projects. On the most local level, the National Association of 
Local Authorities in Denmark has reported a rapid growth in the 
number of "friendship city" partnerships between Danish cities 
and countries near the Baltic Sea. Additionally, a significant 
number of Danish cities are involved in projects in the former 
Soviet Union in sectors such as energy, environment, and 
education. In the period 1992-1996, Danish counties were 
involved in 140 projects in the former Soviet Union and Poland 
mainly within the areas of education, administration, and social 
services. The local levels have spearheaded a substantial Danish 
social systems export to these countries.15 
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On a larger scale, the central levels of the Danish political 
system are involved in numerous initiatives. Denmark was 
among the first countries in Europe to initiate defence 
cooperation with the Central and Eastern European countries, 
and was one of the driving forces behind the creation of 
BALTBAT, a peacekeeping unit with soldiers from the three 
Baltic countries, trained and equipped by a number of western 
European states. Denmark has also assisted the Baltic countries 
in upgrading their defence for Partnership for Peace and 
eventual NATO membership. With Germany and Poland, 
Denmark formulated a tripartite agreement in 1995 aiming at 
preparing the Polish forces for NATO. A German/Polish/Danish 
multinational NATO corps will be established in 1999, each 
country contributing one division. The Baltic Sea divisions of the 
three countries are involved in close cooperation and joint 
military training. Additionally, Denmark has supported the 
establishment of BALTRON (a common naval force) and 
BALTNET (a common air surveillance system). Furthermore, the 
Royal Danish Army and Navy Academies train several Baltic 
cadets each year, and are one of driving forces behind the Baltic 
Defence College (BALTDEFCOL) in Tartu, which has a Danish 
chief. Denmark is currently involved in approximately 250 
distinct defence projects in the Baltic Sea Area.16 

On softer security issues, Denmark has been similarly active 
in aiding and guiding the Central and Eastern European 
countries. The list of projects is quite overwhelming and 
includes police cooperation, the export of the Danish taxation 
system to Poland and the Baltic countries, substantial aid to ease 
the Former Soviet Republics' pollution problems, the initiating 
of academic networks to exchange scholars and students (the so­
called "Eurofaculty"), agricultural assistance to upgrade the 
methods and technology in the Baltic countries, the opening of a 
cultural institute in Riga, extensive education of Baltic and 
Russian teachers on all levels, and economic aid to bolster the 
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democratic efforts of the new political systems. The Kaliningrad 
area has been selected as a specific priority. Intensive efforts are 
being conducted to establish a Danish-Russian action plan for 
the area. Denmark is the bilateral donor that contributes the 
most to the Baltic countries both in absolute and relative terms. 
To this should be added all the efforts to establish trade 
connections between Denmark and the new markets. These 
include government initiatives to strengthen the commercial 
sectors of the Baltic Sea countries as well as the expansions of 
private Danish companies that are attracted by an inexpensive 
labour force and the need for western know-how. A growing 
part of the Danish foreign trade is with Poland, Russia and the 
Baltic countries.17 

Multilaterally, Denmark has played an active role in the large 
number of regional organisations existing in the Northern and 
Baltic regions. A high-water mark for Danish involvement came 
in 1997-1998 when Denmark chaired the CBSS. The CBSS was 
founded upon Danish and German initiative in 1992 and has 
become one of the leading exponents for economic, political and 
cultural cooperation in the region. On the local level, Danish 
cities are active in the Union of Baltic Cities, Danish counties in 
The Baltic Sea States Sub-regional Cooperation, and the Danish 
island Bornholm in the Baltic Sea Islands, modestly abbreviated 
to B-7. To this should be added the Baltic Ring (a vision on a 
common energy and electricity network), HELCOM (the Baltic 
Marine Environment Protection Commission), the Baltic Sea 
Alliance, as well as the older organisations of the Nordic Council 
and the institutions related to the Barents Cooperation that have 
all redefined their roles to initiate dialogue with Russia. 
Additionally, Denmark has worked actively in the EU and NATO 
to prepare both organisations and applicants for expansion and 
has invited Baltic soldiers to participate fully and integrally in 
Danish contributions to UN peacekeeping operations. Denmark 
was the first country to extend such an invitation.18 
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The list of Danish initiatives and affiliations in the region 
covered by "the Nordic Dimension" provides an impression of 
the intensity of existing efforts, as well as the multilateral policy 
channels already in place. A very tight institutional network that 
appears to cover even the broadest definition of security and 
development is established. Danish mass media has produced a 
general awareness of the work already taking place in the 
region, as well as of the official Danish political ambitions 
regarding the active involvement of the Baltic countries in the 
western organisations. Seen against this background, it is not 
surprising that the Finnish initiative has difficulties in gaining 
ground in the general Danish debate. Though most Danish 
politicians and participants in the public debate support all the 
values behind and the content of the Finnish proposal, they are 
approaching a point of saturation and do not necessarily see 
anything new or different about the "Northern Dimension". 
This will be a key challenge to the concept in Denmark and 
probably elsewhere in the region. It will have to present itself as 
truly unique in order to receive much attention in the public 
debate. So far, it has not succeeded in doing so. Before outlining 
the specific Danish position on the Northern Dimension, a brief 
general survey on Danish Security policy in terms of Russia, 
"N orden", and the Baltic Sea Area will be presented. 

Danish security policy in the Baltic Sea region: Russia 

The Northern Dimension is not least about Russia. Denmark, as 
the spokesperson for the Baltic states at least concerning NATO 
membership, has on the one hand been the advocate of a quite 
demanding line with regard to Russia and, on the other hand, 
pursued a friendship and cooperation-seeking policy. 

Denmark does not perceive Russia as a security threat, at 
least not in the short run. The recent National Danish Defence 
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Commission has stated in its report from 1998 that there will be 
no direct conventional military threat to Denmark in the next 10 
years. 19 Likewise it can be observed that Russia is reducing its 
military capabilities in the north-western part of the country by 
approximately 50%. The Danish perception of her relations to 
Russia is best described as a partnership, though a partnership 
that sometimes has to be treated with caution. This caution is not 
due to fear of aggression towards Denmark, its allies, or the 
Baltic states for that matter. Denmark's main objective is to 
prevent the relations between Russia and the West from 
deteriorating or, in the worst case, returning to the Cold War 
climate. This means that the Danish security risks with regard to 
Russia have to be seen in a longer perspective. The perceived 
risk is instability not aggression.20 

The logic behind Danish policy with regard to Russia is that 
by giving her a role and a say in the international community 
and helping her become stable domestically, the perspectives for 
friendly, open, and reliable relations are better. 

This implies that Denmark on the one hand pursues a 
stabilisation of the relationship with Russia. On the other hand, 
Denmark would not go too far in compromising her principles 
in order to uphold the good climate. Examples are the Danish 
activist stand on the Baltic question, the enlargement of NATO, 
and the Kosovo conflict. 

Danish security policy is characterised by an active, 
influence-seeking and sometimes quite self-assured position. 
This goes not least for relations with Russia. This position is 
partly explained by Denmark's role in the context of NATO. In 
this forum, Denmark has changed its position from being a -
sometimes quite obstinate- free rider in the 1980s to being an 
active participant with a cooperative policy, always quite in line 
with the American opinion of the 1990s. This means that NATO 
first of all takes care of security in the Baltic Sea area according to 
the Danish general point of view. The population also supports 
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this policy. While during the Cold War often less than half the 
population were supportive of NATO, now - when no military 
threat exists- up to 80% are strongly for continued membership. 
This attitude did not change during the NATO war in Kosovo 
when Denmark was heavily engaged, participating with almost 
as many fighter planes as Germany.21 

Russia is a natural part of the northern European subregion 
and it is important to include her in the cooperative process and 
in the political dialogue. Russia is generally assessed by the 
Danish authorities as a pivotal actor in the region, and a country 
of simultaneously great opportunities and some concern. The 
aim is to facilitate the Russian involvement in Europe. The 
European Union is an important tool, but regional 
arrangements in northern Europe and bilateral relations are also 
considered crucial. As far as Denmark is concerned, EU 
enlargement as well as NATO enlargement - not least to the 
Baltic countries- are assigned high priority.22 In practical terms, 
Denmark has widened its cooperation with Russia. Although 
many relations with Russia are conducted multilaterally, as part 
of the international, regional and subregional organisations and 
institutions, Denmark has a specific interest in direct bilateral 
connections and relations. These are demonstrated in practically 
all areas economically, politically, militarily, and 
technologically. 

Historically, Denmark and Russia have a long-term record of 
friendly relations. The two countries have never been at war 
with each other. Even during the Cold War, Denmark conducted 
a non-provocation policy vis-a-vis the then Soviet Union due to 
its specific geopolitical position as a frontline state as well as its 
participation in the so-called ;'/Nordic Balance"P The Nordic 
Balance was a political concept indicating a balance between the 
three Nordic NATO members, Iceland, Denmark and Norway­
all having restrictive NATO policies - and the two neutral 
countries Sweden and Finland. Balancing actions were expected 
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as a reaction to superpower pressure on one of the two Nordic 
groupings - for example Soviet pressure towards Finland or US 
pressure towards Denmark or Norway. After the end of the Cold 
War Denmark found itself in a fundamental new geopolitical 
position. The Baltic Sea looked completely different. Denmark 
was no longer considered the "cork" of the Baltic Sea - with the 
GDR absorbed in the FRG, Poland regaining her full sovereignty, 
the three Baltic republics becoming independent states again, 
and with the dissolution of the Soviet Union, due to the 
establishment of a Russia, a political act directed against the 
Soviet Union with the aim of creating a new unit, partly as an 
Anti-Soviet Union based in principle on market economy, 
democracy, human rights and personal freedom. 

Denmark's policy vis-a-vis Russia has followed two lines: on 
the one hand a policy of close partnership, economically, 
politically and militarily, and on the other a policy which 
demonstrates a specific interest in maintaining and securing the 
full independence of the Baltic states. More than any other 
country, Denmark has emphasised the process of including the 
Baltic states in NATO. 

Economically, the basic point of departure is the Danish­
Russian agreement of 1992 on the development of economic, 
industrial, scientific and technological cooperation. A Danish­
Russian government council is the operative organ also 
responsible for opening up matters for further broad 
cooperation. The trade relations are relatively modest. Russia is 
Denmark's 20th largest export market, and number two among 
the Central and Eastern European countries after Poland. 
Traditionally, Denmark has a surplus in the Danish-Russian 
trade balance. The Danish investments are also modest. 24 

Besides trade, aid is a factor. In the last 10 years Denmark has 
supported Russia with more than one million krones. Two thirds 
of the aid has been earmarked for the areas bordering the Baltic 
Sea. The main targets for aid are environment, support for the 
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economic reform process, education and the social area. 
Militarily, the cooperation covers conversion, and support for 

former Russian officers from the Baltic countries. The direct 
military relations are based upon an agreement between the two 
ministries of defence from 1994. Among the main aims is support 
for civil and democratic control with the Russian armed forces. 
The cooperation is forged in annual programmes, including 
mutual visits, debates, common experiences with training and 
education, and joint exercises. 

Due to the Kosovo crisis some common Danish-Russian 
activities have been discontinued. Denmark has emphasised the 
partnership relations to Russia in general and the relations to the 
Danish "Near Abroard", i.e. areas bordering the Baltic Sea, in 
particular. Denmark will in the future give a high priority to the 
Kaliningrad area. Generally it is concluded that the EU­
N orthern Dimension can be a stepping stone for further Danish 
engagement in the north-western part of Russia. 

The EU dimension 

In the basic Danish conception, the EU dimension in the 
northern Europe subregion is of increasing importance. As 
Norden is playing less of a role, due to the transformations 
following the end of the Cold War, and as the new subregion of 
northern Europe is constructed along the lines of a strong and 
expanding EU and an increasing role of the United States as the 
sole superpower and the indisputable leader of the likewise 
expanding NATO, the EU as a structural and organising part of 
daily political life does have a considerable impact on Danish 
policy. Generally it must be stated that Denmark welcomes EU 
participation. 

Thus Denmark perceives the northern subregion as 
important in the EU context. Placed in the middle of the 
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subregion, many Danish security concerns are located here, not 
least in the realm of soft security: energy policy, cultural policy, 
environmental policy, problems concerning international crime, 
refugees, human rights, the stability of nuclear power plants, 
social policy, and judicial problems. As for hard security, 
Denmark has - not least due to its four EU-policy opt-outs, 
which include EU-defence - emphasised the NATO solution.25 

The Helsinki decisions of December 1999, which include the 
establishing of a European intervention force of 60,000 soldiers 
in 2003, will certainly challenge Denmark and confront it with 
the threat of marginalisation in important parts of EU policy. A 
main aim of Danish policy- also with regard to the Northern 
Subregion- is precisely to avoid or minimise marginalisation. 

Denmark welcomes the EU initiatives of closer relations to 
Russia and has been actively involved in the process, which 
established the EU common strategy for Russia as the very first 
common strategy according to the enhanced CFSP of the 
Amsterdam Treaty. It is also considered on a par with the EU 
Northern Dimension policy. In addition, Denmark welcomes the 
relatively positive Russian answer to the EU common strategy. 

The EU is already involved in the subregion in many ways, 
e.g. through its seat in the CBSS and the BEAC. It is the Danish 
understanding that the EU involvement should have a fairly 
high priority. The substance of the EU policy should deal with 
enlargement. It was Danish policy that all the Baltic countries 
should be invited to negotiate on the same level as Poland, the 
Czech Republic and Hungary. This policy eventually became EU 
policy in Helsinki in December 1999. But it will only be possible 
to include all the Baltic states as members in the near future if 
they are able to make the necessary changes themselves, 
including securing minority rights. 
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The Nordic countries 

As indicated, the new northern subregion has a significant 
impact upon the relations between the Nordic countries. 
Fundamentally it seems evident that with the new and richly­
faceted international and regional challenges it should pay for 
the small Nordic countries to unite their limited resources on 
issue areas where common interests could be identified. The 
problem is, firstly, that the common interests are limited, 
secondly, that the individual Nordic countries increasingly tend 
to give priority to cooperation with non-Nordic countries in 
matters of common interest, and thirdly and finally that the 
individual Nordic countries after the Cold War have tended to 
emphasise relative gains for absolute gains in the political game 
of the northern subregion. This ilnplies an increasingly open 
political and economic competition among the Nordic countries. 
This does not mean a negation of the generally accepted claim 
that contacts among the Nordic countries on all levels are 
unusually common, but that European integration today 
functions as the common frame of reference. 

The scope of Nordic cooperation in recent years is, however, 
increasing rather than decreasing. The Nordic Council and the 
Nordic Council of Ministers underwent reforms in 1995, 
primarily due to the Swedish and Finnish membership of the 
EU. A new structure was established and new issue areas were 
added, not to mention EU questions, involving areas like the 
environment, unemployment, sex equality, consumer and food 
problems. In addition, aid programmes for the near abroad i.e. 
the Baltic countries, North Western Europe and Arktis were 
established and implemented. The cooperation also increased in 
the area of foreign policy, and new issue areas were added, such 
as meetings of the ministers of foreign affairs. In the Nordic 
Council sessions, foreign policy and security policy are regularly 
on the agenda. 

175 



Danish hopes 

Cooperation with other countries is, however, increasing 
even further. The Nordic ministers of foreign affairs now have 
regular meetings with their Canadian, their Russian and their 
Baltic counterparts. But what is more important, the CFSP of the 
European Union is now the main forum for coordinating and 
determining policy declarations. 

The Danish position on theN orthern Dimension 

Among the relevant Danish policy-makers, the Finnish proposal 
has been greeted as a possible way of expanding the EU' s 
interest in the region. By involving more countries than those 
belonging to the region itself, the Finnish proposal might pave 
the way for a more comprehensive Western involvement in the 
Baltic countries, Russia, and Poland. Issues such as the 
environment, nuclear security, energy, international crime and 
human rights are not just the concern of the Nordic countries, 
they are just as relevant to the Central and Southern European 
countries and consequently it makes sense to involve these 
states in the relevant policy decisions. Furthermore, most of the 
East European countries covered by the Northern Dimension 
are either shortlisted candidates for EU membership or on the 
verge of becoming so. By alleviating some of the problems that 
these applicants face, the EU avoids the risk of "importing" them 
into its political and economic structures, and thus avoids later 
tensions between old and new members. The three other main 
reasons for Danish support of the Northern Dimension are the 
implicit values in the proposal, the pivotal focus on Russia, and 
the need for an entity that can coordinate existing efforts in the 
region. 

First, the value foundation of the Northern Dimension is 
virtually identical to the platform that Denmark and probably 
the other Nordic countries base their Baltic Sea policy upon. The 
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Danish attitude is that cooperation is about much more than the 
wish to establish a broad political dialogue between the 
countries in northern Europe, and is an attempt to overcome the 
former contrasting norms and values of the bipolar world, and 
to establish and confirm the commonality of interests on a wide 
range of issues. Through this partnership, softer definitions of 
security are established as key elements in the relations between 
states, which not only reduce the risk of military tensions and 
political misunderstandings, but also make it possible for the 
countries to discuss many different issues at once and in 
conjunction. The establishment of a political dialogue thus 
becomes a goal in itself, as well as a necessary tool in ensuring 
the success of specific projects. The Northern Dimension 
proposal embraces these thoughts through its focus on a broad 
security concept, its aim of establishing a soft security region, 
and its emphasis on the importance of a candid dialogue 
between the former East and West, and between all relevant 
political actors in the area. 

Second, the Northern Dimension proposal appears to see 
Russia as a potential ally rather than as an adversary. Though 
this might seem logical considering the new general partnership 
security structure in Europe and Russia's size and geopolitical 
importance, it is in fact a complicated issue. Russia is wary of a 
possible rapid and accelerating expansion of NATO but it is 
certainly much more at ease with the enlargement of the EU. 
One can, however, expect Russian concern about the future 
development of the EU taking over the tasks of WEU. Add to this 
a fear of isolation from the European economic and political 
institutions, which have considerably more influence than the 
OSCE, which Russia has traditionally championed. Russia is 
primarily aiming at close cooperation with the EU, and the 
Northern Dimension can ease this attempt in two ways. First, by 
clearly indicating that WEU or an EU taking over WEU-tasks is 
not an intrusive element to West European policy in Eastern 
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Europe. The emphasis on soft security issues contributes to 
reducing Russian tension. Second, the Northern Dimension 
seems to see a constructive, coordinated dialogue as a foreign 
policy goal in itself. The dialogue does not mean that Russia has 
a veto privilege in the EU, nor that the EU countries should 
invite Russia to the table when EU foreign policy is initially 
discussed. But when it comes to European security, Russia is still 
an indispensable country and its concerns should be heard. 

