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Foreword

Dear Reader,
On behalf of STETE, the Finnish Committee for European Security, and also as
the publisher of this Nordic Forum 2010 Final Report, I hope you will enjoy its
contents and the insights offered by the participating writers, representatives of
different instances having taken part at our 10th Nordic Forum in St. Petersburg
(already the 5th Forum in Russia.)
STETE has had an important role in politics throughout its history and
particularly during the period of detente, beginning especially from promoting
the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE) in Helsinki
in 1975. Working together with vast networks within and outside ofﬁcial
political institutions has allowed STETE to attain ambitious goals for almost
40 years of its existence. STETE has also worked hard to raise awareness
on important, collective questions concerning the Baltic Sea Region and
cooperation possibilities that can help diverse actors of the area to face common
challenges.
The Baltic Sea Region has been and will be of special importance owing to
its unique geopolitical environment, historical past and the reality of today and
future forecasts of the complex development of national states. However, the
Region is characterized not only by the common geographical or economical
links, but also by the common interests and responsibilities – freedom, security
and justice.
Many problems and issues are no longer limited by national boundaries.
Today’s concerns, such as environmental protection, good governance, freedom
of media, interethnic tolerance, corruption, energy issues, transportation and
economical growth, are at the same time both national and international in
scope. For example, the health issues, including debating against the swine
ﬂu, do not recognise national boundaries. We took a closer look at these
9

problematics in the Nordic Forum sessions and Working Group meetings and
aimed at regrouping the main questions and suggested solutions in the present
Report.
All of Russia’s EU neighbours are situated in the Baltic Sea Region. This
region has special opportunities and responsibilities as regards mutual
relations not only between the two most important actors of Europe: EU and
Russia, but the bilateral relations between Russia and eight EU member States
as well. Kaliningrad’s role as a bond between Russia and the Union has still not
been deﬁned, but we have been considering taking it in to agenda in the near
future.
The aim of cooperation is to promote freedom, security and justice in the
Baltic Sea Region countries. Strengthening sustainable development and good
governance are also among the targets of the partnership. The civil society has a
crucial role to play in fostering the partner relationship in the region. Therefore
it is important to organise events like the Nordic Forum in order to provide an
open platform for NGOs to get their voices heard.
We have high hopes that the future will be brighter and the resolution to
many open questions in our region will be achieved together.
I would like to express my gratitude to our partners on behalf of STETE:
the Ministries for Foreign Affairs of Finland and Sweden and the Nordic
Council of Ministers for having supported this Forum ﬁnancially, and to the
Konrad Adenauer Stiftung, the Swedish OSCE Network, the Association for
Cooperation with Nordic Countries (Norden) and the Center of International
and Regional Policy (CIRP) for having given their great input on the preparation
and planning of this seminar. I would also like to extend my highest regards
to more than 120 participants of the St. Petersburg Conference; it is thanks
to you that we are now holding this conclusion-providing and hopefully very
enlightening Report in our hands.
Krista Kiuru
STETE’s Chairperson
Member of the Finnish Parliament
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Role of International
Cooperation in Providing
Security in the Baltic Sea
Region

Cooperation in Common Interests
Christina Gestrin
MP, Chairman of the Baltic Sea Parliamentary Conference (BSPC)

The common interests in the Baltic Sea Region permit states to lay the foundations
for a strengthened partnership. However, whether the region will move toward
mutually beneﬁcial strategic partnership depends on many factors, including the
scale of the economic crisis, development of civil society and political will. These
areas can either facilitate closer cooperation or present obstacles to it. At the same
time, we are all inevitably interconnected by common challenges and threats, to
overcome which we need the spirit of mutual respect and hard work on developing
cooperation.
The protection and promotion of democracy, security and the rule of law
are among the fundamental conditions for a fair and prosperous social and
economic development in the Baltic Sea Region (BSR). It is also a common
interest to repel the threats against civil security.
National or international security today is not just a question of an absence
of military threats, but, to a growing extent, a transnational presence of stable
democratic, political, economical, social and infrastructural conditions.
The threats against society are manifold: natural disasters, environmental
degradation, political, social and infrastructural vulnerabilities, organized
crime, corruption, poverty, welfare gaps, social marginalization, uneven living
conditions, ideological fanaticism etc. The threat of a military confrontation
has all but vanished, although it has not disappeared entirely.
Organized crime is a vivid example of a phenomenon, which is growing
and eating its way into society’s fabric. It is materialized in e.g. the detestable
trafﬁcking in human beings, in the narcotics trade and in the recurrent
corruption scandals. Organized crime undermines the security and safety of
citizens. It corrodes the legal and administrative foundation of society. It distorts
the free function of the market mechanisms. It corrupts politics. Organized
crime is, therefore, a fundamental threat against freedom and democracy.
12

Emphasis on civil security and the ﬁght against human trafﬁcking
Civil security requires a comprehensive assessment of threats and risks, which
take into consideration everything from non-intentional to intentional threats.
It is also a matter of developing and adapting of new means of prevention
and response, which include the combined resources of society prepared for
various scenarios. Not least, civil security is a question of safeguarding the
principles, functions and institutions of the open and democratic society,
while concurrently strengthening the security and integrity of citizens. The
unconditional basic principle lying underneath it all is the supremacy of human
rights and the rule of law.
NGOs have an important role to play in and for civil security. At the end of
the day, it is always civil society and citizens that suffer from the consequences
of a threat. The citizen’s perspective also represents a bottom-up approach
to civil security. Safety and security rooted in civil society is fundamentally
important for stable democratic, social and economic development.
Civil security is one of the current priorities of the Baltic Sea Parliamentary
Conference (BSPC). A parliamentary Working Group on Civil Security has
recently been launched, focusing on trafﬁcking. Recommendations and
statements on civil security were incorporated into the Conference Resolution
from Nyborg 2009, representing the unanimous view of parliamentarians from
the whole BSR.
The governments in the BSR have been urged to enhance cooperation and
coordination on the civil security issues in general, in order to foster a joint and
comprehensive understanding of the risks and threats facing the Region. The
strategic and operational cooperation between law enforcement authorities
and other relevant actors must be stepped up, in order to strengthen the joint
capacity to identify, monitor and take forceful action against organized crossborder crime.
The cooperation against trafﬁcking in human beings must be intensiﬁed.
The emphasis should be placed on preventive measures, protection and support,
for instance, by means of providing safe houses for victims and people at risk. It
is also necessary to implement strategies and measures against the root causes
of trafﬁcking. It is important to provide a realistic basis for the development of
adequate measures to ﬁght the problem. Therefore improved and coordinated
data collection concerning the scale of the problems of trafﬁcking in human
beings is needed.
13

The governments of the Region should – if they have not already done
so – carry out the adoption, implementation and coordination of the proper
legislation against trafﬁcking in human beings, in accordance with the relevant
UN and Council of Europe protocols and conventions of which they are parties.
This should target all forms of exploitation and include the measures to assist
victims.
The cooperation on crisis management and civil protection against natural,
technological and man-made risks and emergencies needs to be strengthened.
This could be done, for instance, by coordinating planning, prevention
and resources, and by streamlining the existing arrangements within a
comprehensive region-wide framework. Concerted action should be taken to
reinforce IT security by analyzing, detecting and managing cyber crimes, and
by launching the defensive and protective measures against the disruption of
critical infrastructure systems.
The issue of maritime safety and security was also raised at the Nyborg
conference. A number of political recommendations were agreed, for example,
on the preparedness and management capacity to tackle oil spills, on the
implementation of the Clean Baltic Shipping project, on maritime safety
and ship trafﬁc monitoring and on the efforts to phase out the operating of
sub-standard ships in the Baltic Sea. The governments were urged to join and
support the project called Surveillance Cooperation Baltic Sea (SUCBAS),
whose purpose is to improve maritime situational awareness and to support
the maritime safety, maritime security, protection of the environment and
countering illegal activities in the maritime environment across the entire Baltic
Sea. BSPC also strongly supports the HELCOM’s (the Helsinki Commission)
Baltic Sea Action Plan.

The preconditions for success in joint efforts
• As always, when a large number of actors are engaged in a geographic
area or in a particular ﬁeld of activity, the question of coordination
naturally arises. To ensure efﬁciency and avoid wasteful duplication,
it is important that actors try to deﬁne and develop their respective
comparative advantages and their speciﬁc role in the overall situation,
preferably in dialogue with their fellow actors;
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• Cooperation is an art of give and take and of rights and duties. A party
to a cooperative structure certainly has the right to beneﬁt from the
combined resources of the structure, for instance, if a country is hit by
a disaster that outstrips its own response resources. But a party also has
an obligation to provide information to its partners, for instance, in
the case of an accident with possible trans-border impacts, such as an
airborne or waterborne discharge of hazardous agents;
• The Baltic Sea Region is made up of both EU- and non-EU- states. It is
essential that all cooperative efforts dealing with the challenges of the
Region include the participation of – or at least suggest participation to
– all the states of the Region. No credible solution to any major challenge
in the Region can be found if the relevant stakeholders are excluded from
cooperation. The cooperation in the BSR should be conducted “in the
spirit of the Northern Dimension”, that is, as cooperation between equal
partners, irrespective of their membership in the EU. One could also
consider the desirability and modalities for inviting countries adjacent
to the BSR to observe or take part in activities in the Region.
The future of relations between the countries of the BSR depends on how the
countries will use their opportunity to establish joint mechanisms built on
cooperation, mutual understanding, common values and non-confrontation.
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Development of the Baltic Sea Region
is of Our Common Interest
Sven Hirdman
Ambassador of Sweden to Russia from 1994 to 2004

For many centuries the Baltic Sea united peoples and promoted trade. It was also
a “place d´armes” for wars. During the most part of the 20th century, particularly
from 1939 to 1991, this interchange was cut off. The situation has changed after
the collapse of the Soviet Union, the end of the Cold War and the re-emergence of
the Baltic States as free nations.
There is now a plethora of institutions dealing with cooperation in the Baltic
Sea area, including the Helsinki Commission (HELCOM) active since the
1980s, the Council of the Baltic Sea States (CBSS) launched in 1992, the
informal Prime Ministers’ meetings, which have been launched by former
Swedish Prime Minister Göran Persson in 1996 and which have been very
helpful in engaging Russia in Baltic Sea cooperation, the Northern Dimension,
initiated by Finland in 1997. To these should be added many sub-regional and
functional programmes of cooperation.
Since 2004 we have had another period of development: eight out of
nine Baltic Sea states are now EU members. This prompted Sweden to take
the initiative of persuading the EU to adopt a special macro-regional strategy
for cooperation between the eight EU Baltic Sea states. The “EU Baltic Sea
Strategy” was ofﬁcially adopted by the European Council on 30 October 2009
during Sweden’s EU presidency. The strategy is unique because this is the ﬁrst
time when a special cooperation programme is territorially limited to a group
of neighbouring EU states. A similar territorial strategy is now being discussed
for the EU states in the Donau region.
The problems that need to be dealt with in the Baltic Sea Region and the
areas where the EU can make a difference are:
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• The environmental health of the Baltic Sea, which is in a bad state.
• The security of transports: a hundred million tons of oil is shipped
every year and there is a lively trafﬁc of passenger ships.
• The security against trans-border crime and of military conﬁdence
matters, including exchange of information and joint sea surveillance.
• The promotion of the energy supply and security issues among the
Baltic Sea states; for example considering the integration of pipelines
and electricity grids.
• The development of interregional trade and removal of trade barriers,
such as border crossing problems.
• The extension of the railway network with faster trains.

In general, economic growth programmes should be pursued to promote higher
living standards and to diminish economic inequalities which may become
sources of tension. Speciﬁcally, cooperation programmes should be developed
with Russia – with a focus on the St. Petersburg and Kaliningrad areas – as
Russia is a major stakeholder in the Baltic Sea area. Russia is not a party to
the EU’s Baltic Sea Strategy, but contacts have already been established through
a meeting between the EU Commission and the Russian Ministry for Foreign
Affairs in February 2010. The ofﬁcial vehicle for cooperation between the EU and
Russia in the Baltic Sea area is the Northern Dimension programme initiated by
Finland. Since 2007 it encompasses the EU, Russia, Norway and Iceland.
The vision is clear – the whole of the Baltic Sea area needs to become a
prosperous, dynamic and secure place for the people living there. The insight,
the tools and the will-power for this are in place. Much will depend on the
participation of Russia and the policies it will pursue. A modernizing Russia
will see great beneﬁts in cooperation with its neighbours in the Baltic Sea area.
The area is of tremendous importance to Russia because of Russian population
centres in the region, Russia’s energy resource exports going through the area
and not least because of Russia’s interface with the EU and its member states
in this very region. All of these affect Russia’s economy, politics and security.
The above-mentioned facts strengthen the role of the EU’s Baltic Sea Strategy
as a mighty instrument in furthering closer relations between the EU and its
member states and Russia. This is also what Sweden and the EU want.
17

COLUMN

Russia’s Cooperation
with the Baltic Sea Region
Alexander Prokhorenko
Chairman of the Committee for External Relations of St. Petersburg

The Baltic Sea Region (BSR) is considered as one of the safest, most
stable and most dynamically developing regions in the world. Today
it becomes a “powerhouse” for European development. Joint efforts
of politicians, businessmen, researchers, art workers and journalists help to further strengthen the meaningful interaction between
countries and cities. People in different parts of the BSR share the
same interests regarding the destiny of the BSR – they want to see
it prosperous and live happily. This destiny is possible only through
cooperation.
A number of organizations, such as the Baltic Development Forum,
Northern Dimension of the European Union, Baltic Metropoles Network and Council of the Baltic Sea States, work on building a harmonic relationship between the BSR countries. However, it would
be signiﬁcant to develop a forum that would incorporate several
dimensions of security; including human rights, civil rights and liberties, environmental protection and ﬁght against economic, racial and
national discrimination. Apparently, all these dimensions are either
interconnected or determined by a cause-and-effect relation.
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Soft security becomes more important in international relations
Despite the evident importance of hard (military) security in international relations within the BSR, the issues of soft security and
economic cooperation are becoming more important. Soft security
threats, including but not limited to adverse environmental impacts,
replace the Cold War -style hard security threats. One effective solution to such threats can be found in supporting small and medium
businesses located along the east coast of the Baltic Sea. Cooperation
between Russian small business companies and companies in the BSR
is also an important factor for the successful integration of Russia
into the European Economic Area.
However, economic development initiatives often conﬂict with environmental programmes. Therefore, the above-mentioned threats
require a more integrated approach based on the regional speciﬁcities and perspectives. The approach should, nevertheless, not contradict the general policy of European integration and development of
the European Union as a whole. Nowadays, dialogue between Russia
and Europe is getting more important and should be developed in
line with such values as democracy, human rights and market-driven
economy.

Environmental cooperation in the Baltic Sea Region
The BSR countries have historical, cultural and economic ties. However, they are ﬁrst of all banded together by their geographical location and a common concern about the Baltic Sea. Therefore, environmental cooperation is now a priority in work of the BSR governments
and authorities. Thus, by joint efforts the pollution of the Baltic Sea
basin is signiﬁcantly decreased. Russia can also be proud of some
achievements in this sphere: the “South-West Treatment Plants”
and the “Northern Aeration Station” are already launched, and the
“Northern Collector” is planned to be launched in its full measure.
It is also important to note, that the Finnish Ministry of the Environment has a long history of cooperation with the St. Petersburg
city environmental organizations, such as the “Committee for Ecol-
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ogy and Use of Natural Resources” and the State Unitary Enterprise
“St. Petersburg Water and Wastewater Treatment Plant”. It is worth
noticing that work in the ﬁeld of environmental protection is currently conducted between Russia and Finland on equal terms. The
Russians match their Finnish colleagues in the level of equipment
and in the extent of achievements.
The Baltic Sea Action Summit held on 10 February 2010 in Helsinki
and other high-level international meetings can serve as a good start
for a new stage of cooperation in environmental protection of the
Baltic Sea. The participants of the Baltic Sea Action Summit proposed
to develop plans to grasp problems at a very local level. Now the
special action plans are proposed to develop separate regions, cities
and even enterprises. Earlier, in November 2007, the HELCOM approved the “Baltic Sea Action Plan”, a long-term strategy to restore
the good ecological status of the Baltic marine environment by 2021.
The strategy objectives are planned to be achieved through the implementation of the Baltic Sea national programmes of all Contracting States. St. Petersburg city administration takes active part in the
HELCOM programme.
St. Petersburg is considered as an informal capital of the Northern
Dimension. The most important events within the Northern Dimension are symbolically held in this city. For example, the International
Forum on the Northern Dimension Partnership on Culture (NDPC)
will be held in St. Petersburg on 20–21 May 2010. The partnership
on culture can become a new effective mode of cooperation and
provide an extra platform to facilitate and strengthen a dialogue
between the Northern European countries.
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Conﬁdence Building between the EU
and Russia is a Must – a Challenge
for the Baltic Sea Region?
Henrik Lax
Member of the European Parliament 2004–2009 and the Parliament
of Finland 1987–2004

While discussing security issues in Northern Europe, the most important players
of the region can be recognized as the European Union with its member states,
NATO and Russia. However, there are a number of problems which cause harm
and instability in the relationship between the EU and Russia. Such a situation
hampers business and economic cooperation, and impedes cross-border contacts
between their citizens. Obviously, there exists a serious lack of mutual conﬁdence
and understanding that makes the problem-solving difﬁcult unless effective
conﬁdence building measures are found and implemented. The Baltic Sea Region
could play an important role in paving the way for stability and predictability in
the relations between the EU and Russia.
Fundamental questions to be answered are:
• What do the EU and its member states expect from their relations with
the third countries, and in particular with Russia?
• What does Russia really want to achieve in its relations with the third
countries, and what does it expect from the EU countries?
The major concern here is of military nature, but on the other hand there is a
big worry about economic and commercial matters. In the Baltic Sea Region the
issue of vulnerable environment is an additional matter of concern requiring
attention.
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What does the EU expect from its relations with Russia?
It is not always easy to understand the real aims of the Russian foreign
policy, besides its wish to secure the position of an important global player.
It is puzzling that Russia seems to maintain the perception of threats, which
Western Europe has abandoned already a couple of decades ago. For example,
Russia has recently announced that it will deploy Iskander missiles close to the
EU border. These missiles are able to carry nuclear heads within a range of 500
km. At the same time, NATO is considering a possibility to create together with
Russia a common shield against ballistic missiles.
On the other hand, the European Union is a construction for political and
economic cooperation which is still in progress and far from being completed.
Consequently, the EU currently lacks a comprehensive common foreign
policy as well as a consistent action plan for Russia. The general approach of
the EU is that a closer cooperation and integration with third countries based
on mutually accepted rules, whereby the parties give up some parts of their
traditional sovereignty, leads to a win-win situation for both. However, the
Russian approach to the relations with third countries is assertive and sometimes
even aggressive, perceived as a zero sum game. This difference in approaches of
the EU and Russia concerning third countries does seem to be an unsolvable
equation. Yet, both of them are truly dependent on each other; not only because
of the energy trade counting for a good half of Russia’s export revenue.
President Dmitri Medvedev spoke on 12 November 2009 before the Duma
on behalf of fundamental modernization of Russian society, emphasizing the
role of innovations. It is, however, difﬁcult to see how these could be carried out
without access to Western European know-how, technology and ﬁnancing.
A classical approach to conﬂict resolution includes ﬁnding out whether
the parties have truly conﬂicting goals, or whether they simply perceive the
pertinent realities differently. In the case of EU and Russia both ingredients
seem to prevail. The fact that only little progress has been achieved in the
negotiations on a new agreement for strategic cooperation bears evidence of
this complex picture.
In regard to the military aspect of European security, there are certain doubts
about Russia’s true position concerning the Charter of Paris for a New Europe
and the CFE Agreement on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe signed in
Paris in 1990, as well as concerning the update of these agreements, including
the Charter for European Security adopted in Istanbul in 1999.
22

Two questions on this topic must be raised:
• Does President Medvedev’s initiative “Helsinki+” in combination with
Russia’s new military doctrine mean that Russia has de facto given notice
and detached itself from the most fundamental principles governing
European peace work?
• Did the military intervention in Georgia in 2008 in reality imply the
death of the OSCE as an instrument for crisis management?
Both questions should be answered with a clear-cut no.

Does Russia truly want to become a full-ﬂedged member
of the modern global economy?
We do not know that yet, and we do not even know whether the Russian leaders
are truly committed to bringing Russia into the World Trade Organization
(WTO). Without having the answer to this question, it is difﬁcult to evaluate
how important the relations with the EU really are for Russia. However, the EU
constitutes the biggest single market in the world sharing a common legislation
and institutions defending the implementation of the legal norms. No country
which seriously considers integration into the global market can neglect the
rules and practices within the EU.
A deplorable symbol of the lack of dialogue and mutual understanding is
the fact that no comprehensive agreement so far has been reached on the rules
to govern the energy trade. For many years the EU member states had reason to
believe that Russia would commit itself to the European Energy Treaty, as Russia
had signed it already in 1994. Last year, however, President Dmitri Medvedev
and Prime Minister Vladimir Putin ofﬁcially declared on different occasions
that Russia would not ratify the treaty. It is difﬁcult to understand why this set
of rules, signed and adopted by most European countries and even by a number
of non-European countries, is viewed by Russia as a matter of prestige.
Sometimes the Russian leaders seem to stand for the idea that the EU
would not allow Russia enjoying success and prosperity, as if the EU were an
enemy, whereas the reality is the opposite. Creation of a free-trade area between
the EU and Russia would be beneﬁcial for the whole Europe. Europe needs
a strong, stable and predictable Russia, and so do the European investors,
23

business enterprises and consumers. A weak and declining Russia would
create substantial problems and cause a number of concerns for the rest of
Europe. Before all, investors and enterprises need clear rules and norms that are
respected and, in case they are violated, efﬁcient dispute-solving mechanisms
should be put to use. This is particularly true concerning the legislation and
practices governing property rights.
On many occasions Prime Minister Putin has called for foreign investors.
However, the more important the projects are, the more important it is for the
foreigners that the Russian government and authorities act in a predictable,
transparent and accountable way. Even a slight risk of mistreatment or
discrimination will hold investors back.
The Europeans trust in strong and independent institutions and an
impartial judiciary, and this is what they expect while doing business in Russia.
Presidents, prime ministers and governments come and go. Only clear legal
norms and stable institutions can give long-term guarantees to business against
the background of hazardous changes in the bureaucratic environment.