Third, Denmark acknowledges that there is a need for 
coordination of the many efforts in the region and that the EU 
through the Northern Dimension might serve this purpose. 
There are three compelling reasons for this: 

First, to avoid rivalry: The Nordic countries compete on who 
can contribute the most and possibly gain influence in the 
domestic politics of the Baltic countries. Such competition can be 
a good thing if it results in larger funding to the receiving 
countries. But if it means that money is wasted on prestige 
projects or that there are damaging political agendas behind the 
donations there might be a need for co-ordination in order to 
ensure the largest possible benefits for the Central and East 
European countries. 

Second, to reduce inefficiency: There is inefficiency due to 
simple unawareness of what other organisations and states are 
doing - work is occasionally done in duplicate or not at all 
because one institution believes that another will see to it. 

Third, to help form partnerships: Some tasks are too 
complicated to be handled by a single country or organisation. 
They must be lifted by partnerships, possibly involving public 
and private institutions from several countries. Though there 
are many good examples of how this can be done successfully, 
the tasks of finding potential partners and coordinating the 
efforts are often difficult for the individual entity. 

Though these are convincing arguments for greater EU 
involvement in the region, the coordination responsibility will 
bring some difficulties with it. First, in order to ensure member 
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support for the idea it is crucial that the Northern Dimension 
does not lead to increased bureaucracy or demand for funding. 
This would greatly reduce its appeal in Denmark and no doubt 
in other member states. Second, the EU should respect the local 
expertise in the region without being submissive to it in its 
decisions. And finally, the EU must learn how to handle two 
difficult balancing acts. The first is between the northern 
countries that are currently most active in the region, and the 
southern countries that will demand real influence if the EU is to 
represent them in this matter. The other is between the EU and 
Russia, who will have to find a new equilibrium in their 
relationship if the Northern Dimension is fully implemented. 
How Russia can be involved more directly is still difficult to say, 
but the Finnish proposals of extended cooperation on single 
issues could turn out to be a fruitful approach which would 
"spill over" to some of the more sensitive areas of concern. 

Denmark sees only a few clouds on the otherwise bright 
Northern Dimension horizon. Though Finland has promoted it, 
the idea is really the product of a strong Nordic tradition 
established after the end of the Cold War. If the remainder of the 
EU perceives the proposal as merely a Finnish attempt to escape 
its own particular security situation (bordering Russia, outside 
NATO), there would be a risk that it will be dismissed as pure 
politics without policy. Due to the wise presentation of the 
initiative this has, however, not been the case. 

It is also important to find ways of involving the western 
non-EU members. Though Iceland and Norway have not been 
as prolific after the Cold War as Finland, Sweden, Denmark, and 
Germany, they still share many of the same security concerns 
and possess resources and expertise which they are willing to 
use in addressing them. The risk is that if the Northern 
Dimension becomes too EU-centric, these valuable partners will 
not be included in the work Consequently, the regional 
organisations that include these countries, most importantly the 
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CBSS and the Nordic Council, could be integrated into the EU 
policy in the area. It is still too early to say how this can be done, 
without involving some of the other points of disagreement 
between the EU and the countries outside and without taking 
influence away from the southern member countries. The 
practical attempts to widen the Northern Dimension have, 
however, been promising. 

Though Denmark sees Northern Europe as an area of great 
importance, other parts of the former east-west division are 
important as well. It is not feasible that the Northern Dimension 
becomes synonymous with the EU' s foreign policy and that 
areas such as the Balkans, Yugoslavia, Belarus, Ukraine, and 
Turkey are ignored. It will be possible to apply experiences 
gained in one part of Europe to the others; the Nordic members 
should be focused on contributing to this work as well. Not just 
because, by analogy, the developments in these parts will matter 
to northern Europe, but also because it will greatly hurt the 
chances of implementing the Northern Dimension if the Nordic 
countries neglect the rest of Europe. This problem also seems to 
be in the process of being solved, however. 

Conclusions 

As should be apparent by now, Denmark strongly supports a 
more visible Northern Dimension in the EU. Though the 
concept is still somewhat fuzzy, it appears to be based on the 
principles that Denmark and other Nordic countries have 
promoted in the region throughout the decade. This includes 
some issues that are not always considered as part of soft 
security, such as human rights and standards of social policy. 
The Northern Dimension could integrate seamlessly into the EU 
enlargement plans, and is likely to greatly reduce the potential 
problems associated with it. 
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Denmark believes that the European Union is well prepared 
to meet the challenges and appear truly unified in the Northern 
region. If the EU is successful, it will not only increase the 
prosperity and security of the Central and East European 
countries more than the combined member countries are doing 
today, it will also help its current members through the building 
of new markets and the establishment of a new security agenda 
that will help to ease a variety of potential problems from market 
failures and environmental disasters to civil war and streams of 
refugees before they reach western Europe. From a bird' s eye 
view, a successful and coherent policy for the northern region 
could constitute a major foreign policy victory for the EU and 
serve as a brilliant example of the feasibility and credibility of the 
CFSP. The Northern Dimension could set a precedent for a more 
integrated "Southern Dimension" than is the case today. 

At the very least, Denmark welcomes the Northern 
Dimension because it is bound to draw more attention to and 
appreciation of the special challenges and opportunities that the 
northern region contains today. The Northern Dimension is 
now EU policy. The problem is how to implement it. This process 
will presuppose a debate on the policy- maker levels of the 
different member countries. 
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A Dutch hope: 
Towards a greater coherence 

Kees Homann 

Introduction 

The Netherlands has a long history of contact with the 
"Northern Region", due to its being ideally positioned for 
international trade and its maritime-commercial tradition. As the 
North Sea coast provides access to Scandinavia and the Baltic 
Sea, the Netherlands was, centuries ago, the natural commercial 
mediator of north-western Europe. The maritime-commercial 
tradition in Dutch foreign policy dates back to the fourteenth 
century when the Dutch began to ship freight from the Baltic Sea 
to the Mediterranean.1 As early as 1600, the enormous Dutch 
fleet dominated all shipping in the Baltic Sea region. 

In the political sphere, contacts between the Netherlands and 
the Nordic countries were intensified during the last century 
when it became clear in the interbellum that the League of 
Nations would be unable to defend the rights of Small Powers.2 

The Netherlands took the initiative for a declaration of the Oslo 
states in 1936, in which it, together with Belgium, Luxembourg, 
Denmark, Finland, Sweden, and Norway, limited the binding 
force of League resolutions concerning the maintenance of 
collective security. The Copenhagen Declaration stated that a 
League member would not be obliged to comply with decisions 
involving sanctions if its military situation or geographical 
position were precarious. 

During the Cold War, in the military sphere, the Dutch armed 
forces, especially the navy, became heavily committed to the 
defence of NATO' s Northern Flank. 
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Nowadays, the political cultures of the Nordic countries and 
the Nether lands have a strong emphasis on egalitarian, post­
materialistic and international-humanitarian values in common. 
This is expressed in the form of a relatively high priority for aid 
and development, environmental management, human rights, 
the United Nations as the embodiment of international order 
and a wide participation in peace support operations. 

In the field of aid and development, the Netherlands and the 
Nordic countries, trying to meet the demands of developing 
countries, moved between the haves and have-nots, attempting 
to promote some mutual understanding by performing an 
intermediary role. Development cooperation as a policy area 
offers the Dutch and the Northern Region an attractive role in 
the world, namely that of doing what is deemed one's duty, 
implementing UN goals, and thereby setting an example to 
other, more powerful nations. 

Dutch perceptions of European integration 

The Netherlands is firmly committed to the EU, not least because 
Dutch policy-makers have always considered the removal of trade 
restrictions very beneficial for the country and an essential 
requirement for its prosperity. Trade was and still is the life-blood of 
the Netherlands. It is the world's seventh largest exporting country 
(about 55 per cent of GNP consists of exports) and the third when it 
comes to agricultural exports. The Netherlands is also a leading 
transit and distribution centre, with Rotterdam and Schiphol 
functioning as the gateway to Europe. Dutch companies are 
responsible for 30 per cent of road freight and 50 per cent of freight 
carried on inland waterways within the EU, and these activities are 
increasingly expanding in the direction of Central and Eastern 
Europe. As a trading nation, it is clearly in the Nether lands' interests 
to advocate open markets both throughout Europe and worldwide. 
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The integration process remains important for the economic 
development of the country as exports to the other EU member 
states still account for a significant proportion of Dutch trade. In 
1995, for instance, about 80 per cent of all Dutch exports went to 
the twelve member states which formed the EU at that time. The 
new membership of Nordic countries offers fresh perspectives 
for Dutch exports. 

However, it must be said that in recent years some policy­
makers in the Netherlands have begun to have doubts regarding 
the benefits of further integration, emphasising the need to 
balance national interests against community interests. Dutch 
politicians and officials have started to question the 
unconditional transfer of national financial resources to the EU 
budget and have become much more concerned about the loss 
of autonomy in certain policy fields. The main source of this 
emerging reluctance among Dutch policy-makers is the 
fundamental change in the Netherlands' financial relationship 
with the EU. Since the early 1990s the country has become a net 
contributor to the EU, in the sense that the Netherlands' share in 
payments to the EU is higher than its share in receipts from the 
EU budget. It has made Dutch politicians and officials much 
more aware of the budgetary consequences of further 
integration as well as further enlargement. 

In the field of CFSP, the Dutch government has somewhat 
changed its position since 1991, when proposals to give the 
European Council direct control over WEU, and thereby to 
integrate WEU activities into the EU, foundered. 3 

For a long time the main Dutch priority was the maintenance 
of NATO and the relationship with the United States. European 
cooperation in the field of foreign policy and security was seen 
as a possible threat to this priority. Due to the new security 
environment and the Maastricht Treaty, the Dutch government 
eventually became in favour of strengthening the CFSP in 1994. 
The Nether lands found itself having to adopt a more continental 
orientation in its involvement in Europe. Today it recognises that 
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Europe should not assume that the US will always be there to 
help us out of trouble in situations where it has no direct 
obligation to do so under Article V of the North Atlantic Treaty. 
Institutional changes like incorporating WEU into the European 
Union are not sufficient in themselves. The willingness to take 
on greater responsibility for security must also be expressed in 
practical terms, through greater European involvement in 
efforts to stabilise crises in the region. The Dutch government 
warmly supports the development of a European Security and 
Defence Policy and a European Defence Capability nowadays. 
But it still recognises that transatlantic cooperation is 
indispensable to assure European security in an uncertain 
future. 

The Northern Dimension in Dutch 
political and public debate 

In the Netherlands there is little debate about European 
integration, including the enlargement of the EU. When it comes 
to the issue of the "Northern Dimension", one can only speak 
about a positive ignorance. The media have paid hardly any 
attention to this development in the Northern Region of Europe. 
Much more attention is paid to immigration, developments in 
Germany and Eastern Europe, fraud, taxes, the social security 
system, and even South Africa, than to the developments in the 
EU. But the greater part of the Dutch population does not realise 
that some of those issues have a transboundary character and 
can only be solved by the European Union. 

In fact, the discussion on the EU in the Netherlands is limited 
to a fairly small group: political parties and three advisory 
councils.4 On this" elite" level, European integration is, since the 
founding of the European Economic Community, regarded as a 
precondition for Dutch prosperity and a means of creating 

186 



A Dutch hope 

stability as a function of integration. At the same time, 
coordination of policy within Europe is regarded as a first step 
towards achieving the same goal at the global level. 
Notwithstanding the discussion on the financial contribution to 
the EU, the Netherlands has benefited greatly from the 
European integration process - and continues to do so. This 
applies in particular to the economic dimensions of the process, 
including the single market and the EMU. As the Union 
expands, care will have to be taken to ensure that the economic 
and institutional achievements of the first pillar are preserved. 
However, with respect to the "Northern Dimension", there is 
also a positive ignorance on the elite level. Most members of the 
Dutch Parliament are not even aware of this development in 
Northern Europe. 

The Finnish initiative from 
the Dutch government perspective5 

As might be expected, the Finnish initiative is supported by the 
Dutch government. The recent EU enlargement embracing 
Sweden and Finland, the forthcoming enlargement with the 
Baltic states and Poland, and the present fragile stability in the 
region justify a strengthening of EU policy towards the North. It 
can reinforce the positive interdependence between Russia and 
the Baltic Sea region. When taking into account the considerable 
foreign policy interests which can benefit from this, the Dutch 
government considers a better and more directed use of the 
available EU instruments of utmost importance. 

The Netherlands hopes that the development of a Northern 
Dimension in EU policy will lead to a greater coherence of 
existing and new activities in the Northern region and will put 
accents on the external and sectoral policy of the EU. The 
concept of the Northern Dimension should, in the opinion of the 
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Dutch government, be complementary to existing fora in the 
sense of offering a coordinating strategy within the framework 
of existing contractual relations, financial instruments and 
regional organisations. Measures should be taken to prevent the 
overlapping of activities. The Dutch government emphasises 
that the development of a Northern Dimension will also create 
the possibility to involve the Russian Federation more effectively 
in the process of regional integration, which will enhance 
security, stability and sustainable development in Northern 
Europe. It can contribute to a normalisation of relations between 
Russia and the Baltic states and it will reinforce the positive 
interdependence between the Russian Federation and the Baltic 
Sea Region and the European Union, notably by achieving 
further synergies and coherence in these policies and actions. 
The Dutch government acknowledges the economic and 
security role of Russian trade with and via the Baltic countries, 
which should be stimulated by measures taken by political and 
business leaders from EU countries. Lastly, the Northern 
Dimension will make it possible for the EU and other 
multilateral organisations to give higher priority to aid 
programmes such as Phare and Tacis. In short, in the opinion of 
the Dutch government, the ultimate goal of the development of 
a Northern Dimension is greater stability in the Northern 
Region of the EU. 

Nevertheless, the Dutch government emphasises that a close 
relationship between the northern and southern states is 
essential for the European Union as a whole. A number of issues 
are potential sources of friction between the north and south in 
the coming years, including financial and economic questions 
and the relative importance of stabilising the eastern and 
southern flanks of the continent. But as the Dutch government 
considers Europe to be indivisible, the Northern region should 
be on the agenda of the whole of Europe. In this respect the 
Dutch government also sees an important role for the OSCE in 

188 



A Dutch hope 

this region, especially in the field of Russian n1inority problems 
in the Baltic states, which is a source of tension between the 
latter and Russia. An attempt should also be made to include the 
Baltic states in the CFE Treaty area, as some Russians still see the 
Baltic region as a pathway for foreign armies invading Russia. 

The adapted CFE treaty which was signed in Istanbul on 
November 19, 1999 is better designed- unlike its predecessor­
to cope with change. Under the adapted treaty, any OSCE 
member can accede to the treaty with the approval of all current 
treaty members. Due to the security concerns of Russia and the 
Baltic states, membership of the adapted CFE treaty of those 
states should be encouraged 

In the opinion of the Dutch government, Finland, Sweden 
and Denmark and the European Commission should take the 
lead in the development of the Northern Dimension. Finland as 
"pater intellectual is" of the Northern Dimension should be the 
most active player. The Netherlands will support initiatives in 
this area, and when any coordination structures are established 
it will keep a finger on the pulse. As an observer in the Arctic 
Council and the Barents Euro-Arctic Council, the Netherlands 
has an incidental perspective at least. 

Dutch perceptions of areas of interest 
in the Northern Dimension 

In the opinion of the Dutch government, the Northern 
Dimension can have clear added value in the following areas. 

Politics 

The Northern Dimension can contribute to stability in the 
region. As there are no direct military threats in the region, 
stability mainly rests on soft security issues. The best 
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institutional framework for coping with those issues is not a 
military alliance, but the EU or the OSCE. The "near abroad 
policy" of the Russian Federation and the minority problems in 
the Baltic states have created tensions between the latter and the 
Russian Federation. They pose a serious threat for the present 
fragile stability in the region. The Northern Dimension should 
be focused on the promotion of stability by: 
-on the project level, contributing in a more coordinated way to 
the economic development of especially North-West Russia/the 
Baltic states; and 
- supporting a stronger role for the EU as a "foreign policy 
player" in this region; 
- establishing confidence and security-building measures. 

Environment 

Environmental management is seen as an important component 
of Dutch foreign policy. 

One of its aims is to give shape to the responsibility that the 
Netherlands shares with other countries for sustainable 
development. Environmental policy-making within the 
framework of the EU was boosted by the accession of Northern 
countries which, like the Nether lands, are very environmentally 
aware. The Northern Region is confronted with serious 
problems which also threaten the West. The region contains a 
number of major sources of pollution and the risk to the 
environment is significant. Pollution in the Baltic Sea and its 
littoral states affects wide areas within the Union, the associated 
countries and Russia. Those are closely related to the 
exploitation of fuel, mineral and forest resources. Moreover, 
some nuclear power plants which have become unsafe pose a 
significant safety risk for Europe. Nuclear waste is not properly 
managed or stored, especially on the Kola peninsula. Spent 
nuclear fuel and operational waste from submarines and ice-

190 



A Dutch hope 

breakers are a primary source of concern in the region. The coast 
has already been contaminated and there is a threat to local 
fisheries. The Nether lands participates in the Nuclear Safety 
Account (NSA), which made contributions to Lithuania and the 
Russian Federation to improve the safety of some reactors. In 
cooperation with the United States and Norway, the 
Netherlands aims at support for the dismantling of nuclear 
military installations in Russia. Another considerable problem is 
posed by the presence, in Russia, of large arsenals of chemical 
weapons which will need to be disposed of. The Nether lands is 
assisting Russia in this field. The Nether lands will benefit from 
tackling those problems in a coordinated way because the 
minimisation of negative environmental impacts is of central 
importance to all European countries. It should be brought to 
the attention of the responsible authorities more strongly by the 
EU, and EU assistance programmes should give a high priority 
to those environmental problems. 

The Netherlands will also benefit from a coordinated 
approach to the improvement of the quality of the water in the 
Baltic Sea. This concerns an integrated approach to 
watercourses which are used for different purposes (i.e. 
industry, drinking water and agriculture). 

Besides opposing the degradation of the environment in a 
general sense, appropriate attention has to be paid to issues of 
particular concern such as biodiversity, wetlands and forests. 
The Nether lands is already active in this area through its 
bilateral cooperation with Russia. 

Transport and energy and trade 

To promote stability in the region, the EU should cooperate with 
regional fora to establish clear priorities and coordinate 
assistance programmes (Phare, Tacis, Interreg) devoted to, 
among other things, the transport, energy (gas) and trade 
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sectors. The economic development and interdependency of the 
North will require the development of transport infrastructures 
and the establishment of new connections with European-wide 
networks by establishing Trans-European Networks and the 
implementation of the pan-European transport corridors (the 
so-called Helsinki corridors). The aforementioned areas belong 
to the traditionally strong sectors of Dutch trade and industry. 
The Netherlands will derive benefits from an efficient use of 
means in those areas. The long-term availability of oil and 
natural gas is a high priority strategic issue for the EU. It is in the 
EU' s interests to ensure that it has secure and reliable sources of 
energy. 