Baltic questions
The EU member states around the Baltic Sea have been much divided on
Russia, and the most recent example of that is the Nord Stream gas pipeline.
A major problem with this project is mutual mistrust, which lead Russia to
avoid building the pipeline across the land. On the other hand, many of the
EU countries do not express support to this project as long as Russia remains
unwilling to ratify the European Energy Charter and the Espoo Convention on
environmental implications of transnational construction projects. The ability
of Gazprom to increase its gas deliveries has also been questioned. All in all,
Nord Stream could have been a golden opportunity for conﬁdence-building,
but instead this opportunity was sadly lost. Nevertheless, the Baltic Sea Region
remains the natural bridge between the EU and Russia.
Another question to tackle is lifting the visa requirements and over-restrictive
administrative practices for travelling between Russia and the Schengen area.
The visa freedom along the EU border zone in the Baltic Sea area could be the
ﬁrst serious step towards creating a “road-map” for visa freedom. Why not use
a similar instrument here as the one to be implemented in the border zone
between Norway and Russia?
24

A third important issue is the Northern Dimension Partnership. Its potential
has been exploited only to a minor extent. One of the reasons is that the EU
and its member states around the Baltic Sea have failed to commit to clear
priorities and goals for the development of the region. The EU Strategy for the
Baltic Sea Region, adopted last year, is intended to help ﬁll this gap. The strategy
offers ample opportunities to utilize the Northern Dimension Partnership in
cooperation with Russia.
A very positive development to take note of is Prime Minister Putin’s
expression of commitment of Russia to build the Kaliningrad waste water
treatment plant, which has been welcomed by the countries around the Baltic
Sea. The expectations are also high in regard to the pending process, which
the International Maritime Organization (IMO) conducts to ban the untreated
waste water discharges from vessels sailing on the Baltic Sea.
The Baltic Sea is the most important export route for Russia. Securing
safe navigation on it should be a common interest of high priority within the
Northern Dimension Partnership programme. The positive experience of the
navigation control and sea surveillance system in the Gulf of Finland operated
together by Estonia, Finland and Russia could induce Russia to take part in the
extension of this system to cover the whole of the Baltic Sea.
The best way to overcome poor knowledge and lack of understanding
between peoples and cultures is to enable intensive people-to-people contacts.
This can be done effectively through education. The Baltic Sea Region could
be the pioneer in creating programmes for “European Studies” in Russia and
“Russian Studies” in the EU. These programmes should be open and accessible
for the general public and not only for the elite.
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The Baltic Dimension
in the Foreign Policy of Belarus
Vladzimir Ulakhovich
Director of Center for International Studies at Belarus State University

The issue of building co-operation with Belarus has recently received an increased
amount of attention among the countries of the Baltic Sea Region (BSR). This
attention is, ﬁrst of all, focused on the co-operation in the business and political
spheres. The humanitarian co-operation between Belarus, the Baltic States and
Scandinavia has always been developing in a productive and dynamic way.
The increased interest in Belarus is a result of a number of changes which
have happened over the past few years both at the regional and global levels.
The European Union has signiﬁcantly enhanced its inﬂuence. It has become
a new economic and political community consisting of 27 European states.
The former Soviet Baltic republics – currently the independent states – have
met their strategic challenges through joining the Euro-Atlantic structures. The
statehood of Belarus has also been strengthened and developed up to the level
of being an internationally recognized country. The late 1990s have gone and
swept away the stereotypes about the artiﬁcial statehood of Belarus and its deep
and radical dependence on Russia.

The renaissance of the regional co-operation
On the other hand, the co-operation inside the BSR has also undergone a
qualitative change in recent years. The countries in the region have built their
co-operative and project infrastructures, set out their priorities for regional cooperation, developed the ﬁnancial mechanisms to support it and strengthened
their regional political consolidation. The programmes, which are being
implemented within the framework of the European Union, have become an
important supplement to the regional co-operation. The Eastern Partnership
launched in 2009 can be mentioned as the most recent and most promising
project of the European Union in the region.
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The regional co-operation is gradually assuming new proportions. Now
the region is perceived in a broader sense. However, for a long period of time
Belarus was considered a leftover country as the co-operation projects were
concerned, and a kind of a semi-periphery of the BSR. This attitude was
based on the popular but wrong deﬁnition of Belarus as a country without
clear conceptual approach to co-operation with other states and international
institutions. It was true though only to some extent. When you look at the
situation closer, it becomes obvious that during the last ten years Belarus has
been building its foreign policy towards the BSR in a very fundamental way.
Nowadays the policy principles are formulated both in terms of content and
in terms of concept. In the Belarus diplomatic circles the policy is commonly
referred to as “the Concept of Responsible Neighbourhood”. According to
experts, the elaboration and implementation of the policy is driven by a variety
of factors. They include:

• the need to provide sovereignty, territorial integrity and security for
the country;
• the need to reconstruct and develop the co-operation in the areas
of economy, science and technology, as well as to intensify the trade
relations;
• the importance for the Belarus industry to expand into new markets
and to create the joint factories;
• the scale of global environmental and humanitarian problems in the
region, which are possible to resolve only by joint efforts;
• the need to create the conditions for mutual cultural enrichment
between the nations;
• the expediency to engage the Belarus expatriate community in
making more effective foreign and economic policies for Belarus.

The core sense of the policy could be formulated as “regionalism plus a
combination of various projects”. The ofﬁcial papers of the Belarus Ministry
for Foreign Affairs (1999–2004) deﬁne this approach as a collection of ﬁve
elements:

27

1. The area of politics and international security. This item places an
emphasis on development of a comprehensive political dialogue and
the creation of nuclear weapon free zones in the region.
2. The area of economics. This item places an emphasis on acquiring
the maximum involvement in the projects of the Council of the
Baltic Sea States, the Northern Dimension of the European Union
and others.
3. The area of environment. This item places an emphasis on getting an
access to the technical help and resources of the European Union and
other international structures in the course of realizing joint regional
environmental projects.
4. The area of law. This item places an emphasis on ﬁghting against
illegal migration and human trafﬁcking.
5. The humanitarian area. This item places an emphasis on the development of the trans-border co-operation between universities and
public organizations.

Obstacles on the way of important initiatives
Concerning politics and international security, it is worth noticing that for
over more than ten years Belarus has been trying to initiate the creation of the
nuclear weapon free zone in Central and Eastern Europe. Unfortunately, all
these attempts have met no support from the Baltic and Scandinavian countries.
Almost all western countries declared their unwillingness to support the Belarus
resolution submitted once to the United Nations. The draft resolution referred
to the Nuclear Weapons Non-Proliferation Treaty Conference 1995, when the
member-states were welcoming the practice of creation of a nuclear weapon
free zone. It also appealed to the assurances of the North Atlantic Council
obtained during the ministerial level meeting on 10 December 1996, where the
NATO countries declared no intention of extending the locating area of nuclear
weapons. The draft resolution called upon the states of Central and Eastern
Europe to uphold their decision of not possessing or locating nuclear weapons
on their territory. It is also emphasized that the nuclear weapon-processing
states should respect the nuclear weapon free policy conducted by the states
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in Central and Eastern Europe. Finally, it called for the consideration of the
status report on the resolution during the 55th Session of the General Assembly
of the United Nations, within the framework of the discussion on general and
complete disarmament.
In response to the Belarus proposal, the representative of Poland stated
on behalf of twelve countries including Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, that
the concept of Belarus was incompatible with the sovereign right of states to
contribute to the development of the modern security architecture, as well
as to co-operate with and join the Euro-Atlantic structures including NATO.
As a result, the UN General Assembly adopted the resolution 53/77 with the
Regional Disarmament agenda item, which included a part of the Belarus
proposal. However, the issue is still topical.
In the area of co-operation in business and trade there were also a number
of programmes which did not yield the desired outcomes. That happened
due to certain political reasons, but also due to the openly demonstrated lack
of interest of the neighbouring countries to cooperate with Belarus. It was
especially obvious between 1998 and 2004, but now the situation is different.

Ameliorating regional and international cooperation
The ideal of close regional co-operation is based on understanding that
despite differences in development models, the neighbouring countries of
Belarus share economic interests which are partially or completely identical
to the economic priorities of Belarus. In regard to improving economic cooperation mechanisms, the adopted policy includes, among others, measures
on trade liberalisation and development of investment cooperation, measures
on harmonization of the regulatory and legal framework related to the issues
of ﬁnancial and foreign economic activities, elaboration of joint projects on
development of the near-border infrastructure and complementary transport
and telecommunication systems, arrangement of annual Belarus national
expositions in the neighbouring countries and identiﬁcation of top-priority
joint projects on industrial cooperation and provision of state support.
This model of international economic co-operation is aimed at the
intensiﬁcation of direct interaction between the EU and Belarus. It supposes
to develop the trans-border co-operation in the European Border Regions
(Euroregions), which consist of the administrative districts belonging to
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different states. For example, the “Neman” Euroregion includes Grodnenskaya
oblast (the Republic of Belarus); Podlyasskoe province (the Republic of
Poland); Alitusskiy, Mariampolskiy and Vilnnusskiy districts (the Republic of
Lithuania); Chernyahovskiy, Nesterovskiy, Gusevskiy, Krasnoznamenskiy and
Ozerskiy regions of Kaliningradskaya oblast (the Russian Federation). The
“Lake Region” Euroregion consists of Braslavskiy, Verhnedvinskiy, Miorskiy,
Postavskiy and Glubokskiy regions (Belarus); Daugavpilsskiy, Kraslavskiy,
Prejlskiy and Rezeknenskiy regions including the towns of Daugavpils and
Rezekne (Latvia); Zarasajskiy, Ignalinskiy, Utenskiy and Shvenchenskiy regions
including the city of Visaginas (Lithuania).
Belarus needs to be included as a full partner in the international cooperation structures of the BSR. Positive experiences have already been
attained when Belarus gained an observer status in the Council of the Baltic
Sea States (CBSS) on 01 July 2009, and started taking an active part in a number
of projects including the Baltic Ring Electricity Cooperation and the Baltic Sea
States Subregional Cooperation, in which the Grodnenskaya and Vitebskaya
oblasts have an observer status since 2001.
Through the CBSS Belarus has also initiated interaction with the Northern
Dimension of the European Union in regard to the issues of public health care
and social welfare. During the last few years the representatives of the Ministry
of Internal Affairs and the Ministry of Public Health of Belarus have taken part
in the meetings of the Northern Dimension Partnership as experts on the issues
of penitentiary health care, health services for young people, workplace safety
and ﬁghting against drug distribution.
Since November 2008, Belarus has taken part in “Baltic 21”, an environmentoriented project of the CBSS. The project is designed to develop healthy societies
and dynamic ecosystems in a balanced and integrated manner. For this purpose
it is supposed to take the following measures:
• development of long-term co-operation between governmental and
non-governmental organizations of the neighbouring states concerning
the issues of environmental monitoring, environmentally friendly
activities and mitigation of natural disasters;
• interaction with the international specialized organizations for the
purpose of promoting regional interests and getting technical aid for
solving environmental problems;
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• elaboration and implementation of joint projects with the states
having direct concern over the restoration of forests, rivers and
lakes;
• conducting regular monitoring of nuclear power plants and other
factories and reporting to project partners about the results of this
monitoring.

A range of important achievements have also been obtained in the area of
humanitarian co-operation. These include, for instance, opening information
and cultural centres in the states of the region, exchanging television
programmes, as well as arranging neighbour-states’ culture days, tours for
theatrical companies and musical groups and joint conferences and forums.
The implementation period of this policy is based on the short-, middleand long-term perspectives, and all steps and measures are planned to be
taken in accordance with the development of the policy. Judging by the ofﬁcial
arrangements and practical steps, this is a thoroughly elaborated approach with
all necessary attributes for being considered an all-sufﬁcient concept. It has
been developed on the basis of the national interests and unbiased estimates of
cooperative relations between the neighbouring states. However, the progress
made to date is quite modest. It has to be emphasized that the Belarus’ lack of
vision of regional co-operation is not the only inhibiting factor, although this
vision does need better elaboration. Nevertheless, another important hindrance
to tackle is the unwillingness of partners to build co-operation with Belarus.
Consequently, there are two main reasons that hinder the development of
co-operation. The ﬁrst is closely connected to the development of the domestic
policy of Belarus. The EU’s general position on Belarus has long been based on
the principles of “minimalism”, i.e. bringing cooperation to the minimum. This
approach later proved to be misguided and Belarus was invited to be part of the
EU’s Eastern Partnership. The second comes down to the lack of co-operation
modalities in the relations between the neighbouring states. After the collapse
of the Soviet Union the former Soviet Baltic republics kept equalling Belarus
with Russia and refrained from any kind of co-operation with it. This policy
has also proved to be irrational and short-sighted.
The regional co-operation renaissance is driven by a variety of causes and
conditions. The global ﬁnancial and economic crisis has forced the countries
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to reconsider all opportunities for co-operation. Belarus has managed to keep
its economy industrial, and that paves the way for industrial co-operation.
“Alkomtrans”, a branch of the Minsk motorcar factory working in Latvia,
serves as an example of such co-operation. Expansion and enhancement
of the Belarus commodity distribution network is another avenue for the
development of co-operation. The regional co-operation on transport also
offers great opportunities. For example, 60 per cent of the Belarus potash
fertilizers go through the Baltic port Ventspils, one of the biggest terminals for
the transportation of potash fertilizers.
St. Petersburg and Kaliningrad are two important partners for Belarus
in terms of trade and economic contacts. However, within the framework of
the Eastern Partnership, Belarus has a joint position with Lithuania on more
than thirty regional projects. The projects are mostly related to the energy
issue, which is so sensitive for the whole region. There is also good progress in
environmental co-operation between Belarus and other countries of the BSR.
The contribution of Belarus in regional security is also worth mentioning.
A range of Belarusian initiatives on ﬁghting against illegal migration and
human trafﬁcking have been widely recognized. Moreover, in regard to the soft
security issues Belarus, according to the Director General of the International
Organization for Migration, is considered a security provider. This ﬁeld is also
open for co-operation.
While speaking about international co-operation, it would be wrong to
ignore the cultural and historical contexts. History and culture interlink the
nations and states of the region and foreshadow the future developments.
The equation is far from simple or quickly resolved, especially when it comes
to political issues. On the one hand there are a number of good and strong
initiatives; on the other hand there are a lot of contradictions and challenges.
In conclusion, it should be noted that most of the people in Belarus
ﬁnd it comfortable to live in the current social and political system of their
country. This background should be taken into consideration by the European
community whenever it poses requirements on Belarus as its partner in cooperation projects. It would be more reasonable to build co-operation on the
basis of involvement, i.e. to join efforts in each sphere where it is possible to
work together. The evidence suggests that developing co-operation in this way
may gradually lead to new, good-quality co-operation and to better mutual
understanding.
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Towards a Pan-European Security System?
Notions on the Russian Draft
of the European Security Treaty
Alexandr Sergunin
Professor of the Faculty of International Relations in St Petersburg State University

At the moment it is difﬁcult to provide a single-value estimate of the European
Security Treaty, as it is still under consideration. So, what are the major beneﬁts
and implications of this new Medvedev’s initiative?
On 29 November 2009, Russian President Dmitry Medvedev proposed a draft
of the European Security Treaty (EST). This initiative followed the so-called
Medvedev’s Plan ﬁrst suggested by the Russian leader in June 2008 during
his ofﬁcial speech in Berlin. The plan sketched the new European security
architecture and promoted the idea of the special security treaty of binding
nature. Afterwards Medvedev’s Plan was discussed at the high level meetings,
including the UN General Assembly (September 2008). The Russian-Georgian
military conﬂict in August 2008 strongly impeded the process of promotion of
the EST. However, in late 2008 Russia re-established its relations with NATO
and the EU and reanimated the EST idea bringing it back onto the international
agenda.
Now the debate on the pro’s and con’s of the EST draft is unfolding around
the question whether there is a real demand for a legally binding document
that could, in the long-term perspective, substitute the existing security and
conﬁdence-building measures provided by the OSCE, NATO and the EU?
Obviously, there are several advantages of Medvedev´s proposal, which are
necessary to take into consideration.
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Ideas on security structures and roles proposed by Medvedev’s Plan
First, the very idea of the regional security pact has been brewing over the
long time and it undoubtedly deserves consideration as an attempt to build a
new greater European model. The European continent needs binding security
arrangements as an alternative to the non-binding, declaratory instruments.
The previous agreements like, for example, the European Security Charter
of 1999, outline the principles of regional security but do not provide an
implementation mechanism. The treaty proposed by Russia could make the
states and the international organisations more responsible to each other.
Second, the EST draft offers a detailed description of an early-warning
and conﬂict prevention mechanism. It includes three levels: (1) consultations
with account taken of all Parties’ opinions and with inﬁnite respect for the
peacemaking mechanisms; (2) conference of the Parties; and (3) extraordinary
conference of the Parties if a conﬂict is about to occur or has already started
brewing (EST, articles 4–8). The introduction of such a mechanism could
guarantee the uniform interpretation of the principles of prevention and
peaceful settlement of the conﬂicts in the Euro-Atlantic area.
Third, Medvedev’s initiative calls for the revival of the OSCE as the
only pan-European security organisation where all countries of the region
(including Russia) act on an equal footing. Over the last decade (especially
after the Kosovo war) the OSCE was nearly paralysed and other international
organisations (NATO and, to some extent, the EU) claimed the role of the main
security guarantor on the continent. The treaty reads that no states and no
international organizations can have exclusive rights to maintain peace and
stability in Europe.
Fourth, the EST also seems to work well in engaging the Commonwealth
of Independent States (CIS) and the Collective Security Treaty Organization
(CSTO) in the process of building the new European security system. The
participating countries of both organizations currently occupy only a marginal
position there, and their security activities are reduced to a certain part of the
post-Soviet area.
Finally, the EST draft also proposes a more important role for the EU as a
European security provider. Currently, the EU is unable to compete with NATO
in this sphere albeit it has an ambition to create such a potential.
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The critique encountered by the Plan
At the same time, there is a range of disputable points in Medvedev’s initiative
that provoke the critical comments.
It is, ﬁrst of all, doubtful that the EST represents a new approach to
international security. The draft is based on the idea of indivisibility and equality
of European security, which has been promoted by the CSCE/OSCE since the
early 1970s. At the same time, the draft ignores more recent security concepts
(e.g. ‘cooperative security’ doctrine) proposed by the various international
experts during the post-Cold War era. All the innovativeness it offers is about
the “how?” (techniques of implementation of existing concepts) rather than
the “what?” (new concept). This can be illustrated by the description of the
conﬂict prevention mechanism mentioned above.
There is also a need to stress an obvious contradiction between the title of
the proposed agreement (European Security Treaty) and its actual geographic
framework (Eurasia and the North Atlantic space): “This Treaty shall be
open for signature by all States of the Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian space from
Vancouver to Vladivostok”.
It is unclear whether China, Japan or India, which are also the parts of
Eurasia, can claim the EST membership, or whether only the Asian post-Soviet
states are invited to take part in the new security regime.
The very deﬁnition of a ‘space from Vancouver to Vladivostok’ (Article 10 of
the treaty draft) seems quite ambiguous and somewhat journalistic. It reminds
of the the Gorbachevian period of perestroika and ‘New Political Thinking’
when this kind of stance was in fashion. The Gorbachevian model of ‘security
from Vancouver to Vladivostok’, though, resulted in complete failure because
of its internal inconsistence and irrelevance in terms of timing and the nature
of the international relations in the late 1980s. Coming back to the draft, it
is still unclear how to specify the geographic vector of the treaty space: it is
possible to move from Vancouver to Vladivostok either eastward or westward.
Respectively, two different security spaces are equally possible: North Atlantic/
Eurasian (as proposed in the EST draft) and Asia-Paciﬁc.
Although the draft introduces the conﬂict prevention mechanism, it
provides no speciﬁc instruments (forces) that could be used for the peacekeeping and peace enforcement if a conﬂict occurs despite preventive measures.
The EST draft states that it is the role of the UN Security Council to decide
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on the instruments of conﬂict prevention, management and resolution: “This
Treaty shall not affect and shall not be interpreted as affecting the primary
responsibility of the UN Security Council for maintaining international peace
and security, as well as rights and obligations of the Parties under the Charter
of the United Nations” (EST, Article 9).
In practice, this diminishes the EST status and reduces its sphere of
responsibility mainly to a preventive diplomacy domain, rather than facilitates
comprehensive conﬂict resolution.
Among other things, the enforcement mechanism of the EST does not seem
efﬁcient. The Extraordinary Conference of its members, called for in case of a
crisis, is eligible to make decisions only if more than four-ﬁfths of the treaty
signatories are present. Such a provision could be favourable to NATO, which
in case of a crisis can simply boycott the conference. Russia that has no reliable
allies would be in trouble acting in the same scenario.
Furthermore, there is a quite disputable clause in the Article 2 of the EST
draft, which states that: “A Party to the Treaty shall not undertake, participate
in or support any actions or activities affecting signiﬁcantly security of any
other Party or Parties to the Treaty”. However, the document lacks an exact
deﬁnition of what can be considered a ‘signiﬁcant’ or ‘non-signiﬁcant’ threat to
security of a signatory state. Thus, any party to the treaty can complain about
nearly anything. Potentially even a decision of one nation to join the military
alliance or to improve its defence forces can be viewed as a ‘signiﬁcant’ threat
to security by another nation. This is, as the experts put it, a highly subjective
matter depending on supposed intentions, which can be open to all manner of
suspicions or indeed paranoia.
In other words, the draft does not provide a distinctive line between a
sovereign right of one state to conduct independent domestic and foreign
policies and a desire of another state to inﬂuence the political course of its
neighbour. In this regard, the EST, if the above-mentioned norm is adopted,
will inevitably face a lot of challenges in its implementation.
The Article 7 is clear, but sounds ambiguous: “...every Party shall be entitled
to consider an armed attack against any other Party an armed attack against
itself. In exercising its right of self-defence under Article 51 of the Charter of
the United Nations, it shall be entitled to render the attacked Party, subject to
its consent, the necessary assistance, including the military one, until the UN
Security Council has taken measures necessary to maintain international peace
and security”.
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According to the Article 7, each state has a right to protect a victim of aggression, but, on the other hand, the EST is designed to unite the states that are
not necessarily bound by the collective defence agreements (only NATO and
CSTO members have such obligations). In case this clause is included in the
treaty, it might provide a pseudo-legitimate ground for selective military interventions without the UN Security Council’s sanction. For example, under the
terms of the Article 7, the Kremlin could, in theory, have demanded the participation of other nations’ forces in its conﬂict with Georgia in August 2008.
Also there is doubt that it would be possible to bring together such different
international organizations as NATO, the EU, the OSCE, the CIS and the CSTO,
to conclude the EST regime. If it even happens, it would be very difﬁcult (if
possible at all) to coordinate their activities in the EST framework, because
sometimes they have completely diverging or conﬂicting interests and different
approaches to the European security.
Another question is, why only two organizations from the post-Soviet space
(CIS and CSTO) are invited to partake in the EST, while other authoritative
sub-regional organizations such as GUAM (Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan and
Moldova) and OBSEC (Organization of Black Sea Economic Cooperation) are
ignored. A suspicion has emerged, that Moscow wants to promote the Russiacontrolled international organizations and, at the same time, to side-line the
institutions where Russia does not participate or does not have a major say.
It remains unclear how the member-states of the above-mentioned
international organizations should accede to the EST regime: whether they
should ratify the treaty individually or just provide a formal approval of the
EST by their top bodies. It is obvious that in the latter case the responsibility
and loyalty of the member-states in regard to the agreement will be completely
different from those which join the treaty on the individual basis. It is also clear
that the effectiveness of the future security regime strongly depends on the way
of how the EST is ratiﬁed.