The Netherlands has a special interest in further 
implementation of the EUCARIS system with respect to 
information exchange of registration numbers. 

In the field of transport, the Nether lands will take a thorough 
look at the consequences for the position of the Netherlands as a 
gateway and at the different modes of transportation such as 
shipping, inland navigation and road and railway transport. 
This takes into account the possible development of a North­
South corridor, which can have an unfavourable effect in the 
mid to long term. 

Still, to sum up, it may be said that the Dutch government is 
in favour of the Finnish proposal of a "Northern Dimension" in 
the EU. But the Dutch government has emphasised that swift 
progress should be made in its development because otherwise 
there is the danger that it will become the victim of bureaucratic 
processes. 

Notes 

1J.J.C. Voorhoeve, Peace, Profits and Principles, A Study of Dutch Foreign 
Policy, Martinus Nijhoff, Leiden, 1985, p. 24. 

2Ibid, p. 30. 
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3 See Marja Kwast-van Duuren, The Dutch debate: a shifting policy 
on Europe, in: The 1996 IGC National Debates (1), Discussion Paper 
66, The Royal Institute of International Affairs, London, 1996, pp. 
46-60. 

4 Bernard J.S. Hoetjes, The Netherlands, in: The European Union and 
member states, Manchester University Press, Manchester and 
New York 1996, pp. 155-185. 

5 Mainly based on interviews by the author with Mr. S. van der Sluis 
of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 2 December 1998, 17 
February and 21 December 1999 and "food for thought papers" 
which were discussed in the Ministry of Foreign Mfairs. 
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Italian worries and hopes: 
Wrong orientation but a model 

strategy towards the flanks 

Antonio Missiroli 

Introduction 

Perhaps understandably, the "Northern Dimension" of the 
European Union - and of Europe in general- has never been 
high on Italy's foreign policy agenda, nor has it been a major 
focus of public attention. The country and its elites have always 
conceived and perceived themselves as primarily Southern 
European and Mediterranean, albeit with a West-Central 
penchant. Moreover, of the two key arenas of Italy's post-war 
foreign policy, NATO has usually been considered as having 
mainly an Eastern and a Mediterranean dimension - such has 
been, at least, the country's perception of its security exposure -
whereas the EC/EU has long lacked a specifically Northern 
dimension. On top of that, insofar as it acquired one such 
dimension with the 1973 enlargement, the overall effect was to 
dilute the original drive for integration, in that such 
'Eurosceptic' countries as the UK and Denmark were taken in. 
As a consequence, Italy has always tried to compensate each 
opening of the Community/Union to the "North" with a) a 
comparable opening to the "South", and b) a further 
"deepening" of European institutions. The Southern 
enlargement(s) of 1980/86 and the Single European Act are good 
cases in point. Besides, German unification was promptly 
followed by the Maastricht Treaty.1 

Such a pattern repeated itself in the mid-1990s. If somewhat 
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weakened by the deep domestic crisis that started in 1992 and 
lasted until 1996, Italy addressed Sweden's and Finland's bids 
for EU membership with mixed feelings: on the one hand, every 
enlargement of the European "family" is welcomed by 
"integrationist" Italy, all the more so because the application 
could be read as a late recognition of the EC/EU' s success story 
and, furthermore, because it did not affect any essential Italian 
interest. On the other hand, the Northern enlargement -
neighbouring Austria's accession was strongly supported by 
Italy, in connection also with the long-overdue solution of the 
bilateral controversy over South Tyrol - seemed to shift the 
geopolitical centre of gravity of the EU further North and 
potentially create a new sub-regional bloc. In addition, the 
prevailing "post-neutral" attitudes in the candidate countries­
especially after Norway's (second) 'No' to accession- sharply 
contrasted with Italy's increasing emphasis on a bigger role for 
Europeans to play in security and defence matters and with its 
preference for a prospective overlap of the EU and NATO' s 
European membership. On the whole, however, Italy stayed 
somewhat on the sidelines during the accession negotiations, 
leaving the task of fighting for "Club Med'" s interests to other 
fellow Mediterranean countries (Greece, Spain). In part, this 
occurred because in 1993/94 Italy was primarily absorbed in its 
own deep domestic political crisis, which made it particularly 
inward-looking and conspicuously absent on the European 
scene. Yet this also occurred because, after all, Sweden and 
Finland - as opposed to Austria - were little known and even 
less familiar to the average Italian: paradoxically, the lack of 
knowledge (shared by Italian opinion leaders, as evidenced by 
regular ad hoc surveys) contributed to dispelling some fears and 
to making acceptance easier. 2 
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Comparing interests and priorities 

The latter remark helps to explain why it is quite difficult to 
assess what specific connotations are linked to the Northern 
Dimension by Italian foreign policy elites. First, there is certainly 
an intra-EU angle, mainly linked to the building of coalitions of 
interests inside the Council. The "Northern" EU partners are 
seen as less committed to the integration process: after all, only 
Finland joined monetary union, and it is still lukewarm on 
European defence. Denmark and Sweden are out of the euro 
and out of WED- albeit with different statuses- and all Nordic 
countries (EU and non-EU) are still out of "Schengen", and with 
different statuses, although they may soon join collectively 
through the Nordic Passport Union. During the latest 
Intergovernmental Conference (1996/97), Sweden and Finland 
proposed to incorporate WED's so-called "Petersberg Tasks" into 
the TEU (now art.17)- a move that was supported by Italy- but, 
at the same time, all Nordic EU partners opposed the proposal 
(eo-signed by Italy) to gradually integrate the same WED into 
the EU: a behaviour that was seen as inconsistent by Rome and 
that strengthened the overall impression of the selective 
'Europeanism' of the Nordics. 3 For its part, Italy has fought hard 
over the years to be 'inside' Europe: therefore it is only natural 
that their attitudes vis-a-vis European integration are perceived 
as fundamentally different. In addition, common interests look 
hard to detect: this is to say that alliances and coalitions within 
the Nordics on specific issues may occur, if ever, rather 
occasionally and/or on the blocking side, i.e. by jointly opposing 
other countries' interests, rather than on the proactive side, i.e. 
by promoting causes of common concern. 

A second angle encompasses the enlargement process. Here, 
again, Italy's foreign policy elites sound rather lukewarm vis-a­
vis a new intake of EU members before a substantial deepening 
of the present institutional set-up is agreed upon. Generally 
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speaking, therefore, Italy is not on the forefront of advocacy for 
enlargement to Central European countries. Firstly, in Rome's 
view, too quick an opening risks unravelling what is presently 
being discussed in terms of further strengthening of common 
institutions and decision-making procedures. Secondly, 
enlargement to Central Europe has to be matched by some 
parallel opening to the Mediterranean basin: not so much to 
Cyprus though- that poses specific problems, especially with 
reference to Turkey's role - as to Malta, a traditional protege of 
Italy's, that now seems keener on making progress on its 
decade-long application for EU membership. Thirdly, even 
among the Central European candidates, Italy has its own 
favourites, namely Poland, Hungary and, above all, Slovenia: 
here trade and economic relations, strategic calculations and 
cultural affinities play a cumulative role in making Italy- hardly 
different in that respect from other partners - a selective 
'sponsor' of candidates already on the i/fast track'' of the 
negotiations. Finally, even among the remaining official 
candidates, Italian foreign policy elites seem inclined to promote 
Lithuania rather than Latvia, Romania rather than Bulgaria. In 
both cases, cultural factors - of a religious (Lithuania) or a 
linguistic nature (Romania) - are at play, although tiny 
Lithuania looks much easier to integrate into the EU than huge 
and demographically significant Romania. The recently 
improved relations between Poland and Lithuania have further 
strengthened Italy's selective advocacy, while the geographical 
distance and the limited interest for environmental issues help 
explain its lack of engagement on the closure of the Ignalina 
nuclear plant. 4 

The third and final angle encompasses relations with Russia 
as a strategic and regional actor. Italian diplomacy has 
traditionally been very keen on not antagonising Russia in 
Europe and on increasing economic interdependence. Foreign 
direct investment in Russia and bilateral trade, however, have 
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not been primarily directed at the Baltic coastal provinces of the 
country nor to areas close to the Northern European "Rim". 
Therefore, Italy is not particularly interested in (nor affected by) 
cross-border cooperation and sub-regional projects, inasmuch as 
they are central to the "Northern Dimension" blueprint. Yet it 
has no reason to oppose them as complementary means to 
achieving one and the same goal: the democratisation and 
stabilisation of Russia as a reliable regional and global partner. If 
some competition can be detected, it may be linked to Italian 
support for the (potentially alternative) Trans-European­
Network Corridor that is expected to run from Trieste to Kijv via 
Lubljana and Budapest. Yet nothing has clearly emerged so far. 
By contrast, foreign policy elites still look worried about the 
prospect of 'importing' into the EU the problem of the status of 
Russian minorities in the Baltic States and of giving 'backdoor' 
hard security guarantees to any of the three Republics by 
integrating them into the Union. Italy's preference for Lithuania 
has to be seen in this light, too: not only is the country mainly 
Catholic, it also has no relevant source of bilateral tension with 
Moscow over domestic Russian-speaking minorities. Among the 
three Baltic Republics, finally, Lithuania is the one that could 
most easily be integrated into the Atlantic Alliance, thus 
minimising Russian fears about NATO' s Eastern expansion: the 
issue of the Kaliningrad enclave is hardly considered by Italy as 
a serious threat to relations with the Russian Federation. This is 
also why Italy is basically lukewarm vis-a-vis the Baltics' demand 
to join NATO: here the imperative not to antagonise Moscow 
goes hand in hand with the consideration that the same 
countries are already involved in NATO's Partnership for Peace 
programme and, even more significantly, in joint peacekeeping 
operations such as IFOR/SFOR in Bosnia-Herzegovina. No need 
therefore to rush developments that may unnecessarily spoil the 
dialogue with Moscow - and, once again, if NATO is to be 
enlarged any further, then other countries in Italy's 
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neighbourhood (from Slovenia to Albania) should be considered 
first. 5 

The level of interdependence 

Existing econo1nic and trade relations basically underpin this 
general picture. 6 They have to be sub-divided into a) relations 
with the Nordic countries, and b) relations with the Baltic 
Republics. In addition, of course, membership of the EU or the 
EEA affects bilateral flows remarkably. On the whole, Italy has a 
trade surplus with both groupings as of 1997: their relative share 
of Italy's foreign trade, however, is comparatively modest. 

Trade flows between Italy and the Nordic countries seem to 
be characterised by highly relevant intra-industry flows, with 
only a few sectors showing strong positive (leather and 
footwear, clothes, textiles) or negative (food, beverages, tobacco, 
energy) specialisation. The leading sector in terms of 
contribution to the trade surplus is agricultural and industrial 
machinery. By contrast, trade flows between Italy and the Baltic 
Republics are characterised by a pattern of inter-industry trade 
that is quite similar to North-South economic relations: at this 
stage, in other words, the three Republics import everything in 
exchange for energy and labour-intensive productions (textiles, 
leather and footwear). 

Bilaterally, Sweden is the most important partner among the 
group of countries under consideration: commercial exchanges 
grew by approx. 50% between 1991 and 1997, thus further easing 
acceptance of EU membership. With it, Italy has a growing trade 
deficit, at approx. 10% of the overall trade value, and Swedish 
investments in Italy outstrip Italian investments in Sweden. 
Denmark, the oldest EC/EU member among the N ordics, is the 
second most important partner: with it, Italy was in surplus both 
in 1996 and in 1997 (still due perhaps to the previous devaluation 
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of the lira), and the composition of trade is quite differentiated. 
Finland is the third most important partner, with a surplus in 
1996 and a deficit in 1997: as with Sweden, foreign direct 
investment is mainly from Finland into Italy rather than vice 
versa; and, as with Denmark, the Italian degree of bilateral 
specialisation is very high only in clothing and leather and 
footwear. Norway comes fourth (third in terms of export), and 
Italy can boast a growing trade surplus: its composition is highly 
concentrated and the degree of bilateral specialisation is very 
high in many sectors, in that Norway only exports energy and 
imports almost all the remaining products. Finally, trade with 
Iceland is ahnost irrelevant: Italy is in permanent surplus, 
importing from Iceland only minerat agricultural and fishery 
products. 

Among the Baltic Republics- substantial bilateral trade flows 
only started between 1993 and 1994 - Lithuania is the most 
significant partner: the value of bilateral trade flows, however, is 
very limited, and Italy (presently Lithuania's fourth overall 
economic partner) runs a permanent surplus, mainly due to 
agricultural and industrial machinery and chemicals. With 
Latvia, trade flows are almost unidirectional: Latvia only exports 
textiles and Italy runs a permanent surplus, mainly due to 
agricultural and industrial machinery. The same goes for 
Estonia, which only exports minerals and leather and footwear. 
Yet the potential here for increasing trade and investment over 
the coming years is, of course, huge, as much as the potential for 
strengthening bi- and multilateral cultural ties, to date still 
underdeveloped - with the sole exception of Lithuania, whose 
connections to Italy are, however, primarily mediated by the 
Holy See and Catholic organisations. 7 
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Conclusions 

To sum up, it would prove difficult to argue that the "Northern 
Dimension" of the EU is seen by Italy as vital or even important 
in its own right. Yet, it is not secondary in that it raises the issue 
of sub-regional balancing and geographical emphasis inside the 
Union. In Italy's view, any further attention given to the 
Northern countries- both inside the present architecture and in 
the perspective of enlargement - should be compensated by 
parallel actions aimed at the Southern/Mediterranean 'Rim'. 
This said, Italy's foreign policy elites are well aware that, in the 
short term, it will be much easier to open the EU' s doors to the 
three Baltic Republics than to Cyprus or, for that matter, Albania. 
Even putting Malta on the flfast-track" for accession would not 
match the impact of the Baltic states on the overall inner 
geopolitical balance of a larger Union. Yet, again, their likely 
membership raises the issue of representation and of 
institutional reform, which Italy deems necessary to address 
before any future enlargement. 

On the whole, however, if the "Northern Dimension" 
succeeds in setting a precedent for more focused and more 
systematic EU policies vis-a-vis its "flanks", it will be welcome as 
a ground-breaking initiative for the common good: even beyond 
the Barcelona Process, a specific "South-Eastern" initiative, 
aimed at the eastern Balkans and Turkey, or an "Adriatic" 
dimension would then be easier to push forward. 

Notes 

1 See Gianni Bonvicini, "Italy, An Integrationist Perspective" , in 
Christopher Hill (ed.), "National Foreign Policies and European Poli­
tical Cooperation", (London: Alien & Unwin,1983) pp.71-82; E. 
Noel, "Italia/CEE- Vizi e virtu di un membra fondatore", in "Re­
lazioni Internazionali", 1990, 2, pp.15-21; A. Sbragia, Italia/CEE -
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Un partner sottovalutato, Relazioni Internazionali, 1992, 2, pp.78-87; 
M. Neri Gualdesi, I:Italia e laCE. La partecipazione italiana alla poli­
tica di integrazione europea 1980-1991, Pisa, EIS, 1992. 

2 See A. Missiroli, "Dall' Artico al Mediterraneo: l'Europa allargata", 
in "IZ Mulino/Europa", 1994, 1, pp.150-161; J.Holmes, Italy in the 
Mediterranean, but of it ?, Mediterranean Politics, 1996, 2, pp.176-
192; M.Dassu, A.Missiroli, "Lltalia in Europa: i primi 
cinquant' anni", Rassegna di sociologia, 1996, 12, pp.18-36; PRAG­
MA (ed.), I:Europa degli italiani, Roma, 1992 (I)-1999 (VIII). 

3 See A. Casu, "Italie: vers un nouveau model de defense", in 
P.Buffotot (ed.), "La defense en Europe", Paris, La documentation 
frant;aise, 1995, pp.107-116; F.Andreatta, C.Hill, Italy, in 
J.Howorth, A.Menon (eds.), "The European Union and National De­
fence Policy, (London: Routledge, 1997), pp.66-86; A.Panebianco, 
Guerrieri democratici, Bologna, Il Mulino, 1997. More generally 
A.Missiroli, "Italy", in !.Manners, R.G.Whitman (eds.), "The Fo­
reign Policies of EU Member States", Manchester, Manchester UP, 
2000 (in print). 

4 See G.Bonvicini, "Regional Reassertion: The Dilemmas of Italy", in 
C.Hill (ed.), "The Actors in Europe's Foreign Policy", London, Rout­
ledge, 1996, pp.91-107; A.Missiroli, "Verso una piu larga Unione 
Europea", in S.Bianchini, M.Dassu (eds.), "Annali dell'Europa 
Centrale, Orientale e Balcanica", (Bologna: Guerini, 1998) pp.57-70. 

5 See M.Dassu, R.Menotti, Italy and NATO Enlargement, "The Inter­
national Spectator", 1997, 3-4, pp.65-86. 

6 The following analysis is based on the official figures of the Italian 
Institute of Statistics (ISTAT) and those available from the 
monthly Bulletin jointly published by the Italian Foreign Trade 
Institute (ICE) and the Italian Foreign Trade Ministry ("Scambi 
con 1' estero - Note di aggiornamento"). I mn grateful to Nicola 
Catellani, Sergio Lugaresi and Luca de Benedictis for their help 
in providing them. 

7 For a notable exception to the general lack of knowledge and inter­
est on the Italian side see P.U.Dini, 'Tanello baltico. Profilo delle na­
zioni baltiche- Lettonia Lituania Estonia", (Padova: Marietti, 1991). 
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Austrian perspectives: From benign 
neglect towards a medium priority* 

Hanspeter N euhold 

A few notes on the historical background 

In order to better understand Austria's present attitude towards 
the EU's "Northern dimension", a glance at past relations with 
northern Europe is helpful. During the bygone centuries of its 
status as a great power, the main thrust of Austria's/the 
Habsburg monarchy's external policy was in the eastern and 
southern direction. Northern ambitions were blocked by two 
other great powers, Prussia/Germany and Russia. 