Concerns of Russia
Moreover, many of the Western and East European countries as well as Georgia
and Ukraine are discontent with the very fact that Russia is the initiator of
the EST. In their understanding, Moscow is far from being a responsible
and peaceful international actor. On the contrary, they believe that Russia is
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a revisionist power that aims at restoring its former great power status and,
therefore, often represents a source of instability in the Eurasian space. Hence,
they consider that Moscow simply has no moral right to generate these sorts of
initiatives. This was a reason why both Medvedev’s Plan of 2008 and the EST
draft met ill quarter from the key international players including the US, the
UK and NATO.
The EST initiative is also interpreted as Russia’s propagandist action rather
than a sincere aspiration to peace and stability on the European continent.
Medvedev’s initiative is considered as a repetition of the Soviet-like ‘peaceful
offensive’ that has been a popular diplomatic instrument of the Communist
regime. Now it is important for Moscow to demonstrate its peaceful intentions
and shake off its reputation of the ‘aggressive’ and ‘imperialistic’ power
(especially after the Caucasian war of 2008).
The analytical prognosis says that the EST can eventually lead to Russia’s
veto on NATO decisions albeit Russia is not a member-state of the alliance. That
could also justify Russia’s intrusion into NATO’s decision-making processes
while maintaining the Russian-led Eurasian bloc and potential sphere of
inﬂuence. It could also give Russia more leverage to block NATO’s activity on
the territory of its members in Central and Eastern Europe. All this provides a
reason to think that the ﬁnal goal of Medvedev’s initiative is to replace NATO
by the new pan-European security organization (probably on the basis of the
transformed OSCE).
Some believe that Moscow’s demarche aims at kindling a competition
between NATO and the EU for being a principal European security provider.
As mentioned, the EU has an ambition to become the main security guarantor
on the continent but still lacks the proper resources for that. Thus, Moscow
hopes that such competition will weaken both organizations and strengthen
the alternative organizations, such as the OSCE, the CIS and the CSTO, where
Russia enjoys a more authoritative position.
Others predict that the EST initiative will inevitably become a hostage to the
‘horse trade’ policies and linkage tactics, since some international actors have
unsolved problems in their bilateral relations with Russia. The ﬁrst signal came
immediately after the initiative was declared, when Ottawa tried to sabotage
the NATO-Russian ministerial meeting. Ottawa linked the EST discussion to
the Canadian-Russian dispute on the Arctic shelf, and to the incident in 2009
when two Canadian diplomats were expulsed from Moscow. And this is only
the beginning of the ‘thorny road’ of the EST initiative.
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Taking all the aforesaid into consideration, it seems that there will be a
long-term diplomatic struggle around the Russian initiative with an indeﬁnite
outcome. The chances of success of the initiative are not very high for the
time being. As mentioned, NATO, the United States, Britain and some Eastern
European countries oppose the treaty. Russia’s traditional partners such as
Germany, France, Italy and Finland keep a cautious stance. Switzerland is so
far the only state that has voiced support for the treaty. Most likely the CIS
members can also support Russia.
At the same time, it is easy to predict that Medvedev’s initiative will generate
new pan-European discussion on regional security. This discussion can bring
some positive results in terms of the fresh ideas and approaches to the solution
of the existing security problems on the continent.
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In the early 1990s new political, economic, cultural and social structures emerged
in Europe as reform swept away the hitherto prevailing socialist systems. Socialist
states were replaced by nation states. Socialist economies were replaced by market
economies. Rules of political expediency were replaced by the rule of law. The
European Union converted from an introverted Western European free trade area
into one of the world’s largest political and economic structures. The new nation
states of Central and Eastern Europe, turning their backs on Russia, joined not
only the expanding European Union but also the Western America -led NATO,
penetrating deep into the territory where the Soviet Union had once been the allimportant and dominant military, political and economic force.

Emerging security structures
In the early 90’s the prevailing expectations were expressed in the Summit
document, the Charter of Paris for a New Europe 1990. It was assumed, that the
creation of the security structures in Europe would be a collective undertaking
with a central role for the OSCE (then CSCE), as an all-European (USA and
Canada included) security organization, just as the German uniﬁcation would
be realized in the context of the common European structure. However,
contrary to all expectations the new united Germany quickly became integrated
in NATO. That was followed by a steady expansion of NATO through the
incorporation of the new nation states in Eastern Europe, which extended the
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organization’s grasp all the way to the border of Ukraine. The result was a new
division of Europe, with Russia left outside of the security framework deﬁned
by NATO, and with the political, social and economic structures provided by
the European Union.
The consolidation of the extension of NATO together with prospects for
further enlargements of NATO and the EU only strengthened Russian isolation
and Europe’s division. Today, when Russia looks westwards, it ﬁnds polite,
but hardly any overtly friendly neighbours, with whom it would not be easy
to develop a serious partnership. The situation is not getting better with the
renewed efforts by the EU to strengthen its Eastern Partnership, fully aimed
at shaping special relationships with Russia’s immediate neighbours to the
west and southwest, that are deﬁned by Russia as its near abroad. Thus it was
NATO (without Russia), and not the OSCE (with Russia), that became the
structural base for the new security order. The politico-security impact of this
was somewhat mitigated by the establishment of the NATO-Russia Council,
which was devoted to provide substantial consultations on practically all
major European security issues. However, the Council gradually turned from a
consultative body into, at best, a talking shop for information sharing.
In the end Europe is again divided into two parts, which is not a healthy
situation. It can work for a while, when the memories of the Soviet domination
of large parts of Europe are still fresh and bitter. The expectations stated in the
OSCE’s Charter of Paris have not been met. When in Washington in the late
nineties I raised the question about refurbishing the OSCE in order to overcome
the European division. The response was, that NATO was the deﬁning security
structure for Europe, and that there was no need for another. When I raised the
same question in Moscow, the response was that Russia’s voice in the OSCE was
just one of many, whereas in the NATO-Russia Council it counted for ﬁfty per
cent. The things have changed since those times.

Building the ground for a new European security architecture
The big problem today is a deep lack of trust. Military security and security
in general remain matters of mutual concern. Russia even insists that nuclear
weapons will remain its major element of credible deterrence in the future, as it
considers its conventional capabilities in relation to NATO’s to be insufﬁcient. At

42

the same time Russia’s Western neighbours are concerned and suspicious about
Russia’s intentions. Issues like Kosovo, Abkhazia, South Ossetia, Transdniestria
and Nagorno-Karabach are poisoning the political waters.
Therefore, the initiative by President Medvedev is a welcome sign of
willingness to break out of the stale situation. A new European security
architecture proposed by the Russian President includes, inter alia, the fulﬁllment
of obligations of international law, respect for sovereignty, territorial integrity
and political independence of States. In addition to these, the inadmissibility
of use of force and principles of equal security should be laid down in a legally
binding agreement, an all-European Treaty, including USA and Canada. As the
binding character of President Medvedev´s proposal creates some discomfort
among Western states, the OSCE option is again opened for progress,
considering that the OSCE decision-making process is normally based upon the
principles of politically (not legally) binding agreements. The framework of the
OSCE would have the additional advantage that it would add the indispensable
human dimension to the new European security architecture.
President Sarkozy of France has proposed to place the theme of the new
European security architecture on the agenda of the OSCE and to organize a
Summit to get the discussion moving. The Greek chairmanship of the OSCE
last year aimed at turning the OSCE into a platform for addressing President
Medvedev’s initiative. Foreign Minister Dora Bakoyannes initiated the Corfu
Process to provide consultations on the proposals for the new European security
architecture. The Process started in December 2009 with a foreign ministers’
meeting in Corfu.
The OSCE as an institution has highly important qualities. Its Permanent
Council is a structure that has a capacity to react immediately and with equal
rights to the events of security signiﬁcance in all participating States. The structure,
which combines a strong role for the yearly chairmanship, supported by the wellorganized and economically lean secretariat and a sizeable ﬁeld presence, makes
the OSCE a ﬂexible and effective instrument for conﬂict management. The
OSCE institutions such as the Ofﬁce for Democratic Institutions and Human
Rights (ODIHR), the High Commissioner on National Minorities (HCNM) and
the Representative on Freedom of the Media (RFOM), demonstrate unparalleled
competence as to human rights practices (including election observation),
conﬂict prevention and freedom of expression. These institutions reﬂect a special
humanitarian dimension of security in the framework of the OSCE.
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In the ﬁeld of military security, the OSCE (before as CSCE) created pioneering
approaches to building conﬁdence and security (Stockholm Document 1986
and Vienna Document 1999). These approaches are still superior to any
arrangements concerning the military security issues. The Forum for Security
Cooperation provides a platform for cooperation in the military sphere. The
Treaty on Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) (though currently temporarily
in suspension) was negotiated in the context of the preparation of the Charter
of Paris, and can be considered a unique creation with still untapped potential
for the development of military stability and security.
Application of these tested structural capabilities to President Medvedev’s
important initiative would enable a quick launch of the preparatory process
for an all-European summit. That would also allow to vitalize the OSCE and,
what is more urgent, to create a foundation for the unfortunately nonexistent
dialogue on options concerning the strategic relations between Russia and the
West.
It is high time to move away from outdated containment strategies, like
expanding the NATO, building missile shields without consulting Moscow and
excluding Russia from the cooperative policies in the energy ﬁeld. Russia should
correspondingly grasp this opportunity and abstain from efforts to undermine
common European approaches to strategic partnerships and from pressing
and frightening its neighbours economically and politically. Instead it should
look for ways and means to work with the West on common neighbourhood
policies. Innovative steps should be taken to create joint projects for dealing
with issues, such as illicit trafﬁcking, non-proliferation, arms control, energy
and environment. It does not mean that Russia has to relinquish its good
bilateral relations with individual countries. However, Russia should recognize
the political reality, where the continuing integration policy with the West is
essential, and not instead try to weaken and undermine such processes.

Energy security
Energy security constitutes, initially, a unique opportunity. On the one hand,
there are a number of major producers and providers of oil and natural gas; on
the other hand, there is the world’s largest and most afﬂuent market of energy
consumers. Does this not sound like a marriage made in heaven? When energy
questions are at state, the EU and Russia should not behave like two scorpions
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in a bottle, fully capable of harming or destroying each other. Instead, they
should strive to negotiate on the creation of an integrated area of energy policy
and energy cooperation. Russia and other energy producing countries must be
aware of and respect the “consumer power” of the European Union, as much as
the EU must correspondingly be aware of and respect the economic signiﬁcance
of the energy producing countries. If this is achieved, the energy producing
and consuming nations could start the process of forming a common energy
strategy with the attainment of the all-European energy market in mind.
A prerequisite for the economic and energy cooperation within the
OSCE framework would be prompt and radical reforms in Russia aimed at
strengthening the rule of law and security for foreign and private investors.
Such reforms may not be entirely far-fetched, since also President Medvedev
intimated about them during his ﬁrst day in ofﬁce.

New military structures
With the end of the Soviet Union, Russian conventional armed forces fell into
disarray. The defense industry was not capable of maintaining the production
levels and technical quality. These facts, together with the changes of the
security environment, made military reform necessary. The ground forces had
to be substantially reduced. The conﬂict in Chechnya was further exhausting
the military resources. Therefore Russia made the decision to give priority
to the maintenance of the strategic forces and to set aside large sums for the
retirement and housing of the ofﬁcer corps. That led to the draining of the
resources for ground forces. As a consequence, Russia now has only limited
conventional operational capability. According to the data from Russian
security policy institutions, only about one ﬁfth of the country’s conventional
weapons and weapon systems are deemed modern, compared to almost three
quarters of NATO weapons and weapon systems. At current armaments trends,
during the coming 8 to 10 years Russia’s conventional forces are expected to
correspond to no more than the forces of a middle-sized European state. In
addition, Russian forces lack a modern military doctrine, and senior military
ofﬁcials appear unwilling or unable to develop any new thinking in this respect.
The refusal to accept democratic or civilian control of the military forces creates
a distinct lack of transparency in the use and disposition of funds set aside for
the conventional forces.
45

Thus, Russia has not been able maintain serious conventional forces to
shore up its borders with the West. Now, however, with the economic growth
generated by high-priced gas exports, the moment of the replenishment
of the armed forces is near. This is an opportunity for genuine renewal and
rethinking of the contemporary role of the Russian army. Of course, the unruly
and unstable situation in the North Caucasus and the continued tensions in
the Georgian context will require concentrating most of the limited modern
equipment, as well as training for operational tasks in the south.
Now the Russian Federation has the advantage of having no military threat
at its western borders. It is the ﬁrst time in the long history of Russia that such
a situation has arisen. That provides Russia and its political leadership with a
unique opportunity to give a new direction to its security policy and to carry
out a truly radical reform of its conventional forces. Russia should notice that
NATO, though it has moved closer to Russia’s territory, is gradually changing
from a purely military alliance into something of a political alliance with no
threatening ambitions in the direction of Russia. NATO’s military operations
have been redirected towards new horizons; its forces are increasingly equipped,
trained and deployed for peace-keeping and conﬂict management, rather than
for wars in Europe. NATO forces are not structured or organized for major
armed conﬂict in Central Europe. Therefore the Russian armed forces should
no longer need to be prepared for the offensive or defensive tasks in the
European arena.
A closer look at the way in which NATO and the EU have structured their
forces and formulated their new tasks for the purpose of peace-keeping and
conﬂict and crisis management could be reassuring and serve as a model for
the renewal of the Russian armed forces. When Russia is ready to realize the
necessary reformation and rebuilding of its military forces, the OSCE could
become a political and diplomatic framework as well as the provider of
organizational tools for cooperation with the West. Thus the equipment and
training of the forces could be organized in a way which would make possible
the joint operations with the West under the UN Security Council or OSCE
mandates. Command, control, communications and intelligence (C3 I systems)
of the Russian armed forces could be structured to facilitate cooperation with
the Europeans as regards the development of equipment and technology. Joint
military exercises could be carried out in the context of the OSCE military-tomilitary contacts as developed in the Vienna Document 1999.
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The radical but feasible approach could be more than mere cooperation,
namely an initiation of steps to gradually integrate the Russian peace-keeping
and crisis management forces into the corresponding European forces. That
would lead to truly multinational capabilities and multilateral peace-missions
of the joint forces. It means that Russia, just as it begins restructuring its armed
forces for future tasks, will be invited to forgo returning to a large scale, heavily
equipped war-machine, trained and deployed for offensive operations. This
departure from the old-fashioned and stereotypical security-thinking would
open the road to completely new relationships in Europe, both in terms of
security and in the broader context of global economy.
The well-equipped but underused OSCE structures can be seen as the
most appropriate as the organizational framework for testing and realizing
such approaches. The agenda aimed at the renewal of the European security
order should have as focal points the ending of suspension of the CFEtreaty implementation as well as revisiting of the Vienna Document 1999 on
Conﬁdence and Security Building Measures. The early warning components of
the Vienna Document could be elaborated upon to apply to regional security
situations. Also some other early warning initiatives could be developed, for
example, the timely announcements of launches of the anti-missile defenses.
Further negotiations can help to identify the concrete measures in the context
of joint work on clarifying of policy objectives.

Conﬂict prevention
The emerging security structures, energy security and military structures are all
elements of the Grand Strategy for Europe. However, what should also be kept
in mind is that contemporary conﬂicts, whether taking place in the OSCE area
or in Africa, are geographically limited and driven by regional, even local forces.
The breakout of the Georgian conﬂict serves as a recent example. Obviously the
regional character of a conﬂict does not prevent it from spreading political and
security repercussions outside its immediate area. However, if we reﬂect upon
the violent conﬂicts in the OSCE area of the last twenty years, it is evident that
we can see them having ﬁrst and foremost generated out of the tensions and
friction between the ethnic groups, or out of the majority-minority situations.
This has been conﬁrmed by the bulk of over 200 wars witnessed since the World
War II, which were not international but internal armed conﬂicts.
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After the Soviet Union and the Yugoslav Federation were dissolved, the
new states started emerging and deﬁning themselves as various forms of
market economies (liberal or democratic), but always under the unifying
theme of nation states. The ethnic and religious majority came to constitute
the identity of each of the new states. The changes in identity did not happen
painlessly. All former Soviet and Yugoslav countries experienced outbreaks of
regional violence, the common denominators for which were the tension and
hatred between the majorities and minorities. The borders of the new states
inherited from the federate structures were often drawn cutting through the
geographic and ethnic surroundings of the nations. When the former republics
of the Soviet Union and the Yugoslav Federation turned into nation states,
the majority-minority juxtapositions, further inﬂuenced by nationalistic and
security interests of neighbouring kin states, culminated into tensions and
frequently grew into violent confrontations and atrocities. The Balkan wars
and conﬂicts in South Caucasus and Central Asia became the tragic examples
of ethnic cleansing. Belonging to a speciﬁc nationality opened an opportunity
for a strong majority to lay claim on a territory or a country, provided they
had a history in the area. The minorities, who decided to stay within the states
and adjust to the realities of minority life, were challenged with regard to their
language, education, history, participation in governance and self-realization.
Analyzing the recent history of Europe, it becomes clear that the international
efforts should be focused on addressing inter-ethnic problems and majorityminority relations in order to prevent new conﬂicts with a potential for mass
atrocities or even genocide. The long-term structural conﬂict prevention
programs should support economic stability, inter-ethnic integration, rule of
law and respect for human rights. Obviously all those issues depend on the will
of the individual states. Within their borders they must foster an environment
and political structures that are representative and pluralistic and offer equal
opportunities and protection for all citizens and residents. It falls upon the
international community to provide the normative framework and to encourage
and engage states to address the inter-ethnic and inter-religious tensions at the
local and national levels.
It has been already mentioned that the OSCE is in a unique position to
assist in the prevention of conﬂicts. No other international organization is
so well represented, organized and structured for preventive work in the
new nation states. The institution of the High Commissioner on National
Minorities, created in 1992, provides the OSCE with a mechanism to work
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inside the states on the issues of majority-minority relations, with a speciﬁc
task of preventing the outbreak of violent conﬂict. The HCNM is mandated
to work in conﬁdentiality, to make its engagement inside a state tolerable from
the point of view of respect for territorial integrity and sovereignty of the state.
Since the outset the HCNM has been operating all over the OSCE area without
any breach in the conﬁdence of the OSCE participating states. The main
approach employed by the HCNM is to tackle the majority-minority issues,
through addressing the efforts of minorities aimed at self-assertion and the
willingness of majorities to forge a national identity based on ethnic, religious
and cultural traditions.
It is difﬁcult to determine, though, whether an absence of inter-ethnic or
inter-religious violence in the OSCE area is a consequence of the successful
preventive actions of the HCNM or of other factors. However, it is still
evident that the HCNM’s discrete work of over more than ﬁfteen years has
had a considerable and positive impact on peace and stability in the OSCE
region. It is also true that the unique institution of the HCNM has gained
great international respect. The OSCE remains a formidable institution with
lots of untapped potential. Therefore, it would be a huge mistake if in these
challenging times the international community did not make full use of the
capabilities offered by the Organization.
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Arctic Nuclear Weapon Free Zone:
Scandinavia as a First Step
John Scales Avery
Chairman of the Danish National Group Pugwash Conferences on Science
and World Affairs

On August 6, 1945 an atomic bomb was exploded in the air over Hiroshima,
Japan, and three days later another one was dropped on Nagasaki. In Hiroshima
alone, almost a hundred thousand people, mostly civilians, were killed instantly
and another hundred thousand were dying for years afterwards from horrible
burns and radiation sickness. Fortunately, after Hiroshima and Nagasaki nuclear
weapons have never been used again on civilians, yet they continue to remain a
constant threat. Thousands of nuclear weapons remain on alert, ready to be ﬁred
at a moment’s notice even by accident or in the hands of terrorists. Speaking about
security, we mean, ﬁrst of all, a world without nuclear weapons and beyond war.
In this regard, the Nordic Nuclear Weapon Free Zone (NWFZ) is viewed as an
important ﬁrst step towards an Arctic NWFZ.