Austria's historic links to and interests in northern Europe are 
therefore not very strong.1 Associations from the past that come 
to mind are rather accidental and anecdotal. For instance, the 
Habsburg monarchy and Sweden, also a great power in the 17th 
century, opposed each other in the Thirty Years' War. The 
expression 'Schwedentrunk'2 ('Swedish drink') is reminiscent of 
those turbulent times. Swedish soldiers (but most probably also 
their Catholic counterparts) would force a prisoner's mouth 
open and pour liquid manure into it.3 The 1864 war against 
Denmark was the last war which Austria won.4 

Two streets in Vienna are named after the Austrian 
commander Gablenz and the battle at Oeversee in that war.5 

Close co-operation with Norway greatly facilitated the Austro­
Hungarian polar expedition led by Karl Weyprecht and Julius 
Payer. 

There is a 'Schwedenplatz' ('Sweden square') in Vienna's 

* I am particularly indebted to Ambassador Wendelin Ettmayer, 

Minister Aurel Saupe, Ambassador Nikolaus Scherk and Ambassador 

Harald Wiesner for their useful informations and suggestions. 
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central first district. It should evoke positive feelings, as the 
renaming of the former Ferdinand Square was meant as a token 
of gratitude for the aid which Austria had received from 
Sweden6 after World War I.7 

After World War II, Austria started to pay more attention to 
the countries of northern Europe. As a result of the adoption of 
permanent neutrality in 1955, Austria's international status and 
security policy resembled those of Sweden and Finland. Bruno 
Kreisky, the dominant figure in Austrian politics throughout the 
seventies and early eighties, had lived in Sweden during the 
world war. He developed close personal ties to Swedish social 
democrats, above all to Olof Palme.8 Moreover, the Swedish 
welfare state served as a model for the policies of the 
Sozialistische Partei Osterreichs. 

Parallel interests led to co-ordination and co-operation. Thus 
Austria and Sweden were among the founding members of 
EFTA, designed as a counterweight to the EC, with which the 
European neutrals entered into free-trade arrangements in 1972/ 
73;9 by contrast, membership in the supranational Communities 
was ruled out as incompatible with neutrality at the time. In the 
CSCE process, Austria, Finland and Sweden joined forces with 
six other participating States and formed the "N + N" (neutral 
and non-aligned) group.10 Members of this group offered their 
cities as venues for CSCE meetings and acted as co-ordinators 
and mediators in negotiations. Austria and the Nordic countries 
also gained considerable experience and improved their 
international standing as contributors to UN peacekeeping 
operations. 

Austria/1 Finland, Sweden and Norway12 began accession 
negotiations with the EU in 1993 and successfully concluded 
them in 1994.13 However, each of these applicants acted 
separately, without trying to improve their bargaining position 
at least through close co-ordination: Thus they travelled on the 
same train to Brussels, but in different compartments. 
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After the admission of the three former EFTA members to the 
EU, Austria and the Nordic member states sometimes adopted 
similar positions, together with other members within the 
Union, for example with respect to their opposition to provisions 
on common defence in the Amsterdam Treaty, on matters 
concerning enhanced protection of the environment, or 
objections to reforms of the system of weighted voting in the 
Council and the composition of the Commission to the 
detriment of the small states. However, as will be explained at 
greater length below, their geopolitical priorities differ, and 
understandably so: Northern Europe is not a region of primary 
interest to Austria. 

Current Austrian perceptions of the Northern Dimension 

The Northern region (the countries around the Baltic Sea and 
Norway) is at present perceived by Austrian foreign policy 
experts as stable, but this stability appears somewhat 
precarious.14 Security, political, economic and ecological 
problems continue to exist there. 

The balance of military power has become less lopsided than 
during the East-West conflict. Russian military strength has 
declined, but the Russian Federation continues to be a dominant 
actor in this field in the northern European subsystem. Since no 
genuine solution to the deep political and economic crisis in 
Russia is within reach in the short run, all member states of the 
EU must closely follow developments in this country. They must 
not lose sight of Finland's, and consequently the Union's, long 
common border with the Russian Federation. 

Although the positive vote in the referendum in Latvia on 
facilitating the acquisition of Latvian citizenship should 
considerably defuse the minority issue in relation to Russia, 
problems may still arise between the Baltic states and the great 
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power to the east, especially if NATO accepts the application of 
these countries for membership. The Russian Federation must 
also be expected to object to Sweden's and, above all, Finland's 
eventual accession to the Atlantic Alliance, since such an 
enlargement of NATO would upset the power balance in the 
region and would move the territory of the alliance directly to 
Russia's border. The Russian enclave Kaliningrad could also 
cause one or the other a headache in the future.15 

Since security must less than ever be defined not just in 
military terms, those responsible for security within the EU must 
also worry about cross-border ecological hazards and organised 
crime in northern Europe. 

Although major negative developments in northern Europe, 
in particular in the field of security, cannot but affect all EU 
members and other states on the continent sooner or later, the 
region is regarded as important but not vital from the viewpoint 
of Austrian foreign policy, not only for reasons of distance but 
also due to the nature of conflicts in Austria's more immediate 
vicinity.16 Consequently, Austria is at present focusing on the 
political powder keg in the Balkans, first and foremost on the 
aftermath of the crises in Kosovo, in Bosnia-Herzegovina and 
neighbouring countries. Another Austrian priority is the 
admission of post-communist candidates in east central Europe 
to the EU. In addition to its involvement in attempts at settling 
the Middle East conflict, which dates back to Bruno Kreisky, 
Austria is also increasingly aware of the importance of stability 
and prosperity in the entire Mediterranean region. The Nordic 
EU members, together with Germany and Norway, are 
supposed to shoulder the main burden of solving the problems 
in their region, albeit within the larger framework and with the 
assistance of the EU as a whole. 

In the light of its experience after World War 11, Austria 
realises the importance of good relations with the Russian 
Federation better than many other EU member states. It may be 
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recalled that Soviet forces occupied northern and eastern 
Austria from 1945 until the conclusion of the State Treaty in 1955. 
As a party to this treaty and the "godfather" of Austrian 
neutrality, the USSR kept a watchful and critical eye on Austria's 
"Westpolitik" towards the EC. However, after the collapse of the 
Soviet empire, the situation changed in Austria's favour. Soviet 
troops are no longer stationed in neighbouring countries. In 
1995, Russia agreed that it was for Austria alone to decide on the 
future of its neutral status;17 in exchange, Austria recognised the 
Russian Federation as party to the State Treaty.18 

Today, Russia is weaker and farther away from Austria than 
during the East-West conflict. Austria's military position vis-a-vis 
the Russian Federation improved further after two of its 
neighbours to the east and to the north, Hungary and the Czech 
Republic, acceded to NATO in March 1999.19 Nevertheless, 
Austria still has a crucial interest in good, co-operative relations 
with Russia and political and economic stability in this country. 
This is of course true for all EU member states and for the EU as 
a whole.20 

A politically stable and economically healthy Russia would be 
an attractively huge market for EU products, important as a 
reliable source of raw materials, in particular oil and natural gas, 
and offer pro1nising opportunities for investment. Hence a 
successful "Nordpolitik" spearheaded by the Nordic countries, 
which is aimed at promoting and strengthening a co-operative 
relationship with Russia, would be welcomed by Austria. 

The EU dimension 

Given the geographic location and experience of its Nordic 
member states, as well as its resources, the EU has an obvious 
comparative advantage over other institutions when it comes to 
dealing with the problems of the Northern Dimension. 
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All things considered, from an Austrian point of view, the 
priority assigned to the region should have a medium relevance 
on the EU' s agenda because the Union is not confronted there 
with any acute crises or conflicts which are only at the 
beginning of a durable solution, as, for instance, in the case of 
the Balkans. As elsewhere, the EU ought to tackle the various 
issues of northern Europe in the economic and environmental 
fields and in the area of security policy on the basis of a 
comprehensive strategy- given the Union's pillar structure, this 
is, unfortunately, easier said than done. 

This recommendation also applies to the admission of the 
Baltic states to the EU. Like the other applicants, they have to 
meet the political and economic criteria established by the 
European Council at its meeting in Copenhagen in 1993. In 
particular, they must not enter the Union before satisfactory 
solutions to the minority and border issues and the resulting 
disputes with Russia have been arrived at. 

With the admission of Estonia and Latvia, two of the twelve 
applicant countries with which the EU is at present conducting 
accession negotiations, the Union will have another exclave, 
separated like Greece from the rest of its core territory. 
Moreover, the EU will then share another border with the 
Russian Federation - a common boundary not as long as that 
between Finland and Russia but perhaps politically more 
sensitive. The accession of Poland and Lithuania could add to 
the EU' s problems with its new neighbour to the east, since it 
will result in Kaliningrad' s becoming a Russian exclave 
surrounded by the two new member states.21 

The EU ought to continue to assist the Russian Federation. 
However, the Union should mainly offer economic, political and 
ecological know-how and not funds whose eventual use cannot 
be adequately controlled.22 Russia's agreement to further nuclear 
and conventional disarmament would evidently be welcome. 

As regards the instruments to be used by the EU for 
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achieving its objectives, a stronger defence capability of the 
CFSP equipped with the necessary capabilities is desirable, not 
only for counterbalancing a less benign and co-operative Russia; 
it should also and primarily enable Europeans to keep order in 
their own house, above all in the Balkan wing, without needing 
American assistance in every major crisis, and to play a role in 
world politics commensurate to Europe's economic weight. This 
opinion is also shared by members of the Austrian political elite 
on the left side of the political spectrum who insist on the 
maintenance of Austria's permanent neutrality. They also 
support the creation of a new European security system without 
defining, however, the structures and basic rules of such a new 
regime.23 

The Union should also support the various non-military 
regional co-operation schemes in the region (the Council of 
Baltic Sea States, the Nordic Council, the Baltic Council, the 
Barents Sea Council). Co-operative ties with Russia in various 
areas could be strengthened and perhaps (loosely) 
institutionalised, without giving the Russian partners the 
impression that they have a veto over the decisions and activities 
of any organisation to which they do not belong:24 Russia must 
neither be isolated nor granted a dominant position in Europe. 

Austrian perceptions of the Nordic countries 

The Nordic EU member states are regarded in Austria as 
partners who have important regional roles to play and as 
trailblazers in certain fields such as the protection of the 
environment. At the same time, Denmark and Sweden appear as 
reluctant Union members, whose public is rather sceptical about 
further integration.Z5 This reluctance is most visibly reflected in 
the refusal of these two member countries to take part in 
monetary union for political reasons and not, like Greece, 
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because of their failure to meet the convergence criteria for the 
introduction of the Euro. 

Sweden's and Finland's "non-alignment" certainly does not 
facilitate the inclusion of a common defence in the CFSP:26 But 
these two countries are not the only EU members to object to the 
transformation of the Union into a military alliance. The two 
governing parties in Austria, the Social Democrats and the 
Christian Democrats, failed to agree in early 1998 on eventual 
NATO membership, so that Austria's (reduced) neutrality status 
is still maintained.27 

In one important respect, Finland and Sweden's refusal to 
join a military alliance seems more understandable than 
Austria's reluctance to do so. The Nordic neutrals do not wish to 
'rock the boat', to upset the strategic balance in their region, 
since such a move would in all probability lead to Russian 
pressure on the small and weak Baltic states. By contrast, Austria 
may soon find itself surrounded - except to the west28 

- by 
NATO members:29 Austria's neutrality is likely to be viewed by 
these countries as a nuisance that interrupts important direct 
transit routes - as it did during NATO's air strikes against 
Yugoslavia in the spring of 1999, when Austria closed its airspace 
to the military planes of the Atlantic Alliance. 

With regard to the balancing of interests, the strict respect for 
the sovereignty of the Baltic states and a general co-operative 
attitude by Russia are the logical conditions for the badly needed 
assistance in the above-mentioned areas by the EU in general 
and its Nordic members30 in particular. It is equally evident that 
the Union as a whole will benefit from a successful Northern 
strategy as promoted, in particular, by Finland during its EU 
Presidency in the second half of 1999. Conversely, the EU will 
play a weaker regional and global role if northern Europe 
becomes a crisis zone. 
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Conclusions 

The Nordic countries should campaign for a better 
understanding of the importance and the problems of their 
region among the other EU member states, at the level of 
governments and the political and economic elites as well as that 
of the mass media and public opinion. However, the Union must 
meet its most urgent challenges, especially in south eastern 
Europe, first. From an Austrian vantage point, the 
implementation of the EU' s Northern strategy should therefore 
be given medium priority. 

In particular, the Baltic applicants should be admitted to the 
Union if and when they fulfil the general criteria adopted by the 
EU, without any privileged treatment nor undue delay, with 
special attention paid to their relations with Russia. Once these 
countries join the Union, the latter's geopolitical centre of 
gravity will shift further to the north and east. 31 

As a result, the importance of Northern Dimension is bound 
to increase for the EU. The growth in numbers of northern EU 
members is also likely to be reflected in the policies and voting 
patterns within the Union. The collective weight of the northern 
members will probably grow, especially due to their well­
established co-operation and solidarity. 

Austria should endorse, in its own best interests, the 
Northern Dimension initiatives, in exchange for support by the 
Nordic countries for Austria's priorities in central and 
southeastern Europe. Both the northern and central European 
EU states should in turn understand the worries of their 
Mediterranean partners and must not neglect the Barcelona 
process. 

In this respect, one key issue has to be squarely addressed. If 
the Northern strategy requires substantial additional funds, 
conflicts among EU members seem unavoidable. The poorer 
member states, especially the Mediterranean regions, are 
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already refusing to renounce subsidies in order to finance the 
next round of the Union's enlargement. 

Yet, the net contributors to the EU budget, including Austria, 
object to higher contributions and instead call for a more 
equitable distribution of the financial burden, resulting In a 
reduction of the payments they have to make.32 

Notes 

1 For most Austrians, northern Europe comprises the Nordic count­
ries Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden, but not 
northwestern Russia. In this connection, it is worth mentioning 
that the Nordic states and the Russian Federation are dealt with 
by different departments ('~bteilungen") at the Austrian Ministry 
for Foreign Affairs. 

2 Whose meaning, however, is known to fewer and fewer native Ger­
man speakers. 

3 As described in the classic German novel "Der abenteurliche Simpli­
cissimus" by Grimmelshausen. The expression 'schwedische Gardi­
nen' ('Swedish curtain') means prison bars and also refers to at­
rocities by Swedish forces during that war. Kurt Kruger-Loren­
zen, Das geht auf k.eine Kuhhaut. Deutsche Redensarten - und was 
dahinter steckt (Augsburg, 1994), pp. 102f. By contrast, a 'Schwe­
denbombe' ('Swedish bomb') is a rather popular sweet. 

4 Together with Prussia; in the 1866 war against Prussia and Italy, as 
well as in World Wars I and II, Austria was defeated. 

5 Not that these facts are familiar to many inhabitants of the Austrian 
capital today. 

6 Austria also received aid from other Nordic states, also after World 
War II. 

7 Peter Antengruber, Lexikon der Wiener Straflennamen. Bedeutung. 
Herlcunft. Hintergrundinformation. Frilhere Bezeichnung(en) (Wien­
Miinchen-Zurich, 1995) pp. 182. 

8 Together with Willy Brandt, Kreisky and Palme formed the famous 
social democratic "triumvirate". 

9 In line with its cautious policy vis-a-vis the Soviet Union, Finland 
concluded an association arrangement with EFTA in 1961 and 
became a member of the organisation as late as 1986. 
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10 Together with Cyprus, Liechtenstein, Malta, San Marino, Switzer­
land and Yugoslavia. See CSCE: N + N Perspectives: The Process of 
the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe from the View­
point of the Neutral and Non-Aligned Participating States ed. by 
Hanspeter Neuhold (Vienna, 1987). 

11 Austria's decision to apply for EC membership in 1989 initially met 
with little enthusiastn and even with criticism from Finland and 
Sweden. 

12 Norway eventually stayed out of the EU after the Norwegians 
voted against the EC/EU in a referendum for the second time af­
ter 1972. 

13 After the negative outcome of the referendum in Switzerland on 
membership of the European Economic Area in 1992, the Swiss 
government shelved its application for admission to the EU. 

14 The following references to Austrian perceptions and positions are 
based on the opinions of Austrian diplomats contacted by the 
author; the explanations and comments are his own. Due to the 
relatively low priority accorded to northern Europe, there is no 
official document on Austria's strategy concerning this region. 

15 See below, p. 8. 
16 This assessment is not specifically Austrian but seems appropriate 

for the list of priorities to be adopted by the EU as a whole. 
17 Die Presse of 17 October 1995. 
18 Austria initially wanted to get rid of the droit de regard over its fo­

reign policy which the USSR had claimed under the State Treaty. 
However, the recognition of the identity between the Soviet Uni­
on and the Russian Federation was not a major concession by 
Austria, since it was part of the acquis Austria had accepted upon 
joining the EU. 

19 After the defeat of Vladimir Meciar' s governing coalition in the 
parliamentary elections of September 1998, Slovakia's chances of 
admission to NATO have improved, especially since the country 
supported NATO' s air attacks on Yugoslavia in the context of 
"Operation Allied Force" in the spring of 1999. 

20 However, a negative turn of events in the Russian Federation 
would cause more concern to Austria than, for example, to the 
Iberian countries or Ireland. 

21 Hanspeter Neuhold, "Die politische Dimension der nachsten EU­
Erweiterung", Osterreichisches ]ahrbuch fur Internationale Politilc 
15/1998 (1999), pp. 131-143. 
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22 The Common Strategy on Russia adopted by the Cologne Europe­
an Council of 3/4 June 1999 should provide a good basis for the 
Union's relations with the Russian Federation. 

23 A com1non defence as mentioned in the Maastricht and Amster­
dam Treaty would be tantamount to a pledge of mutual military 
assistance in the event of an armed attack on a member state. 
Also without NATO membership, such an alliance commitment 
is incompatible even with a neutrality status which is reduced to 
its "hard (military) core". There is general contradiction between 
support for a stronger CFSP and the refusal to provide the Union 
with a defence identity and capacity; in a still militarised world, 
the possibilities of a "civilian great power" are limited. 

24 This caveat seems appropriate in the light of the controversies 
over Russia's powers under the 1997 Founding Act on Mutual 
Relations, Cooperation and Security Between NATO and the 
Russian Federation. 

25 According to the Eurobarometer poll of September 1998, Austrians 
are most enthusiastic a1nong the three newcomers about the re­
sults of EU membership: 43% of the Austrians interviewed belie­
ved that their country had benefited from accession to the EU, 
33% of the Finns, only 20% of the Swedes; the EU average was 
46%. Negative answers were given by 35%, 36% and 21%, res­
pectively. Profil No. 40 of 28 September, 1998. Strong public sup­
port for Austria's EU membership continues despite the imposi­
tion of sanchions by the other 4 member states against Austria 
because of the Freihetliche Partei Osterreichs in the new coaliti­
on government in February 2000: according to a poll published 
in March 2000, 60% should still vote for, 34% against Austria's 
accession to the EU in a new referendum. Profil No. 10 of 6 
March 2000. 