Some milestones in the history of nuclear weapons
While the nuclear bombings of the two Japanese cities were tragic in themselves,
the greatest threat to humanity came from the nuclear arms race that followed.
In 1952, the world’s ﬁrst hydrogen bomb, code-named Mike, was tested by
the U.S. near the island of Enewetak in the South Paciﬁc. The explosive force
of the bomb was 500 times greater than of the two that destroyed Hiroshima
and Nagasaki. Next year, in 1953, the Soviet Union tested its ﬁrst hydrogen
bomb at the Semipalatinsk test site in Kazakhstan. In March, 1954, the US
tested yet another hydrogen bomb at the Bikini Atoll in the Paciﬁc Ocean. It
was 1000 times more powerful than the Hiroshima bomb. Later Russia tested
a bomb that was approximately 6000 times more powerful than the Hiroshima
bomb. At the height of the Cold War, collective paranoia had driven the two
superpowers to produce more than 50 000 nuclear weapons, with a collective
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explosive power roughly a million times greater than the bombs dropped on
the two Japanese cities – sufﬁcient to destroy human civilization and much of
the biosphere many times over.

Figure 1: Nagasaki, before and after the bomb.
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The dangers today
Although the Cold War has ended, the dangers of nuclear weapons have not
been appreciably reduced. There are still 26 000 nuclear weapons in the world
today, about 4 000 of them on hair-trigger alert. More than 90 per cent of
the world’s nuclear weapons are in the hands of the U.S.A. and Russia. These
weapons are still seen as a great danger and challenge to international security.
A number of prominent political and military ﬁgures (many of whom
have ample knowledge of the system of deterrence) have expressed their deep
concern about the danger of accidental nuclear war. Colin S. Grey, Chairman
of the National Institute for Public Policy, says that “The problem, indeed the
enduring problem, is that we are resting our future upon a nuclear deterrence
system concerning which we cannot tolerate even a single malfunction.” General
Curtis E. LeMay, former Chief of the United States Strategic Air Command, has
written, “In my opinion a general war will grow through a series of political
miscalculations and accidents rather than through any deliberate attack by
either side.” Bruce G. Blair from the Brookings Institute has remarked that “It
is obvious that the rushed nature of the process, from warning to decision to
action, risks causing a catastrophic mistake... This system is an accident waiting
to happen.” Fred Ikle of the Rand Corporation has written, “But nobody can
predict that the fatal accident or unauthorized act will never happen. Given
the huge and far-ﬂung missile forces, ready to be launched from land and sea
on both sides, the scope for disaster by accident is immense... In a matter of
seconds – through technical accident or human failure - mutual deterrence
might thus collapse.”
We should also remember another danger of today: nuclear terrorism,
against which there is no defence. After the 9/11/2001 attacks on the World
Trade Center, U.N. Secretary General Koﬁ Annan said: “This time it was not
a nuclear explosion.” The meaning of his remark is clear: if the world does
not take strong steps to eliminate ﬁssionable materials and nuclear weapons,
it will only be a matter of time before they will be used in terrorist attacks on
major cities. Neither terrorists nor organized criminals can be deterred by the
threat of nuclear retaliation, since they have no territory against which such
retaliation could be directed. And no “missile defence system” can prevent
terrorists from using nuclear weapons. The terrorists blend invisibly into the
general population, therefore the weapons checks can never be exhaustive.
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The impact, which nuclear weapons could have on global environment,
presents a danger of highest priority. Recent studies by atmospheric scientists
have shown that the smoke from burning cities produced by even a limited
nuclear war would have a devastating effect on global agriculture. The studies
show that the smoke would rise to the stratosphere, where it would spread
globally and remain for a decade, blocking sunlight and destroying the ozone
layer. Because of the devastating effect on global agriculture, darkness from
even a small nuclear war (e.g. between India and Pakistan) would result in an
estimated billion deaths from famine. Nuclear darkness resulting from a largescale war involving all of the nuclear weapons that are now on high alert status
would destroy all agriculture on earth for a period of ten years, and almost all
humans would die of starvation.

Nuclear weapons are illegal
In 1996 the International Court of Justice stated, that “the threat and use of
nuclear weapons would generally be contrary to international law.” The key
argument against nuclear weapons is their essentially genocidal nature.
Judge Fleischhauer of Germany marked, “The nuclear weapon is, in
many ways, the negation of the humanitarian considerations underlying the
law applicable in armed conﬂict and the principle of neutrality. The nuclear
weapon cannot distinguish between civilian and military targets. It causes
immeasurable suffering. The radiation released by it is unable to respect the
territorial integrity of neutral States.”
President Bedjaoui, former President of the International Court of
Justice and Foreign Minister of Algeria, summarizing the majority opinion,
called nuclear weapons “the ultimate evil”, adding that “By its nature, the
nuclear weapon, this blind weapon, destabilizes humanitarian law, the law of
discrimination in the use of weapons... The ultimate aim of every action in the
ﬁeld of nuclear arms will always be nuclear disarmament, an aim which is no
longer utopian and which all have a duty to pursue more actively than ever.”
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Arctic Nuclear Weapon Free Zone
Polar sea ice is melting at a rate that exceeds expectations. The Northern Sea
Route on the Russian side and the Northwest Passage on the Canadian side will
soon be free from ice for large portions of the year. Russia has already made its
ﬁrst oil delivery to China through the Northern Sea Route. As climate change
makes resource extraction possible, there will be large-scale competition for
the natural resources of the Arctic. Militarization of the Arctic in support of
territorial claims threatens the fragile ecology of the region and threatens its
indigenous peoples.
Dr. Adele Buckley of the Canadian Pugwash Group predicts that there
will be a vast geo-economic shift to the North: “Adaption to climate change in
the Arctic is a huge challenge with many facets”, she writes. “There is no room
for conﬂict of a military nature. Humanity does not possess the monetary or
human resources to apply to both militarization and development of the Arctic.
We must choose development and collaboration”.

Call for an Arctic NWFZ
The participants in the Conference on an Arctic Nuclear-Weapon-Free
Zone, held in Copenhagen 10–11 August 2009 issued the following Call
for an Arctic NWFZ and delivered recommendations on the topic:
For instance, recognizing that polar-ice-cap melting, caused by climate
change, increases the potential for greater human and economic activity as
well as conﬂict in the Arctic region, making more urgent the establishment
of non-military, co-operative mechanisms for environmental protection,
adaptation and security;
Welcoming treaties prohibiting nuclear weapons in speciﬁc regions,
including Antarctica (1959), Outer Space (1967), Seabed Treaty (1971),
Latin America and the Caribbean (1968), the South Paciﬁc (1986),
South East Asia (1995), Africa (1996), Mongolia (2000) and Central Asia
(2006);
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Encouraged by the April 2009 resolution adopted by the InterParliamentary Union, representing 150 national parliaments, calling for
the establishment of additional Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones;
Welcoming international treaties which take additional steps to completely
demilitarize geographic zones, such as the 1959 Antarctic Treaty;
and Encouraged by the May 2008 declaration of Illulissat in which the
Foreign Ministers of the littoral states of the Arctic region agreed to work
together to promote peaceful cooperation in the Arctic region, on the
basis of international law, including the 1982 United Nations Convention
on the Law of the Sea;
They recommend:
1. That governments and relevant sectors of civil society collaborate in
developing the modalities for establishing a nuclear-weapon-free and
demilitarized Arctic region;
2. That such collaboration should include active participation of, among
others, indigenous and northern peoples, inhabitants of the region,
parliamentarians, scientists, health professionals and academics;
3. That the aim of a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Arctic should be promoted in
relevant environmental and development forums;
4. That the aim should also be promoted in relevant national and
international political forums including, but not limited to, the United
Nations, Arctic Council, Organization for Security and Cooperation
in Europe, Nordic Council, North Atlantic Treaty Organization,
Cooperative Security Treaty Organization (Tashkent Treaty), Non
Proliferation Treaty Review Conferences and the Conference on
Disarmament;
5. That countries in nuclear alliances be encouraged to reduce the role of
nuclear weapons in their security doctrines in order to better facilitate
the establishment of Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones involving these
countries, including in the Arctic region;
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6. That countries in the Arctic region not possessing nuclear weapons
(Canada, Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, Sweden) take initial
steps towards a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in close cooperation with
the United States and the Russian Federation;
7. That governments undertake steps to increase transparency and to
redress negative impacts on inhabitants and the environment from
military activities in the Arctic region including those in the past.

Arctic NWFZ meeting in the Danish Parliament
A small meeting of the leadership of the opposition parties in the Danish
Parliament was held on the 23rd of March, 2010 to discuss whether advocacy of
an Arctic NWFZ could be adopted as a common policy by all the parties in the
opposition. During the meeting MP Jeppe Kofod emphasized the desirability
of an Arctic Nuclear Weapon Free Zone as a step towards the elimination of all
nuclear weapons. He pointed out that with climate change making commercial
exploitation of the Arctic possible, there is a danger of militarization of the
region in support of territorial claims. However, the fragile ecology of the
Arctic needs to be protected, as do its indigenous peoples. In particular, nuclear
weapons must be barred from the region.
Dr. Jan Prawitz reviewed the history of NWFZ’s in other parts of the world.
He said that he strongly believed that an Arctic NWFZ was achievable, but with
both time and effort. He put forward four urgent steps:

1. Introduce a working paper on the subject at the NPT Review
Conference 2010.
2. Introduce the idea of the nuclear-weapon-free Arctic in the current
update of the NATO’s Strategic Concept.
3. Prepare a draft resolution on the nuclear-weapon-free Arctic for the
next UN General Assembly.
4. Initiate a process on a broad range of issues within the Organization of
Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE).
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All the speakers at the meeting supported the advocacy of an Arctic NWFZ. It
was concluded that a Nordic NWFZ, or perhaps a Nordic-Canadian NWFZ,
would be a good ﬁrst step. The need for revising the NATO Strategic Concept
was discussed, and it was pointed out that the nuclear paragraphs of the
Concept violate both the NPT and the 1996 decision of the International Court
of Justice.