26 The term "non-alignment" is ill-chosen, since it already applies to 
a large movement of mainly developing countries with different 
priorities that was founded in Belgrade in 1961. Hanspeter Neu­
hold, "The New CFSP and Neutrality: Prospects and Policy Op­
tions", in Approaching the Northern Dimension of the CFSP: Challen­
ges and opportunities for the EU in the emerging European security 
ordered by Mathias Jopp/Riku Warjovaara (Helsinki- Bonn: Fin­
nish Institute for International Affairs -Institut fur Europaische 
Politik 1998), pp. 64-77. 
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27 Among the political parties, the Social Democrats, the Greens and 
the Communists demand the maintenance of neutrality, whereas 
the Christian Democrats and the Liberal Forum call for its aboliti­
on. 

28 Where it borders on (permanently neutral) Switzerland and Liech­
tenstein. 

29 As pointed out above (note 19) after the electoral defeat of the 
coalition headed by Vladimir Meciar, whose democratic record 
left a great deal to be desired, in September 1998, the stage could 
be set for Slovakia' s rapid admission to NATO and the EU. Slove­
nia is regarded as a sure candidate for the second round of 
NATO' s eastern enlargement. 

30 And of course also Norway. 
31 Hanspeter Neuhold, "Die politische Dimension der nachsten EU­

Erweiterung", Osterreichisches Jahrbuch fur Internationale Politik 
15/1998 (1999), p. 135. 

32 The general mood in Austria is not favourable to the widening of 
the EU. A Eurobarometer poll in the autumn of 1998 revealed 
that the Austrians only supported the admission of Hungary 
(55% : 34%) and, strangely, of Malta (44% : 35% ), whereas a majo­
rity opposed the accession of all the other ten candidates. By 
contrast, public opinion in the 15 member states as a whole ap­
proved of the admission of all candidates except Romania and 
Slovenia. Die Presse of 1 April1999. A subsequent Eurobarometer 
opinion poll showed that this negative attitude had even inc­
reased. Once again, Austrians only endorsed the applications of 
Hungary and Malta, but the respective majorities had decreased 
(for Hungary, 45% : 40%, for Malta 38% : 36% ). Die Presse of 8 July 
1999. 
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German ambitions and ambiguities: 
EU initiatives as a useful framework 

Uwe Schmalz 

Introduction: How 'northern' is Germany? 

A glance at the map, and at Germany's coasts to the North Sea 
and the Baltic Sea in particular, suggests that the North functions 
as a strong magnet for the compass of German foreign and 
security policy. According to this logic, the North even increased 
in relevance with German reunification in 1990 when the 
Federal Republic's Baltic coast expanded by 250 kilometres. 
However, one linguistic detail of our geographical excursus 
modifies this first assessment: The German term "Ostsee" 
("Eastern Sea") reveals that German perceptions focus on the 
Baltic Sea as an intermediary link towards the East rather than 
towards the North. 

Indeed, the predominant German focus on the East 
increased considerably in relevance after the end of the Cold 
War when Germany became a central power in the undivided 
Europe.1 Due to this new Mittellage, Germany is the one EU 
member state which is most directly affected by all - positive 
and negative - developments in the former communist bloc. 
Hence the vital German interest in establishing a comprehensive 
and stable political, economic and security order throughout 
Europe, particularly by enlarging the EU and NAT0.2 For 
obvious geostrategic reasons, however, Germany focuses 
primarily on the transformation of the directly neighbouring 
Central and Eastern European (CEE) region rather than on the 
North. This new Ostpolitik gained even more significance with 
regard to the Kosovo conflict and the unstable situation in south­
eastern Europe. 

216 



German ambitions and ambiguities 

Besides its predominant focus on central and eastern Europe, 
Germany also feels an affiliation towards the South. In fact, 
Germany is torn in cultural and religious terms between a 
"northern Protestant head" and a "southern Catholic heart."3 

Although its "northern head" has been significantly reinforced 
with unification, Germany remains extremely interested in the 
fate of the South as can be seen in the Red-Green Federal 
Government's Coalition Agreement which explicitly defines the 
aim "to influence the EU to better meet its responsibility in 
particular towards the countries of the South."4 Hence, 
Germany's "northerness" is relative and ought to be seen within 
the wider context of the country's European Mittellage. Within 
this context, however, the North, and particularly the eastern 
Baltic Sea region, is of considerable relevance for German 
diplomacy. 

Germany shares with the North longstanding traditions of 
close co-operation which have their roots in the Hanse, a 
commercial association of northern littoral states (12th to 15th 
century) stretching from Novgorod to London. It was only when 
the Baltic Sea became a front line of the Cold War that (West-) 
German links with the region were literally frozen and had to 
give way to the logic of the balance of military power between 
East and West. After the artificial division of the North was 
swept away with the fall of the Iron Curtain in 1989/90, the Baltic 
Sea regained some of its traditional significance for Germany. 
The North is now seen as a crucial factor for overcoming the old 
dividing lines of the Cold War period and for establishing new 
constructive and stable East-West relations. It is here where the 
EU has a common border with Russia and where the question of 
EU and NATO enlargement has to be tackled within the context 
of the historically and psychologically charged relationship 
between the Baltic states and Russia. Therefore, Berlin perceives 
northern stability and security as a crucial strategic issue for 
Germany and for Europe as a whole. In particular, the Baltic 
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question and the task of restructuring the Baltic Sea as a 
European Mare Nostrum is regarded as a "litmus test" for the 
future European security order and for the vision of a Europe 
based on co-operation rather than on hege1nonic big power 
aspirations.5 Moreover, the Baltic Sea region poses a large 
number of soft security challenges such as organised crime, 
ecological devastation, migration or minority issues which 
directly affect a central and wealthy country such as Germany. 
According to Hans-Henning Horstmann, then deputy political 
director of the German Foreign Office, it is therefore "in German 
national interest that security, stability and prosperity in 
northeastern Europe be increased. There will be no lasting 
stability in Europe without lasting stability in the Baltic Sea 
area."6 

The North in Germany's foreign and security policy 

A key factor in understanding the present German approach 
towards the North and the Baltic Sea region in particular, lies in 
the past. It was the Hitler-Stalin-Pact of August 1939 between 
National Socialist Germany and the Soviet Union that caused 
the tragic fate of the three Baltic states for the next five decades 
to come. Due to this historical legacy of the Third Reich, the Baltic 
Sea region is, for Germany, a most sensitive area for which it 
feels a special responsibility and a moral obligation. 
Consequently, Berlin sees itself as an ~advocate' of Baltic 
aspirations for me1nbership in the Euro-Atlantic institutions and 
strongly promotes the principle of indivisible security according 
to which every country has the right to freely choose its alliance. 
Never again, so the German argument goes, will big powers 
decide on the fate of a smaller country and its status within the 
European order. 

Berlin's policy towards the Baltic Sea region is embedded in 
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an overall foreign and security policy approach with three 
central points of reference: transatlantic co-operation, European 
integration, and relations with Russia. 7 Notwithstanding the 
1989/90 watershed, Germany continues to regard transatlantic 
co-operation and European integration as indispensable 
features of its diplomacy. These features do not only serve the 
mere symbolic purpose of proving to the outside world that 
unified Germany remains a reliable international partner but are 
based foremost on pragmatic considerations: With its own 
experiences of reunification in mind, Germany is strongly 
convinced that the process of transformation in the CEE 
countries goes far beyond the potential of national foreign 
policies and therefore can only be tackled within the framework 
of the Euro-Atlantic institutions. Moreover, the issue of NATO 
and EU enlargement is, for Berlin, a psychologically important 
matter of principle for overcoming Germany's historical guilt 
about the Second World War by establishing a comprehensive 
European order of stability, security and prosperity beyond the 
old dividing lines of Yalta. 

The third point of reference, the so-called "Russian factor", 
became even more relevant after 1990. Despite its decline in 
terms of military strength, political influence, and economic 
potential, Russia is still perceived as a crucial factor for the 
European order. Historical experience, particularly with regard 
to the 1914 July crisis, together with the potentially impending 
threat of the politico-economically weak and psychologically 
wounded former super power, prevents Germany from 
underestimating the significance of Russia for European 
security. Consequently, German diplomacy is convinced that the 
future European security order must be realised "not against but 
with Russia"8 and that "it would be disastrous for Europe to 
exclude Russia."9 For Germany, considering Russian interests is, 
however, not only a strategic necessity but also a moral 
obligation due to Moscow's approval of German unification in 
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1990 and the timely withdrawal of its troops from German 
territory soon after. 

The three central points of reference of German diplomacy 
form a highly complex foreign and security policy setting for 
Berlin's approach towards the North. The multitude of special 
interests and historically charged commitments towards the 
East, which find their expression in Germany's self­
understanding as advocate of the Baltic states10, of the CEE 
countries11 as well as of Russia12, together with the focal points 
towards the West, i.e. the process of deepening and widening 
the EU, the special relationship with France, the transatlantic 
relations and the process of NATO enlargement, constitute a 
broad range of factors which are not always easy to reconcile. 
The picture becomes even more diffuse with a view to 
Germany's increasing focus on domestic problems such as the 
budgetary deficit or unemployment imposing potential limits on 
Berlin's foreign policy commitment. Being based on a multitude 
of external and domestic foci, Germany's approach towards the 
North becomes a difficult balancing act between several 
(potentially) inconsistent priorities and therefore threatens to 
get stuck in the complexity of its overall foreign policy setting. 

Ambitious but ambiguous - Germany's policy towards 
the North 

German diplomacy's activities in the North concentrate 
foremost on the eastern Baltic Sea region. 13 They include the 
initiative, together with Denmark in March 1992, of founding 
the CBSS, the assistance by means of the so-called "Transform 
Programme" and the financing of 28% of the PHARE 
programme.14 Besides this technical-financial assistance, 
Germany provided non-material support for the Baltic 
ambitions for membership of NATO and the EU by successfully 
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insisting that the Alliance remains open in principle for the Baltic 
states and by inventing in 1997 the model of 'soft distinction' 
between the first negotiation group and other EU accession 
candidates such as Latvia and Lithuania. 

However, with its initially strong advocacy for the Baltic 
states' integration into the Euro-Atlantic institutions gradually 
losing momentum and becoming more and more 'realistic'15 

Germany did not develop a consistent and comprehensive 
strategy towards the North that would correspond to its high 
ambitions and that could serve as an adequate means to tackle 
the complex security challenges of the region. Instead, critics 
speak of a "reserved"16 German role or even of Germany's "non­
policy" towards the North, claiming that a special German 
northern or Baltic Sea region policy does not exist.17 Only the 
North German Liinder such as Schleswig-Holstein or 
Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, pursue a very active approach 
towards the Baltic Sea region where they have historical links 
and favourable business opportunities.18 The activities include 
twin-cities, economic and cultural exchange, political lobbying, 
the promotion of a "new Hanse concept"19 and the maintenance 
of a "Hanse office" in Brussels. These activities, however, remain 
limited to economic and cultural co-operation and cannot serve 
as compensation for the lacking overall German approach to 
northern security. 

What are the reasons for Germany's rather modest profile in 
the North? Firstly, the 'Russian factor' and the strategic interest 
to include Russia in a comprehensive European security 
partnership allows only for those activities which do not impair 
the special relations between Berlin and Moscow. Secondly, the 
CEE region proved to be of comparably greater importance than 
the Baltic Sea region. In particular, the unexpected costs of 
reunification and serious budgetary constraints led Germany to 
concentrate its financial support foremost on the accession of 
strategic partners in its direct vicinity, such as Poland, Hungary 
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or the Czech Republic. Thirdly, due to its historically and 
psychologically charged relations with the Baltic Sea region, 
German diplomacy is careful not to fuel potential impressions of 
intending to play a leading role in the Baltic issue or of having 
territorial claims towards Kaliningrad or the Baltic states. 

The constant need for balancing diverging interests, for 
considering historically charged relations and for promoting 
various "advocacies", functions as a tight straitjacket for 
Germany's policy towards the Baltic Sea. Gennan diplomacy 
avoids taking sides in the complex and heterogeneous spheres of 
interest which make northern security a highly sensitive issue. 
Instead, it prefers the instruments of quiet diplomacy and 
pragmatic solutions.20 This policy, however, does not allow for a 
grand design and a clear profile for adequately tackling the 
complex security challenges of the North. Instead, it remains a 
rather ambiguous exercise between high aspirations and tight 
constraints. A telling example of this ambiguity is the rhetoric of 
former Chancellor Kohl who, in 1998, characterised the Baltic 
states as "belonging to the heart of Europe" and spoke of EU 
membership for all Baltic states in the "very near future" 21 while 
pursuing de facto a most cautious policy under the strict 
reservation of the "Russian factor"22 thereby becoming for the 
Baltic states a "symbol of disregard."23 So far, the Schroder 
Government is continuing with the ambitious but ambiguous 
German approach towards the Baltic states, leaving the Baits 
with the impression that the prospect of their accession to the 
Euro-Atlantic institutions lost its former relevance for the West 
and for Germany in particular.24 

Potentials and limits of the Northern Dimension 

The Finnish initiative on a Northern Dimension of the EU25 

could serve as a compensatory framework and as a catalyst for 
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Germany to overcome the underlying contradictions of its 
policy towards the North. The framework of a comprehensive 
and consistent EU-strategy towards northern security would 
allow German diplomacy to promote more actively and 
effectively its ambitions as "advocate" of the Baltic states and to 
fill the present conceptual vacuum of its northern approach. 
Establishing an ever closer network of co-operation in the Baltic 
Sea region with the perspective of the Baits' eventual full EU 
membership thus serves Germany's interest in strengthening 
the security and independence of the Baltic states, thereby 
stabilising the region as a whole. This bottom up approach 
corresponds particularly to the Red-Green Federal 
Government's concept of promoting the CFSP as a means "for 
civil conflict prevention and the peaceful settlement of 
conflicts."26 Moreover, the Northern Dimension could play a 
useful role in streamlining the Union's individual policies and 
instruments and strengthening the network between the EU 
and other organisations in the North, thereby generating 
synergies and a more effective and coherent approach towards 
the North. From a German perspective, this streamlining 
function of the Northern Dimension would provide an 
important added value for the EU' s existing policies. A creation 
of new instruments and institutions beyond existing ones such 
as the PHARE and TACIS programmes or the CBSS, however, is 
strongly rejected. 27 

Furthermore, the EU's Northern Dimension corresponds to 
Germany's priority of including the Baltic states in Western 
structures and institutions without alienating Russia. The EU 
has a comparable advantage in dealing with the "Russian factor" 
since Moscow does not perceive it as a potential security threat 
but, rather on the contrary, focuses on its civil character and its 
economic potential. European efforts to including Russia into a 
network of northern co-operation can build on the already 
existing framework of the EU-Russia partnership and eo-
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operation agreement, the TACIS-programme and the common 
strategy on Russia. Moreover, a stronger EU commitment to the 
North would allow for a more independent European approach, 
facilitating a balanced regional co-operation with Russia and 
preventing disturbing effects of U.S. activities on the "Russian 
factor". Berlin's opposition to American membership of the 
CBSS proves that Germany, despite its generally positive 
attitude towards the U.S. engagement in the Baltic Sea region, is 
not interested in an excessive American role that would disturb 
the sensitive networks of co-operation in the region.28 

The enhanced multilateral co-operation within the EU' s 
broader framework allows Berlin to participate actively in 
northern affairs without fuelling impressions of taking the lead 
or of pursuing old territorial claims in the region. Furthermore, 
the Northern Dimension is a useful forum for reconciling intra­
EU interests and for engaging the Union as a whole, thereby 
keeping the more remote southern member states interested in 
the EU' s northern approach. For Germany, this integrative 
function of the Northern Dimension is of particular importance, 
since a split of regional interests into northern, southern and 
eastern fractions amongst the EU member states would 
seriously endanger its central aim of deepening and widening 
the EU29 and would bring Germany into a position between the 
respective regional "frontlines", imposing on it the unintended 
role of mediator between conflicting interests and preventing it 
from effectively promoting its own interests. 

For all these reasons, Berlin regards the Northern Dimension 
as a useful framework for strengthening the security of the Baltic 
Sea region through the bottom up approach of establishing an 
ever closer network of co-operation and interdependence with 
the perspective of eventual full EU membership for the Baits. For 
German diplomacy "the economic co-operation and integration 
of the Baltic states in the West is the real foundation of their 
future security."30 This soft security approach, however, has to be 
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clearly separated from the question of military security. Berlin 
does not (yet) perceive the EU and its CFSP as a relevant means 
for providing hard security. Instead, the task of military defence 
remains clearly confined to NATO: '~so in the future NATO will 
be the guarantor of peace and security in Europe."31 For 
Germany this is not only a technical question due to the lack of 
adequate European military structures and hardware. Rather, 
Berlin regards this question as a matter of the principle of 
indivisible European security and the right which every state has 
to freely choose its alliance. With its historical legacy in mind, 
German diplomacy insists on these principles as a means to 
prevent a new Yalta that would consign the Baltic states to a grey 
zone of security between Russia and the West. Therefore, Berlin 
strictly rejects any tendencies of regarding EU enlargement as a 
potential compensation for NATO enlargement towards the 
Baltic states. This compensatory approach, which is apparently 
in the minds of some American politicians and foreign policy 
strategists32, is perceived by German diplomacy as a 'cheap trick' 
that would give Moscow a droit de regard for the European 
security order, dredging up bad memories of the Baltic states' 
fate after 1939. Hence, despite its ambitions to develop further 
the European Security and Defence Identity (ESDI), Berlin 
regards EU enlargement and NATO enlargement as two 
autonomous processes and promotes a clear division of labour in 
the European security architecture: The EU (and its Northern 
Dimension) is the appropriate institution for soft security. NATO 
is responsible for defence and hard military security. Only in the 
field of cns1s management have both organisations 
competencies and instruments which ought to be developed 
further and might eventually even be merged. 

This division of labour does not exclude mutual influences 
between both spheres of security. On the contrary, the EU' s 
approach towards the North and particularly the perspective of 
EU enlargement is well seen in the context of supporting the 
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process of NATO enlargement. By including Russia in a 
strengthened framework of co-operation, interdependence and 
mutual trust in the North, Moscow's aversions to NATO 
enlargement into the former Soviet Republics of Estonia, Latvia 
and Lithuania could be considerably reduced allowing 
eventually for their 'smooth' accession to NATO. The EU' s soft 
security measures would thus create the basis for the long term 
European security architecture. The EU can become an even 
more effective mediator between the transatlantic alliance and 
Russia given the further development of the ESDI as outlined in 
the Cologne declaration of June 1999 on strengthening the 
common European security and defence policy.33 This would 
allow the EU/WEU to create a i/web of co-operative security"34 

including the assistance of the CEE and the Baltic states' 
adaptation to European and transatlantic security structures and 
the development of a political and security dialogue with Russia 
which already began modestly in the WED framework35 and 
which will be extended into the EU framework as provided for in 
the common strategy on Russia.36 The EU/WEU would thus 
function as a bridge for establishing relations of mutual trust 
between the West and Moscow, thereby eventually reducing the 
latter's aversions to further NATO enlargement. Accordingly, 
Berlin regards the EU and its Northern Dimension as a catalyst 
rather than a compensation for NATO enlargementY Together, 
NATO and the EU are perceived as the institutional anchors of 
stability in Europe and as the most appropriate answers to 
today's security challenges. Opening and adapting both the EU 
and NATO to the changed security threats is perceived by 
German diplomacy as il an essential part of our preventive 
security policy in transferring stability and securing peace for the 
whole of Europe."38 The Northern Dimension is regarded as a 
il significant" ("bedeutsam") 39 component of this approach. 
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Northern repercussions on European integration from a 
German perspective 

Germany shares similar political and social values (as well as 
problems) with the Nordic EU states and admires their 
innovative approaches in the field of environmental protection. 
Hence, the Nordics are regarded as important partners for 
promoting common values within the EU and for finding 
European solutions for central issues such as combating 
unemployment, modernising the social welfare systems or 
protecting the environment. Nordic attitudes towards European 
integration appear to be heterogeneous.4° Finland is perceived as 
a purposeful inventor of new ideas, a dynamo for European 
approaches and a reliable partner in the EU. Meanwhile, even 
the majority of the Finnish public seems to support the pro­
European approach of its government. On the other hand, 
Denmark and Sweden appear as rather reluctant EU members 
who, instead of being 'passionate' champions of European 
integration, tend to regard the EU in terms of costs and benefit. 
The Danish referendum against the Maastricht Treaty is still 
remembered as a severe blow against the dynamics of European 
integration. Furthermore, both countries' reluctance to join the 
European Monetary Union for political reasons was regarded 
with considerable displeasure in German European policy 
circles. 

Sweden's and Finland's reluctant approaches towards 
European integration are not in line with Germany's explicit 
endeavour "to develop the CFSP further towards greater 
communitarisation" by strengthening qualified majority voting 
and extending European foreign policy competencies.41 In 
particular, the northern zone of non-aligned EU member states, 
which might well expand with the Baltic states' EU membership, 
is hampering German ambitions of developing further the ESDI, 
including a common European defence capacity and the 
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integration of the WEU into the EU. However, despite the 
problematic incoherence between EU and WEU memberships, 
German diplomacy does not regard the non-alignment of 
current and prospective EU members as necessarily preventing 
the development of ESDI. During the 1996/97 
Intergovernmental Conference, the Nordic non-aligned 
countries particularly promoted the inclusion of the Petersberg 
Tasks in the Amsterdam Treaty, thereby enabling the EU to 
assutne a responsibility in military crisis management. 
Furthermore, the Amsterdam Treaty allows neutral and non­
aligned countries to fully participate in the planning, decision­
making and ilnplementation of WEU crisis management 
operations. Hence, with the growing blurring of the distinction 
between NATO/WEU allies and non-allies, non-alignment 
might lose its meaning in the long run.42 Furthermore, German 
diplomacy is recognising with great interest Finland's and 
Sweden's tendencies to regard non-alignment more 
pragmatically as a means to preserve the fragile status quo of the 
Baltic Sea region rather than a matter of principle and national 
identity.43 Particularly with regard to the experiences of the 
Kosovo conflict, both countries seem to acknowledge the task of 
NATO and the necessity for establishing a greater European 
responsibility for security policy and defence by means of closer 
EU-NATO co-operation. For these reasons, German diplomacy 
sees a considerable potential for including the Nordic non­
aligned countries in strengthened European security and 
defence structures. 

During its EU Presidency in the first semester of 1999, 
Germany made a great effort to include the non-aligned EU 
members in the development of the ESDI. In its Presidency 
report on strengthening the European security and defence 
policy44 that was adopted by the Cologne European Council of 3/ 
4 June 1999 the German government left a number of 
fundamental questions open in order to meet the non-aligned 
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member states' reservations against a 'militarisation' of the EU. 
By doing so, however, Berlin was well aware that the 'real' 
obstacles still lie ahead on the way towards strengthening the 
ESDI and integrating the WEU into the EU.45 It therefore 
remains to be seen whether the EU member states' diverging 
approaches and (non-)alliances, including the northern zone of 
non-aligned EU member states, can be constructively reconciled 
or if they will become a stumbling-block on the way towards a 
strengthened ESDI - thereby impairing a central aim of 
Germany's European policy. 

Conclusions and outlook 

The Northern Dimension has the potential to provide an added 
value for both the EU and for Germany in particular. It 
constitutes a useful framework for streamlining the Union's 
respective policies and enhancing its external profile as a 
regional actor, without, however, creating new instruments or 
programmes. For Germany in particular, the Northern 
Dimension might serve as a means to loosen the straitjacket of 
conflicting interests and to reconcile the underlying 
contradictions of its historically charged approach towards the 
North. Furthermore, the Northern Dimension is a valuable 
component for coping with the complex security challenges in 
the region, for exporting stability and security into the Union's 
sensitive north-eastern vicinity and for contributing to the 
establishment of a comprehensive European security order for 
the 21st century. The Northern Dimension has a preventive 
function not only for external security, but also for the inner 
cohesion of the EU by keeping all member states interested in 
the fate of the North. This is all the more important since the 
prospective enlargement of the EU towards the Baltic Sea region 
will further increase the weight of the North in the shaping of 
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European affairs, thereby enhancing the potential for conflicts of 
regional interests. For all these reasons, German European 
policy should continue to actively support the Northern 
Dimension in its own best interest. 

Moreover, Berlin should expand its perceptions of the North 
beyond the restricted focus on security threats and challenges to 
European stability by also taking notice of the potential and the 
rich opportunities which this region affords, particularly for the 
German economy. So far, only the coastal Liinder are aware of the 
favourable northern business opportunities. However, the 
German economy as a whole, unlike other European economies, 
seems to ignore the extraordinary potential of the ''little tigers in 
the Baltic Sea region"46 as well as their strategic importance as a 
transitory link to the vast Russian markets. This disregard of 
existing opportunities certainly has to do with negative 
perceptions and prejudices towards the security situation in the 
region. Germany should therefore endeavour to shape a more 
sober picture of both the challenges and the opportunities of the 
Baltic Sea region. This would facilitate the establishment of 
closer economic, cultural and political links which would 
eventually also enhance the prosperity, stability and security of 
the region. The Northern Dimension of the EU could certainly 
support such an extension of German perceptions. 

So far, it is not clear to what extent German perceptions and 
approaches towards the North might be affected by the shift 
from the Bonn to the Berlin Republic. In geographical terms, 
Berlin is only a bit more northern but a lot more eastern 
compared to Bonn. This might well lead to a strengthened focus 
on the CEE countries. Hence, theN orth is likely to remain within 
the shadow of Germany's strategic interests in the East. 
Furthermore, with the 1998 change of government, the Federal 
Government was taken over by a new generation of policy 
leaders who, having no personal experiences of Germany's 
historical legacy, are heralding a more pragmatic foreign policy 
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approach. On the one hand, this new pragmatism, together with 
the enhanced focus on domestic issues such as unemployment 
and financial constraints, could result in a greater German 
reluctance towards an engagement in the North and towards 
EU membership for the Baltic States. On the other hand, it might 
well allow for a stronger German profile and greater room to 
manoeuvre in the North due to decreasing German reservations 
with regard to the "Russian factor". Though stressing the 
imperative of good relations with Russia, the Schroder 
government is determined to replace the previous Federal 
Government's limited approach towards Moscow and its 
predominant focus on then Chancellor Kohl's personal 
friendship with President Yeltsin with a much broader and more 
pragmatic Russia policy. During its EU Presidency, Germany 
successfully conducted the definition of the common strategy on 
Russia which was adopted on 4 June 199947 and which defines a 
coherent approach including all three EU pillars, obliging not 
only the Commission and the Council but also the member 
states to act together consistently, introducing a broad range of 
measures as well as a detailed evaluation procedure and 
streamlining the fora for regional co-operation including the 
framework of the Northern Dimension.48 With its engagement, 
Berlin considerably contributed to the formulation of a common 
strategy that has the potential to introduce an added value to the 
EU's existing Russia policy and that corresponds to the 
comprehensive soft security approach of the Northern 
Dimension. 

In order to maintain and even enhance their partners' 
interests in the North, the Nordic EU members should optimise 
their marketing of the Northern Dimension initiative. One 
possibility would be to put more emphasis on the opportunities 
and chances of co-operation in the region rather than promoting 
the Northern Dimension merely in terms of security threats. 
Furthermore, the Nordics and their EU partners should work 
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together to develop the Northern Dimension further towards a 
"Northern Strategy" including the definition of clear aims, 
concrete n1easures and the institutional framework for 
implementing the initiative. The Amsterdam Treaty offers the 
possibility to define such a comprehensive northern approach 
by means of a common strategy within the framework of CFSP. 
Moreover, the Nordics could devise a regular exchange of ideas, 
views and experiences particularly with the southern EU 
member states. This would provide the northern EU member 
states with an access to the longstanding experiences which 
their southern partners have in regional co-operation and 
would support the mutual understanding and reconciliation of 
regional interests. In all these measures, Germany could and 
should take an active part. This would correspond with its status 
as an important and central EU member state as well as with its 
interests in both a strong northern approach and an 
engagement of the EU as a whole. 

The Northern Dimension of the EU must not follow a one­
dimensional approach. Rather, it ought to be considered within 
the multi-dimensional context of complex security challenges, 
diverging interests, regional structures, historical sensitivities, 
multiple alliance-memberships and non-memberships, special 
bilateral relations, cultural identities and different policy styles; 
in short: it ought to be considered within the context of the 
complicated ensemble called Europe. Only a multi-faceted 
approach will enable the EU to use the Northern Dimension 
effectively as a means for considerably strengthening its external 
profile, for stabilising its north-eastern vicinity and for 
maintaining its internal cohesion. Being at the crossroads of 
multiple spheres of interests and regional affinities, Germany 
has a lot to gain from and to contribute to a multi-dimensional 
concept of the EU' s Northern Dimension. 
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Portuguese expectations: 
Partnership among peripheral 

countries 

Maria Joao Seabra 

Introduction 

After the end of the Cold War, European geography acquired 
new dimensions. Up to 1989, the East-West division had been the 
only geographical dimension relevant for the analysis of 
European security, overshadowing all others. After 1989, we 
have witnessed the emergence of new geographical dimensions: 
Southern Europe, Northern Europe, Central Europe and 
Eastern Europe are now operational concepts for the analysis of 
European security. The existence of these new operational 
dimensions does not mean that Europe is less secure but rather 
that the specific security problems of each of the regions can 
now be examined discretely. Before 1989, the dominant security 
dilemma was the position of each country vis-a-vis the East-West 
confrontation; today, each European country must take other 
geographic dimensions into consideration when defining the 
security policy. At the same time, the end of the Cold War and 
the new European security environment, in which direct 
military threats have diminished but security risks persist, 
demands a more integrated vision that combines security with 
economic and social policies. 

In this new context, the Portuguese position is very clear: it is 
a Southern European country, with a firm commitment to 
European and Atlantic security institutions. It has to deal with 
the security problems of each of its partners and be capable of 
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attracting the attention and co-operation of its partners to deal 
with its own security and foreign policy concerns and priorities. 

Evolution of Portuguese foreign and security policy 

Up to 1986, Portuguese foreign policy priorities were centred on 
the Atlantic, on NATO and the relationship with the United 
States in the North Atlantic, as well as with Africa and the 
African Portuguese-speaking countries in the South. With 
accession to the European Community, Europe became a key 
element in Portuguese foreign policy. With full membership of 
the European Community, Portuguese foreign policy priorities 
began to change. The process was twofold: on the one hand, 
there was a "Europeanisation" of Portuguese foreign policy 
priorities, with the inclusion of previously "national" foreign 
policy issues, such as East-Timor or Latin America, on the 
European agenda. On the other hand, regions like the 
Mediterranean rose on the list of priorities. 

With the end of the Cold War, Portuguese foreign policy 
changed yet again within the framework of NATO, and Central 
and Eastern Europe became dominant regions in security policy. 
After the fall of the Berlin Wall, the political relations with the 
CEECs and Russia become more important. At present, the 
prospect of enlargement of the Union has led to a greater foreign 
policy focus on the candidate countries, including the Baltic 
states. As it confronts enlargement, there is one issue that is 
always present: Union enlargement to the East and the North 
demands additional support for the South. A new stability in the 
East afforded by the enlargement of the Union should be 
accompanied by the reinforcement of co-operation with 
countries that are not going to join the Union, especially in the 
Mediterranean region. The same applies to NATO, in that the 
Portuguese government is pressing for a greater NATO 
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involvement in the Mediterranean, proposing the creation of a 
framework similar to the Partnership for Peace that will include 
the Southern Mediterranean countries. 

The Portuguese position on the CFSP, and its security 
dimension in particular, has changed significantly in recent 
years. At the 1991 IGC, the Portuguese government was not very 
enthusiastic about the institutionalisation of a common foreign 
and security policy as it feared that a common security and 
defence policy might damage the relationship with the United 
States. Portugal favoured NATO as the main framework for 
European defence and wanted it to remain central to that 
framework. At the 1996-97 IGC, the position had changed 
significantly. The Portuguese government clearly supported the 
reinforcement of the CFSP, the incorporation of the so-called 
Petersberg Tasks into the new Treaty, and the integration of the 
WEU into the European Union. Following the Cologne and 
Helsinki European Councils and the push for the reinforcement 
of the security and defence dimension of the Union, the 
Portuguese government is supporting the rapid integration of 
the WEU into the EU. 

The security dimension will be one of the top priorities of the 
Portuguese Presidency of the European Union, in the first 
semester of 2000, taking advantage of the simultaneous 
Presidency of the WEU. For the Portuguese government, the 
developments in the CFSP and in the Common European 
Security and Defence Policy are a commitment to the 
establishment of an autonomous and credible operational 
credibility, providing the Union with the military capacity to 
carry on the Petersberg missions.1 

Portugal and the Northern enlargement of the EU 

When the Nordic countries requested full membership of the 

239 



Portuguese expectations 

EU, Portugal strongly supported their accession. On the one 
hand, Portugal had a tradition of relations with Finland, Norway 
and Sweden due to common EFTA membership. On the other 
hand, it was felt that the accession of these countries would help 
Portugal to fight any drastic reform of EU institutions. Since they 
were all small countries, the Portuguese government thought 
that they would be important allies in the discussion about the 
balance of power between small and large states. The neutrality 
issue was clearly set aside, but this was consistent with the 
Portuguese position on the development of a European defence 
identity at that time. Portugal did not consider that accession 
would undermine the future development of the CFSP; indeed, 
it ignored this issue. 

Today, the Portuguese position towards the development of 
the CFSP has changed significantly. It has become much more 
supportive of the need to develop not only a European foreign 
policy but also the security and defence dimensions. Although 
the neutrality issue is still absent, Portuguese support for the 
inclusion of the WED into the EU requires an analysis of the 
effects of neutrality. In June 1997, the Portuguese Prime Minister 
recognised the historical and geographical reasons for the 
option of neutrality for certain European countries. However, he 
also asked whether it was still acceptable not to participate in the 
support of a free and democratic European society within the 
framework of a united Europe.2 

As far as the Baltic states are concerned, the Portuguese 
government considers them part of the general framework of 
the EU eastern enlargement process. There is no discrimination, 
neither positive nor negative, towards the Baltic states. Since the 
beginning of the enlargement process, the Portuguese 
authorities have supported the notion that negotiations should 
start with all the candidate countries, while stressing that full 
accession is dependent on the capacity of the countries to fulfil 
the requirements established by the Union. The Portuguese 
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authorities will therefore welcome the formal opening of 
negotiations with Latvia and Lithuania. Among the general 
public, support for the accession of the Baltic states is slightly 
lower than support for the accession of the Central European 
countries. Nonetheless, the majority of the Portuguese are in 
favour of enlarging the Union3 • 

EU membership, additionally, might be important for the 
security of the Baltic states. Accession to the EU will allow these 
countries to participate in European security structures and thus 
provide some security guarantees. As far as NATO and the Baltic 
states are concerned, however, Portugal maintains that their 
membership cannot be considered in isolation from Finnish and 
Swedish accession. According to the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs} enlarging NATO to include the Baltics without Finland 
and Sweden would damage the geo-political rationality of the 
Alliance. 

There is a clear awareness that the Baltic region has security 
risks, even though the idea of a Russian military threat is no 
longer really present. The Portuguese government adopted a 
dual approach towards the region. On the one hand, it considers 
that hard security issues should be dealt with mainly within 
NATO. The strategy is to involve Russia as much as possible in 
North-Atlantic dialogue structures and thus anticipate any 
potentially serious crisis. In this context, great importance is 
attached to the trilateral dialogue between Russia, the United 
States and the European Union. On the other hand, it is felt that 
the EU should act mainly as a soft security framework. The 
existence of a defined policy towards the Northern region, 
including strengthened ties with Russia, could therefore be 
beneficial, and the EU must accord this issue due attention. 

The development of the common European defence and 
security policy may create an additional problem for the 
relations between the EU and Russia, even regarding the EU' s 
enlargement to the Baltic countries. The development of an 

241 



Portuguese expectations 

operational military capability could lead to a growing 
opposition of Russia vis-a-vis enlargement to the Baltic countries. 
Here, once again, it is important to stress the distinction between 
NATO, which should remain the most important framework of 
collective defence, and the capacity of the EU to lead Petersberg 
military operations. 

The importance of the Northern Dimension 

The Portuguese attention to the Northern Dimension is directly 
connected with the proposal made by Finland, and recent 
events are pointing to an incipient rapprochement between 
these two countries. Finland and Portugal are both small 
countries, participating in the first group of the single currency. 
During the Agenda 2000 negotiations, the Portuguese 
government tried to gain Finnish support for the Portuguese 
positions, apparently with success. Another important point 
that might create a convergence between these two countries is 
the institutional reform of the European Union. Given that both 
are small countries, they share a common interest in avoiding an 
excessive concentration of power in the larger states and the 
formation of directoires. 

In March 1998, during a visit to Helsinki, the Portuguese 
Prime Minister clearly supported Finland's proposal on a 
Northern Dimension, stressing that the issue was a European 
and not just a Nordic problem. This support is consistent with 
the global Portuguese position on the evolution of European 
foreign and security policy. Although Portugal's attention is 
focused mainly on the South, broadly speaking it is felt that the 
EU should develop a foreign and security policy consistent with 
the priorities of all its members. Portugal does not support the 
idea of a division of labour within, or regionalisation of, the EU. 
The main goal should be the integration of the concerns and 
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priorities of all the member states into the European foreign and 
security policy. 

Although not topping the list of Portuguese priorities, the fact 
that Finland held the EU presidency during the second semester 
of 1999, immediately before the Portuguese Presidency, forced 
Portugal to pay more attention to northern problems. The 
Portuguese authorities were willing to give continuity to the 
efforts developed by the Finnish Presidency on the Northern 
Dimension. 

Conclusions 

It is possible to draw a parallel of sorts between Portuguese 
concerns over the South and the Nordic concerns about the 
Baltic region. From a Nordic perspective, the EU is paying 
attention mainly to the South and Southeast. For Portugal, the 
EU is concentrating on Central and Eastern Europe. Both 
Portugal and the Nordic countries are on the periphery of 
Europe, and both need the Union to develop integrated policies 
towards their closest neighbours which are not members of the 
Union. These policies would not only focus on region-specific 
problems, be they Mediterranean or Baltic, but also contribute to 
fortifying the position of the Nordic and Southern Member 
States within the EU itself, thereby minimising the geographical 
peripheral location. 

The evolution of the Portuguese position on the northern 
security dimension will depend on the evolution of the CFSP 
itself. The development of an efficient and effective Common 
Foreign and Security Policy, as well as the common European 
defence policy, will give the Union a greater role in European 
security, and an increased responsibility in the stability of the 
continent and its neighbours, including those vvho are not going 
to be EU member states. If there is not a direct and specific 
Portuguese interest in the northern region, it is clear that the 
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security policy of the Union as such must necessarily include the 
specific security interests of its members. 

Notes 

1 Programme of the Portuguese Presidency of the European Union. 
2 Speech of the Portuguese Prime Minister, Ant6nio Guterres, before 

the Parliamentary Assembly of the WEU, 4 June 1997. 
3 Eurobarometer 49 and 50. 
4 Interview with the Minister for Foreign Affairs, Publico, 29 May 

1997 
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French concern: Northern Europe 
as a key point in the European 
debate on power and security 

Fabien Terpan 

Introduction 

France is generally presented as a country whose external 
priorities have mainly been aimed at the "South", i.e. the Arab 
world, the Mediterranean area and Mrica. Consequently, France 
is said to take little interest in Eastern and Central Europe and 
even less in Northern Europe. In 1994, Paris placed emphasis on 
the fact that the enlargement of the EU to Northern countries 
and the pre-accession strategy of Central and Eastern European 
countries should not be detrimental to the Mediterranean policy 
and to the relationship with Mrica. Undoubtedly, it is difficult to 
identify a French Northern policy, while it is somewhat easier to 
define an Arab or an Mrican policy. That does not mean that the 
Northern security dimension of the EU is not one of France's 
concerns and the priority given to the South should not be 
overestimated by scholars. Of course, even if it sounds like a 
discreet and cautious policy, the French President and 
Government do have a position towards Northern Europe. 

Through diplomatic means and on a bilateral level, they try 
to develop the political and economic ties with the North. While 
visiting Finland and Sweden, both President J acques Chirac and 
Prime Minister Lionel Jospin underlined the positive impact of 
Swedish and Finnish accession on the bilateral relations 
between France and the Northern countries.1 For example, trade 
exchanges with Finland have been 60% up since it first joined 
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the EU, while French exports to Sweden have doubled since 
1995.2 Their policy is also aimed at strengthening security and 
stability in the Northern area and in Europe on a larger scale and 
bringing Northern EU member states round to the idea of 
European political and military power (the EU becoming a 
major power through an efficient and successful CFSP..3 ) 

The accession of Austria, Finland and Sweden has been taken 
into account particularly with regard to the building of a 
European security and defence identity.4 In the rnid-1990s, 
French plans appeared to be hampered because the newcomers 
increased the number of member states which did not agree 
with the idea of a European common defence set on the basis of 
WEU. The Northern countries' refusal to take part in military 
alliances -especially WEU- was perceived as a new difficulty by 
the French government, already confronted with the British 
pro-NATO position. 

At the end of the decade, the gap between the position of the 
different partners has been reduced considerably as each of 
them has modified its position. A compromise has been reached 
allowing the "neutral" countries to take part in the European 
security and defence policy, restricted in the present day version 
to crisis resolution (which does not imply that the "neutral 
countries" will necessarily evolve towards a participation in a 
system of collective defence, the ultimate - and uncertain- goal 
defined by the Europeans at Maastricht). 

Besides, France identified certain threats coming from the 
North-European area, even though the government has 
remained quite silent about them.5 Those threats, involving 
Russia and especially its relations with the Baltic countries and 
Finland, are considered in a global European context. A balance 
between the security of the Northern states and the interests of 
Russia has to be found in order to strengthen peace and stability 
on the European continent. For Paris, the EU must make the 
most important contribution. The main goal 1nust be the 
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accession of the Baltic countries to the European Union and 
NATO, as well as the tightening of EU-NATO I Russia links. 

The North in the EU's security and defence policy 

EU enlargement to Northern countries was initially considered 
as a major obstacle by France because it delayed - or even 
prevented- the building of a European security and defence 
identity. This perception has since changed. 

From Maastricht until Amsterdam, the French official 
position can be summed up as follows: 

North-European states do not contribute to the security of 
Europe as they should. Non-alignment and non-participation in 
military defence agreements generate uncertainties that are 
harmful to an EU in need of concrete solidarity between its 
members. The new members hinder the development of a 
common defence policy which would both imply an ability and 
a will to lead military operations of crisis resolution and the 
beginning of a common capacity to cover territories on the basis 
of a common assistance clause. Actually, five out of fifteen 
member states of the EU do not have the status of full 
membership of WEU and refuse to assume a share in a collective 
defence system. (Among the other ten, some do not really wish 
either to see WEU emerge as a European defence entity.) In 1992, 
at the Edinburgh summit, France agreed on making an 
exception related to the defence issue for Denmark, nevertheless 
considering that this was to be a transitory disposition. Likewise, 
the French hoped that the membership of Austria, Finland, and 
Sweden in the EU would lead those countries to set a program of 
accession to WEU. This process has not been engaged, despite 
French efforts to convince the Northern states.6 ln the mid-1990s, 
France feared that this lack of political will would prevent the 
EU from becoming a major power7

, and that the position and 
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weight of the Northern countries within the EU would 
strengthen the opposition to the idea of a powerful Europe 
endowed with real means, especially military ones. Paris asked 
for more solidarity from the North European countries, 
suspecting them of a certain egotism (an egotism the Northern 
countries likewise found in the French attitude, which involved 
undertaking a series of nuclear tests without referring to its 
partners). 

Since Amsterdam, and particularly since the European 
Council of Cologne, the French position has changed. That does 
not mean that neutrality (even the 1990's version of neutrality) is 
now welcmned. But France accepts it and considers that trying 
to build a European military power without the Northern 
countries (and against NATO) would be counterproductive. 
Considering that the Northern countries are ready to contribute 
to a security and defence policy based on the French, German 
and British proposals, there is no longer any reason for France to 
exclude those countries. 

Fairly recently, Paris has taken into account the participation 
(alongside French soldiers) of Austrian, Finnish and Swedish 
troops within the implementation force in former Yugoslavia, 
and has noticed that the newcomers did not intend to remain 
passive nor to hide behind their "non-alignment" policies, rather 
that they wanted "to contribute to" instead of "consume" 
security. The solution found in Amsterdam, according to a 
Swedish-Finnish proposal which consists of integrating the 
Petersberg missions into the EU Treaty, was considered a good 
one, though not the best. 

The Cologne summit confirmed the willingness of the 
Northern countries to contribute to European military and non­
military operations of crisis resolution. France welcomed the 
participation of WEU associate partners in the strengthening of 
EU military capacities.8 Since Cologne, the involvement of all EU 
member states in the security and defence dimension has often 
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been underlined in French speeches.9 As the French Defence 
Minister said, "the building of a security and defence dimension 
within the EU is meant to integrate WEU associated members 
and partners. Indeed, we share increasing responsibilities in 
crisis management on the continent and common working 
habits in the field, particularly in former Yugoslavia. European 
defence is not a zero-sum game. Everyone of us has benefited 
from its reinforcement as much as we have from every 
contribution".10 

According to the French, the former neutral countries taking 
part in the EU security and defence policy shows that the 
process of the article J.7 of the EU treaty11 -which is a process 
towards a European political and military power - is still going 
on. Probably, it is not the main reason for the advances made at 
Cologne and Helsinki. They are mostly due to the evolution of 
the British and French positions. Indeed, the British are now in 
favour of the development of a crisis management capacity 
inside the CFSP, i.e. outside NATO. And the French have 
recently accepted the primacy of NATO regarding collective 
defence and article 5, provided that the CFSP plays a role in 
peacekeeping and crisis managementP Yet, the importance of 
the evolution of the Northern countries is not to be lessened. 

As far as France is concerned, the Helsinki summit proved a 
real success. The results are in conformity with the proposals 
France made alone (the "plan d' action" presented during 
summer 1999, after the Cologne summit) or made in conjunction 
with Great Britain or Germany (the Saint-Malo French and 
British statement in 1998, the Toulouse Franco German 
statement of the Defence and Security council of May 1999, the 
Prance/Great Britain and France/Germany meetings of 
November 1999). It confirmed the willingness of the Northern 
countries to contribute to these actions, a willingness which 
could have been less asserted now that the member states were 
undergoing a stage of concrete positioning of military and 
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decision-making structures necessary to the crisis management 
of the EU. 

The European defence and security identity can now be laid 
out within the EU, without appealing to WEU as an 
implementing body. The settlement of military and decision­
making structures necessary for crisis management by the 
European Union and the participation of the Northern countries 
have proved the uselessness of WEU, which has fulfilled its 
"destiny" of "merging into the EU as soon as the latter were able 
to take the legacy up"13• WEU could have retained a kind of 
usefulness as a collective defence body, as the Northern EU 
countries refuse to contribute to collective defence. But in the 
short and medium term, it seems that France has given up the 
idea of a European collective defence, NATO still being the 
framework for assuming the collective defence function (the 
framework for territory protection and nuclear deterrence is: 
firstly, the French national defence policy; and secondly, NATO). 
As the participation in a defence policy restricted to 
peacekeeping is not a problem for the Northern countries, 
France has no further reasons for supporting the idea of the 
existence of WEU. 

France now assumes that there is no need to create a 
European army. If the European Union is to become a major 
political power, it will be through the strengthening of its crisis 
management capacity. In the Post-Cold War era and thanks to 
the dissolution of the USSR, protection is an element of lesser 
hnportance inside the alliances, as is stated in the French "livre 
blanc" .14 Yet, we can but wonder if France has completely given 
up the idea of a Europe capable of assuming its own defence in 
an autonomous way. This is still- at least officiously- a goal to 
achieve. France has always considered that solidarity was not 
limited to a share in peacekeeping operations, but also had to go 
through a defence agreement. Thus, the issue of collective 
defence may be raised again, one day, when the EU succeeds in 
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asserting the European presence in a major international crisis, 
which remains the priority for the time being.15 

Where do the Baltic countries stand in such a context? France 
encourages the membership plans of these countries both to the 
EU and NATO. However, the enlargement process should not 
proceed too fast, in order to maintain a balance between Russia 
and its neighbour countries. According to the French 
Government and President, the accession should include the 
Baltic states but it first requires an important reinforcement of 
the European and NATO relationship with Russia. 

The Northern security problems and Russia 

Compared to other parts of Europe, the Northern area is 
characterised by a relative peacefulness and stability and an 
increase in regional cooperation. France really intends to 
reinforce its presence in the area, hence the development of 
diplomatic and commercial links with Northern Europe in the 
1990s. However, France considers that the area is not "secured" 
because of the remaining uncertainties. The situation still 
depends very much on Russian domestic and foreign policy: the 
political as well as the economic troubles in Russia still give rise 
to many uncertainties about the future of the Northern 
countries and even about the future of the whole continent. 

The possibility of a Russian great offensive action is no longer 
the major threat that it used to be during the Cold War. It is true 
that the Russian conventional forces are no longer a direct 
menace. But the Russian army has interfered several times and 
has maintained its presence in the nearby foreign countries, and 
the fact that Russia has some borders in common with a member 
of the EU, Finland, and with Baltic "friendly" countries is 
something France is seriously taking into account. In 1994, the 
"livre blanc" defined the situation of Russia's neighbour states, 
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particularly the Baltic countries, the Nordic countries and the 
Caucasian area, among the threats menacing France.16 Should 
Russia place the Baltic states or Finland under its political and 
military domination, it would necessarily be a source of 
insecurity hardly acceptable from a French point of view. 
Actually, the French "vital national interests" (those implying the 
survival of the country), would not be threatened. Yet, its 
"strategic interest "17 would undoubtedly be (any crisis 
occurring on the European continent and, moreover, one which 
concerns member states of the Union, threatens the French 
strategic interests). 

The remaining Russian nuclear forces are taken into account 
by Paris. Actually it justifies both the necessity to retain a huge 
French nuclear capacity (considering the political instability in 
Russia, the hypothesis of a Russia that would use its nuclear 
weapons as a means of pressure towards the West remains to be 
seen) and the French distrustful attitude towards the Russian 
situation (the econotnic crisis and the increasing weight of the 
mafias and other criminal organisations) which implies a risk of 
nuclear waste (France is largely involved in the dismantling of 
nuclear arms). 

The Baltic issue is considered a major one because the whole 
relationship between Russia and the Western countries is at 
stake. The French aim- a priori compatible with the wish of the 
Northern members of the EU- is to maintain a balance between 
Russia and the Baltic states, i.e. to strengthen the sovereignty of 
Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia in the face of Moscow on the one 
hand, and on the other hand to bring Russia round to European 
cooperation. This position remains rather ambiguous. 

Undoubtedly, France is quite understanding towards Russia 
despite its worrying attitude in Moldavia, Ukraine and the 
Caucasian area. The assault against the Russian Parliament in 
October 1993 was presented in the official discourse as an 
awkward parenthesis without major consequences. France 
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recently strengthened its position against the Russian military 
intervention in Chechnya, asking for a re-evaluation of the EU/ 
Russia cooperation agreement, but this position remains 
cautious. 

What would happen should Russia threaten the Baltic 
countries or Finland? In 1991, France adopted a definite position 
in favour of the independence of the Baltic states, clearly 
showing a willingness to be seriously taken into account. So the 
Baltic countries, as well as Finland, have received quite a lot of 
attention from the French government. One may say that France 
will probably show great firmness should a dramatic increase in 
the Russian threat towards the Baltic states occur. The neo­
nationalism of Russian foreign policy will certainly not be 
tolerated regarding the Baltic area, while in other areas of the 
former USSR it actually is. 

Trying to bind the Baltic states to Europe is a responsibility 
that has to be shared by all the western countries. France 
certainly wants to be engaged in the process and wants the CFSP 
to make an important contribution. In 1995, the then Prime 
Minister, Edouard Balladur, suggested the idea of a stability pact 
in Europe.18 One of the two round tables was dedicated to the 
Baltic area (the other to Central and Eastern Europe) and on this 
occasion the Baltic countries were included in a group of 
European states likely to join the Union.19 

While taking part in the Russian and Baltic negotiations, 
France has insisted on the fact that the Baltic states should 
provide Russia with some guarantees. France has expressed the 
wish that the Baltic states, and particularly Latvia, should make 
an effort towards the Russian-speaking minorities, and it has 
suggested guaranteeing a Russian and Baltic security pact 
together with Germany and the USA (October 1997). While 
influencing Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia, France has continued 
to favour the idea of the full membership of these countries of 
Western organisations. The Baltic countries should be given the 
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perspective of integrating into the EU, WEU and NATO despite 
their geographical proximity to Russia. 

As far as EU enlargement is concerned, the application of all 
the Baltic countries, as part of a "global approach"20 of the 
enlargement process, was supported by France at the Helsinki 
summit. The visits of the Minister of European Affairs and of the 
Defence Secretary of State to the Baltic area, before the Helsinki 
summit, were meant to demonstrate this support. Their 
discourses aimed at avoiding the constitution of new 
categorisations of candidates. Thus, all the applications are to be 
studied on an equal level. Even though it is obvious that "some 
countries will join the EU before others"21 , no country is to be 
excluded from the enlargement process. 

France adopted a definite stance in Madrid (1995) in favour of 
a NATO enlargement process open to any candidate, regardless 
of their geographical position (i.e. including the Baltic states), 
even though Baltic membership of NATO was to take into 
account the (historical and geographical) specificity of these 
countries. Recently, the application of the Baltic countries to 
NATO was supported by France, against the USA, at the 
Washington NATO summit. 

Of course, the normalisation of the relationship between 
Russia on the one hand and the EU and NATO on the other is a 
sine qua non condition from the French point of view. First, the 
Russians have to be reassured and have to be certain that such 
an evolution is not a disadvantage. In the mid-1990s France, 
together with Germany, put forward the idea of a partnership 
between the EU, NATO and Russia22 (this idea was formulated 
at the informal meeting of Carcassonne, March 1995). Then, 
wondering about the US initiatives regarding NATO' s 
enlargement, the EU suggested agreeing on regular meetings 
(foreshadowing a Russia/NATO agreement). Since then, the 
necessity for a friendly relationship with Russia, stamped with a 
"certain solemnityf/23 , has remained a priority aim for France. 
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The Russian "rightful desire"24 to be an integral part of the 
European security architecture, to be treated as a partner and 
not as a real or potential opponent, to see NATO change and be 
able to take part in decision making whenever it is concerned, 
should be taken into account from the French viewpoint. Better 
still, France considers that the weakness, far more than the 
power, of Russia is a risk for European security, hence the 
necessity to help Moscow on the economic scale and to preserve 
its political rank- a strategy that differs from the US one aiming 
at exploiting the difficult situation of Russia in order to weaken it 
still further. 25 France is bent on preserving close relations with 
Russia - a position which was recalled on several occasions.26 

But now that Russia cooperates with NATO (and with the EU), 
the matter of the application of the Baltic countries must be 
questioned. This is the idea France defended at the latest 
Washington summit, insisting on the fact that the accession 
could be possible thanks to a strengthening of the dialogue and 
cooperation between NATO and Russia.27 

For the time being, the stability of Northern Europe is secured 
but there is no certainty that it will be everlasting. France hopes 
that both processes engaged, i.e. the integration of the Baltic 
states and the partnership with Russia, will be achieved in order 
to sustain peace and security in the Baltic area for a long time. 
From the French perspective, Russia is the key point: the 
improvement of its internal situation and its relationship with 
the West is the one condition that would reinforce European 
security and would probably allow the increased involvement of 
Austria, Finland, Sweden and, later, of the Baltic countries in the 
European defence policy (likely to lead to a European defence) 
and then in NATO. For the time being, the area is not a security 
vacuum (because Northern countries show a spirit of defence 
and Western organisations provide them with an indirect 
protection), but it is an area where some "grey points"28 , some 
unanswered questions, remain, and an area where the Russian 
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widespread need for security and influence has to be rolled back, 
but only by diplomatic means. 

Notes 

1 As pronounced by the President of France, Mr J. Chirac, at the offi­
cial dinner hosted by the President of Finland, Mr Martti Ahti­
saari. Most of the French statements and speeches are available 
at the website of the Ministry for Foreign Affairs: 
http.www.france-diplomatie.fr. 

2 See Fiches techniques sur les relations bilaterales de la France 
[Technical notes on France's bilateral ties], http.www.france­
diplomatie.fr. 

3 See the role played by the French presidency in 1995, especially 
during the European Council of Cannes (the summit which first 
gathered together the fifteen Member States). 

4 Jean-Fran~ois Gribrinski (ed.), I:Autriche, la Finlande, la Suede et la 
securite europeenne [Austria, Finland, Sweden and European se­
curity], Paris, La documentation fran~aise, 1996. 

5 Those threats were identified as early as 1994 in the "livre 
blanc sur la defense" [The white book on defence], Paris, U.G.E. 
10/18, pp. 29-30. 

6 See, for instance, the visits paid by the French European Affairs 
Minister, Michel Barnier, to Sweden, Denmark and Finland in 
March 1996, after the election of the new President, J. Chirac. 

7 On Europe and power, see: Quermonne Jean-Louis, Le retour du 
politique, LEurope comme puissance [The return of the political, 
Europe as a power], in Duprat Gerard, I:Union europeenne, droit, 
politique, democratic [The European Union, law, politics, democra­
cy], PUF, 1995. 

8 Franco-British Summit, joint declaration on European defence, 
London,25 November 1999. 

9 See for instance: Statement by the Minister of Defence, Mr Alain 
Richard, at the Institute of Higher Defence Studies (l'Institut des 
Hautes Etudes de Defense Nationale), 30 November 1999. 

10 Statement by the Minister of Defence, Mr Alain Richard, at the In­
stitute of Higher Defence Studies (l'Institut des Hautes Etudes 
de Defense Nationale), 30 November 1999. 
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11 The European Union's CFSP includes the eventual framing of a 
common defence policy which might in time lead to a common 
defence. 

12 The transformation of the Euro corps, which was announced in 
1999, clearly shows such an evolution. 

13 Speech by the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Mr Hubert V edrine, 
"Vers une Europe de la securite et de la defense" [Towards Euro­
pean security and defence], "Le Monde - El Pais - Frankfurter 
Allgemeine Zeitung" conference, Paris, 3 December 1999. 

14 Livre Blanc sur la defense [The white book on defence], op.cit. 
15 "That is why France is against too extensive a conception of 

NATO's role in peacekeeping, i.e. out of art. 5, because it would 
hamper the development of the CFSP", Speech by Mr Hubert 
V edrine, 4th annual conference by the Institute for International 
and Strategic Relations, Paris, 5 May 1999. 

16 Livre blanc sur la defense [The white book on defence], 1994, Paris, 
U.G.E., 10/18, p.30. 

17 Ibid. pp. 49-50. 
18 Statement on general policy by French Prime Minister Edouard 

Balladur at the Assemblee nationale, 9 April 1993, Documents 
d'actualite internationale, 11, 1 June 1993. 

19 Round table report, for the European Council in Brussels (II), 10-
11 December 1993, Pact on Stability, Annex I, Point 1.16, Bull.CE 
12-1993; TERPAN Fabien, Le Pacte de stabilite, action commune 
de l'Union europeenne [The Pact on Stability, the European 
Union's common action], in Crise et puissance [Crisis and power], 
international conference in honour of L. Reboud, (Grenoble, 4 
July 1994), CUREI, Espace Europe, p. 131. 

20 Joint declaration by the Minister Delegate in charge of European 
Mfairs, Mr Pierre Moscovici, and the Prime Minister of Lithua­
nia, Mr Rolandas Paksas, the Minister Delegate's statements, Pa­
ris, 9 September 1999. 

21 ibid. 
22 Statement by Mr Alain Juppe on the perspectives of French diplo­

matic actions at the 20th anniversary of the Foreign Ministry's 
Policy Planning Department (CAP), Paris, 30 January 1995, Docu­
ments d'Actualite Internationale, n°6, 15 mars 1995. Speech by Pre­
sident Chirac at the European Parliament, Strasbourg, 11 July 
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1995. 
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23 Speech by Mr H. de Charette, Minister of Foreign Affairs, ministe­
rial meeting of the North-Atlantic Council, 10 December 1996. 

24 Statement by Mr H. de Charette, Minister of Foreign Affairs, Atlan­
tic Council, Brussels, 18 February 1997. 

25 See the consideration of the Russian policy towards the crises in 
Bosnia and Irak. 

26 For instance: visit by Mr H. Vedrine to Moscow, 12 January 1999. 
27 Joint declaration by the Minister Delegate in charge of European 
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Conclusions: The Northern 
Security Dimension 

Gianni Bonvicini and Tapani Vaahtoranta 

This book focuses on the northern enlargement of the EU and its 
impact on the Common Foreign and Security Policy. Its aim is to 
describe how the member states perceive the northern security 
dimension of the Union. What are the main security challenges 
in the north? What is their relative significance? What should be 
the role of the EU in addressing them? Security policy experts in 
each member country, with the exception of Luxembourg and 
Greece, set about answering these questions, making it possible 
to assess the prospects of the EU' s security policy in the north. 

It is evident that the EU gained a Northern Dimension when 
Finland and Sweden joined the Union in 1995. The enlargement 
to the north, like any enlargement in the past, broadened the 
agenda of the EU, and the Nordic members have been working 
within the Union to make their voices heard. If the three Baltic 
states are admitted to the EU, the significance of northern issues 
and the attitudes of the northern members will be increased 
further. The northern enlargement also impacts on the Common 
Foreign and Security Policy by bringing to the fore those 
concerns and perceptions which were considered a lower 
priority by the other EU countries.The Union has to deal with 
both traditional and soft security challenges in Northern 
Europe, while the characteristics of the security policies of the 
Nordic members also affect the policy making of the EU. 

Not only does the enlargement impact on the Union and the 
CFSP, but the membership and the prospect of it influence the 
policy of new members and candidate countries. The clearest 
example, in our case, is provided by the development of the EU 
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in the security and defence fields. The Nordic members' security 
concerns have been challenged, right from the outset, by the 
acceleration of the EU' s move towards closer security and 
defence co-operation. This was particularly true when 
discussions broached a possible merger of WEU with the Union, 
and the highly sensitive issue of the relationship between the EU 
and NATO. Finland and Sweden have reacted to this 
development in the area of crisis management (think of the 1997 
Finnish-Swedish initiative on the Petersberg Tasks) while at the 
same time resisting the development of common defence, and 
maintaining military non-alignment. 

The concept of "dimension" is used here to address the 
perceptions of security in the north. This term brings us back to 
the concept of "space", which was largely used (and abused) in 
the past by the supporters, in both academia and politics, of 
"geopolitics", a discipline that focused on the nation state's 
primary role to fix and enlarge its territorial scope and behaviour 
in the security field. In more recent times, during the Cold War 
period, it was common to speak in terms of "flanks", the 
Northern and Southern Flanks of NATO, to signify the unitarian 
character of the European collective defence effort against the 
lonely enemy of global dimension from the east, the Soviet 
Union. Geopolitics had then lost part of its meaning. So, is it 
being revived again today? To a certain extent the answer is yes, 
and geographical considerations, as we have seen in the 
individual chapters, are always present. But, in reality, as we 
read the chapters of this volume as a whole, the term dimension 
applies more to a political and psychological perception of 
security than to a mere geographical factor. And still, as we will 
see below, the presence of Russia, a globalising element in the 
perceptions of security, represents in itself the denial of the only 
geopolitical (and geographical) interpretation of northern 
security. It represents, in the end, more of a common European 
problem than a dividing issue. 
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Varying salience 

Based on the national chapters presented in this book, it is 
evident that there exists within the EU no common view of the 
Union's northern security dimension and its significance. 
Instead, perceptions differ from one member country to another. 
Geography is one of the factors which explains the way security 
in the north is perceived in various parts of the EU. Based on the 
geographical proximity to Northern Europe and Russia, the 
member countries and their views of Northern European 
security can be divided into three groups. 

First, it comes as no surprise that those countries which are 
located in Northern Europe -Finland, Sweden and Denmark­
pursue well-developed policies on northern security and regard 
the northern security dimension of the EU as significant. 
Security explains the importance Finland attaches to the EU. 
Finland, which has a long common border with Russia, uses the 
Union as a tool to deal with its eastern neighbour. Even though 
Denmark is further away from Russia, she shares many of the 
Finnish concerns. In fact, Denmark has difficulties in finding 
anything new in the Finnish initiative on the Northern 
Dimension since the initiative is regarded as being so similar to 
the policies already being pursued by Copenhagen. 

The second group consists of those members that have some 
contact with Northern Europe but which are located between 
North and South. Even though the public in those countries may 
not pay attention to Northern European security and even 
though Northern Europe is not a region of primary interest to 
these countries, their governments, nevertheless, have a policy 
on Russia and its role in European security. While the 
Netherlands, Austria, the UK, Germany and France share some 
of the concerns of the Nordic countries, they, however, tend to 
balance the northern agenda with the other security interests of 
the European Union, particularly those security challenges that 
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are in their 1nore immediate vicinity. This is particularly true in 
the case of France where the Southern dimension of security 
appears on the horizon of the country's national interests 

Third, the southern members- Portugal, Italy and Spain (and 
most probably Greece, too) - pay very little attention to 
Northern Europe. It is a "minor issue" in Spain and has "never 
been high on the agenda of Italy's foreign policy". Instead, the 
southern members emphasise the importance, as in the case of 
France, of the security issues in the Mediterranean region and 
are interested in bargaining with those who want to promote the 
northern security dimension within the EU. If the Union is to 
pay more attention to Northern European security, the Southern 
European member states should be compensated by having an 
equal increase in the attention paid to the Mediterranean. 
Ireland, too, finds herself both physically and psychologically 
distanced from Northern Europe and, consequently, has very 
little interest in the northern security agenda. 

In short, instead of a common perception of the security in 
the north and of its significance for the CFSP, the neighbourhood 
zone of each member country still shapes its attitude. Those 
geographical regions and security challenges that are closest to a 
country receive 1nore attention and are found to be more salient 
than the issues in more distant areas. 

Russia as the key security concern 

Though the level of interest in Northern European security 
varies within the EU, the member countries share the same view 
of Russia. It is generally recognised that, due to the presence of 
Russia, Northern European security has implications for 
European security as a whole. As a result of the Finnish 
membership, the European Union now has a long common 
border with Russia. The accession of Estonia, Latvia and 
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Lithuania would bring the EU and Russia into even closer direct 
contact with each other and would make Kaliningrad a Russian 
enclave in the EU. In short, what makes Northern Europe 
singular in comparison with other parts of the European Union 
is the presence of Russia. This has both traditional and soft 
security implications. Despite its current state of weakness, 
Russia has a vast territory, a large population and huge natural 
resources. Russia is also one of the nuclear powers of the world. 

As for traditional security, Germany and France, for example, 
emphasise this wider significance of the Russian factor. Also, the 
presence of Russia is a major factor when it comes to explaining 
why Finland maintains her policy of military non-alignment, 
and it also shapes the Swedish policy on NATO membership. 

Russia is not perceived as an immediate military threat since 
it is not regarded as having either the intention or the capability 
to militarily threaten members of the EU. However, the potential 
of Russia to pose a traditional security challenge not only to the 
Baltic states but also to Finland is recognised. The main problem 
is defined as the "uncertainty" about Russia's future 
development and behaviour. To avoid Russia posing a military 
threat in the future, the "stability" and democratisation within 
Russia and its participation in European co-operation are 
deemed to be significant. It is hoped that the EU could play an 
important role in achieving these goals. This approach appears 
rather unproblematic as long as the Russian perception of the 
European Union remains benevolent. If the Russian view 
changed, for example as a result of the bolstering of the EU's 
security policy, reconciling the security interests of the EU and 
the co-operative relationship with Russia could become more 
difficult. 

The presence of Russia affects the way the Baltic states are 
joining the European economic, political and security co­
operation and integration. The integration of the Baltic states 
into Europe is characterised by the Russian desire to keep 
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Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania outside NATO and by the aim of 
the "West" not to damage its relations with Russia. Thus, while 
the EU aims at admitting the Baltic states, member countries 
want to proceed with the further enlargement in a way that does 
not alienate Russia. In general, all member countries are in 
favour of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania joining the Union (and 
perhaps also NATO) to strengthen their independence and 
security. Germany, in particular, feels a strong moral obligation 
towards the Baltic states due to the role she played in deciding 
the fate of the Baltics during the Second World War. However, 
there is little willingness to give any special status to the Baltic 
states. It is expected that they meet the political and economic 
criteria established by the European Council in order to join the 
Union. Some national preferences are discernible, though. 
Geographical proximity explains why Finland has been 
particularly interested in the membership of Estonia, and Italy is 
attracted by Lithuania because of the country's Catholic religion. 

The issue of the EU enlargement raises the greater question 
of the future relations between the European Union and NATO 
and that of their role in European security. It is not yet clear what 
the implications will be if the enlargement processes proceed at 
different speeds and perhaps include different countries. One 
possible consequence is that the organisations, due to the 
differences in the enlargement, become more different from 
each other. 

Russia's presence is equally important in the field of soft 
security since it is a major source of problems such as 
environmental degradation, organised crime and illegal 
migration. As for non-military threats to security, the 
environment is the only one that draws detailed attention. 
Besides the geographical proximity, the vulnerability to the 
pollutants transmitted by the sea currents in the Baltic Sea 
(Finland, Sweden, Denmark and Germany) and in the North Sea 
(the Netherlands, the UK and Ireland) explain the interest. The 
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inland members or those along the Mediterranean have less 
cause for concern. The 1nain problems, according to those 
members expressing environmental concern, are the nuclear 
hazards in the Kola Peninsula created by the Soviet and Russian 
military and the safety of nuclear power plants in Russia and 
Lithuania. The focus on the environment ilnplies that, to a 
certain extent, the concern about the military threat posed by 
Moscow has been replaced by the concern about the ecological 
impact of the military and civilian uses of nuclear energy in 
Russia. 

Less concern about non-alignment 

The military non-alignment of Sweden and Finland seems to 
cause less concern than at the time of their accession. It is 
understandable that these "neutrals", together with Austria and 
Ireland, do not perceive military non-alignment as the main 
obstacle to the development of the CFSP. On the one hand, they 
regard issues other than common defence as the most relevant 
ones in the development of the Union's security policy. On the 
other hand, it is worth remembering that other EU members 
have also objected to the transformation of the Union into a 
military alliance. 

Of more interest is the fact that the attitude of some of the 
former critics has changed. Since France is not currently pushing 
for European collective defence, it is easier for Paris to tolerate 
military non-alignment within the Union and to emphasise the 
contribution by the non-aligned members to the development of 
the ESDP. The change in the Spanish attitude has to do with the 
fact that Spain now accepts the principle of variable geometry 
within the EU. Spain no longer expects every member country 
to proceed at the same speed in every sector of the integration. 
Italy seems to be the only one that is openly critical of the 
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security policies pursued by Finland and Sweden (and 
Denmark). The issue of military non-alignment within the EU 
may be further 1narginalised by the process initiated by the 
changes in the British and French policies toward the EU' s 
security policy. If the process initiated at St. Malo gradually blurs 
the distinction between those members belonging to NATO and 
WEU and those 1nembers currently staying outside the military 
alliances, non-alignment may lose its meaning in the long run. 

Importance of the common policy 

To sum up, even though the attention paid to Northern 
European security varies within the Union, the salience of the 
northern security dimension is likely to be maintained by two 
factors. First, the presence of Russia will cause a continued 
security concern. Second, if the Baltic states join the Union, it 
will further increase the voice of the north in shaping the EU' s 
security policy. Since Russia is not perceived as posing any 
immediate military threat and since there are no acute crises in 
the north, the concern about the environment has to a certain 
extent replaced the traditional security concern. Much depends 
now on the development in Russia. If the relations between 
Russia and the EU (or the Baltic states) worsened, the concern 
about traditional security would be likely to return. 

These considerations lead us to two final remarks. 
First, several authors reject the idea of if subregionalising" the 

CFSP. Even if geographical considerations of threat are still an 
important element in shaping national security priorities, the 
risk of detachment between the many dimensions of European 
security is considered negative. For example, even though 
countries like Spain and Italy emphasise the significance of 
southern security issues, they, at the same time, want to consider 
the northern and southern dimension as aspects of a common 

266 



The Northern Security Dimension 

European security policy. This attitude has to do not just with 
security considerations but with economic concerns, too. An 
excessive focus of the EU' s policies and financial resources on 
the East and the North of Europe would weaken the perspective 
of a more consistent EU effort towards the Mediterranean. This 
attitude is reinforced by the perception of emerging security 
threats, both hard and soft, in that region and by the 
consideration that addressing these threats is a European 
responsibility and not just an issue for the countries of the South. 
As in the case of Russia, the Mediterranean and, in particular, the 
Middle East are regarded as globalising factors for the definition 
of the scope of a European security policy. 

Second, the potential development of a common defence 
within the Union needs to be kept in mind. On the one hand, the 
presence of the Nordic members (and of their security choices) 
inside the Union is considered, by Italy in particular, as a major 
obstacle to the development of the defence posture of the Union. 
On the other hand, their presence represents an important 
element for reflecting carefully on the possible consequences of 
the EU bolstering its security and defence policy. The potential 
negative reaction of Russia, a country now bordering on the 
Union, has to be taken more seriously into consideration today 
than at the time of the last enlargement, when similar problems 
were less stringent. A solution to this question is far from being 
reached, but it is clear that with the entry of a northern security 
dimension inside the Union the issue of Russia and its 
relationship with the Union becomes a crucial item on the ESDP 
agenda. 

In conclusion it can be said that the northern security 
dimension, if carefully considered in its European character, can 
be an important element in settling security issues in Europe. 
The editors of this book would like to contribute to a serious 
debate on this topic. 
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