Figure 2: Polar sea ice is melting much faster than expected. The rapidly warming climate
of the Arctic threatens both the fragile ecology of the region and its indigenous peoples. At
the same time it presages a massive geo-economic shift to the north (http://cos-webster.
st.unh.edu).
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Figure 3: A political map of the Arctic region. Rights to some of the waterways are disputed.
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Figure 4: The present reality: Exactly what we don’t want! At present nuclear-armed
submarines of both the USA and Russia regularly patrol Arctic waters, even colliding under
the ice. (U.S. Navy photo by Chief Yeoman Alphonso Braggs).

Nordic Nuclear Weapon Free Zone
The governments of Denmark, Norway, Sweden, Finland and Iceland are
opposed to the nuclear weapons, and there are none stationed on Scandinavian
territory. Therefore, a Nordic Nuclear Weapon Free Zone is a possible ﬁrst step
towards an Arctic NWFZ.
In 1957 Denmark has enacted a ban on nuclear weapons on its territories,
and that ban is still in force, despite Danish membership in NATO. This
demonstrates that membership of several Scandinavian countries in NATO is
not a hindrance to the formation of a Nordic NWFZ.
The idea of a Nordic NWFZ was ﬁrst proposed by Nikolai Bulganin in
1958. Bulganin’s proposal was supported by President Kekkonen of Finland
but it was initially rejected by other Nordic countries. Kekkonen continued
promoting the idea of a Nordic NWFZ, but it took more than twenty years
before other Nordic governments gave serious support to the idea.
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In September 1980, the Norwegian diplomat Jens Evensen suggested that
Norway should take the lead in establishing a Nordic zone. Eversen’s proposal
sparked a grand debate among the political parties in Norway, and particularly
within the Labor party. In 1982, former Norwegian Prime Minister Gro Harlem
Brundtland presented a list of preconditions for supporting a Nordic zone:
1. Maintaining a low level of tension in the Nordic region was imperative.
2. It had to be based on mutual commitments and restraints, in a balanced
manner.
3. The broader disarmament framework, such as the negotiations on the
reduction of long range missiles, was to be given priority. The zone
had to be seen as a part of the bigger picture.
4. Solutions had to be found to be accommodated into the NATOcooperation, and that would result in less nuclear weapons both in the
east and the west.

Between 1984 and 1985, the bipartisan commission studied the feasibility of the
zone and presented its recommendations to the Norwegian Parliament. In the
period from 1987 until 1991, the Nordic Senior Ofﬁcials Group also discussed
the possibility of the zone, and in 1993 the Nordic Council recommended its
establishment. But the end of the Cold War led to the mistaken belief that
nuclear abolition was no longer urgent, and the idea lost momentum.
Today, however, the issue of nuclear weapons is once again at the centre
of the global stage. The Nordic countries have already fulﬁlled two important
criteria of NWFZ, the non-possession of nuclear weapons and non-stationing
of nuclear weapons by any state within their zone. The time has come for the
Nordic countries to take a united stance on this issue.
Most of the world’s nations live in nuclear weapon free zones. This does not
give them any real protection, since the catastrophic environmental effects of
nuclear war would be global, not sparing any nation. However, by becoming
members of NWFZ’s, nations can state that they consider nuclear weapons to
be morally unacceptable, a view that must soon become worldwide if human
civilization is to survive.
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Tripartite Border Control Cooperation
between Finland, Russia and Estonia
Colonel Antti Hartikainen
Chief for International Affairs, Finnish Border Guard

Economic and political relations between Finland, Russia and Estonia underwent
a radical upheaval in the 1990’s. The changes which have occurred necessitate the
search for new platforms, serving as the basis for the future development of these
relations. The Trilateral Border Security Cooperation between Finland, Russia
and Estonia in the Gulf of Finland became an important platform for border and
security cooperation. This article outlines the actors, structure, and objectives of
the cooperation.
The Southern Trilateral Cooperation between Finland, Russia and Estonia
began in 1994 with the Finnish presidency. The Northern Trilateral Cooperation
was launched a little bit later, in 1998, mostly because of the positive results
obtained in the cooperation between Finland, Russia and Estonia. The main
objective for starting the cooperation in the region of the Gulf of Finland
was to promote regional border security that disintegrated partially after the
collapse of the Soviet Union. Moreover, at that time, the Estonian Border Guard
was only starting its work; hence the Trilateral Cooperation also enhanced its
possibilities to develop good relations with its Finnish and Russian colleagues.
The main actors in the Trilateral Border Security Cooperation (TBSC) in
the Gulf of Finland include from the Finnish Border Guard’s side: the Gulf of
Finland Coast Guard District and the Southeast Finland Border Guard District;
from the Border Security Service of Russia: the Border Security Directorate for
St. Petersburg and Leningrad Region; and from Estonia: the Police and Border
Guard Board. The tasks of these institutions naturally vary. However, where
the Finnish Border Guard is concerned, in addition to the border management
tasks (border surveillance, border checks and crime prevention) they have also
other important responsibilities such as maritime search and rescue as well as
protection of the maritime environment.
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The TBSC is implemented in addition to the bilateral and other multilateral
cooperation arrangements between Finland, Russia, Estonia and other countries.
A good example of multilateral border security cooperation arrangements
in the Baltic Sea Region is the Border Security Cooperation Forum between
the Countries of the Baltic Sea Region. Furthermore, similar TBSC is also
implemented between Finland, Russia and Norway. This kind of cooperation
supports mutual efforts through widening the picture of the border security
situation in the region, and also improves the efﬁciency of collaboration
between different actors.
It is also important to stress that the TBSC enables the planned territorial
cooperation measures of the EUROSUR. Furthermore, Russia has the rare
possibility to participate in this EU development project, although being a
non-EU member country. We are better prepared for the implementation of
the regional EUROSUR cooperation because all participants in the FinnishRussian-Estonian TBSC have already their national coordination centres
in function. The cooperation between these coordination centres has been
developing since the very beginning of the TBSC.

The agreement – structure and operation
The Trilateral Border Security Cooperation in the Gulf of Finland is based on
the agreement signed by the “border chiefs” of Finland, Russia and Estonia.
All tasks and organization of the actions are deﬁned in the agreement.
According to the agreement, the objective of the cooperation is to improve
the efﬁciency of prevention of illegal actions, the exchange of experience
and the ﬂuency of trafﬁc from one country to another, keeping in mind the
legislation requirements of each country. The Gulf of Finland is identiﬁed by
the agreement as a cooperation area, together with its littoral ports and border
crossing points on the land borders.
The TBSC is managed by the managing group. The secretariat is responsible
for the preparation and coordination of the actions. There are also expert
groups such as the Common Risk Analysis Group and the Maritime Search and
Rescue Group. The border delegates’ organisation, border guard units and other
sub-groups appointed by the executive level are responsible for the practical
implementation of the tasks. The presidency of the Trilateral Cooperation
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rotates annually; Finland holds the chairmanship currently, preceded by Estonia
in 2009 and Russia in 2008.
The agreement identiﬁes the key elements of the cooperation as the
following:

• common analysis of the situation and risks related to the sea area and
border crossing points;
• exchange of information on trans-border crime and ensuring measures
for its prevention
• implementing common control operation on the sea area and at the
border crossing points, e.g. control operations of small vessels;
• providing common study events;
• providing joint maritime search and rescue exercises;
• development and presentation of the best practises.

Other objectives
The border check procedures were carried out between all three countries in
the past. This is no longer the case between Finland and Estonia due to the
fact that both countries are nowadays part of the Schengen area. However, it
does not mean that the borders are insecure. In order to ensure the security
measures without border checks, bilateral and trilateral cooperation are
needed. One of the threats caused by open borders is trans-border crime.
Exchanging information between different authorities, sharing a common view
of the situation and conducting common actions create better possibilities for
the prevention of trans-border crime. The Trilateral Coordination supports all
those objectives.
In addition to that, the cooperation provides a good basis for the environment
protection measures and the maritime search and rescue operations in the
area of the Gulf of Finland. Yearly joint maritime search and rescue exercises
enhance all three countries’ readiness to use the resources related to rescue
actions in the case of a large-scale sea accident or other dangerous incident. In
order to illustrate the practical work of the Southern Trilateral Cooperation, a
good example is given by the joint maritime search and rescue exercise led by
63

Estonia in the coast of Tallinn in August 2009. The border guard authorities
from all three countries participated in the exercise. The exercise included an
operation for searching people lost at sea and a rescue operation for a ferry on
ﬁre. Vessels and helicopters from all three countries took part in this exercise.
The exercise provided useful experience for the future development of common
actions.
To sum up, the Trilateral Border Security Cooperation in the area of the Gulf
of Finland has proved to be functional. This is important now and necessary
for the future. It supports the bilateral and multilateral border security
arrangements and enables maintenance a common border security in the
region. Therefore, it is considered crucial to develop this kind of cooperation
further.
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INFORMATION BOX

Cooperation of the Nordic Council
of Ministers in the Baltic Sea Region
The Nordic Council of Ministers (NCM) is the ofﬁcial forum for Nordic
governmental co-operation. The ﬁve Nordic countries; Denmark, Finland,
Iceland, Norway and Sweden, as well as three autonomous territories; the Faeroe
Islands, Greenland and Åland Islands participate in the partnership. The NCM
was founded in 1971 as a natural, intergovernmental extension to the interparliamentary work performed by the Nordic Council since 1952.
Core areas of Nordic cooperation:
• The Nordic region as the leading knowledge and innovation region
• The Nordic region which creates climate, environmental and energy
solutions for the Nordic and global markets
• The Nordic region as a collection of unique welfare societies that share a
strong cultural afﬁnity
• The Nordic region that has international commitment and responsibility
Baltic Sea Region activities:
• The Baltic Sea Region (BSR) is considered a major priority with a focus
in Estonia, Lithuania, Latvia and North-West Russia, where the NCM has
founded Information Ofﬁces between 1991 and 2006.
• The NCM cooperates and networks broadly with the Council of the Baltic
Sea States, the Barents Council, the Arctic Council, the Baltic Sea Initiative
and the European Union. The co-operation is regional in nature, and it
is focused in the areas of North-West Russia bordering either the Nordic
Region or the Baltic States. Hence the developments in the neighbouring
Russia closely affect the stability and security in the region.
Funding opportunities:
The NCM provides funding for cooperation between partner organizations in the
BSR. Two larger cross-border projects supported and administered by the NCM
in 2007–2010 are: the Baltic Euroregional Network and the Baltic Euroregional
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Network-East. Their purpose is to develop cross-border cooperation between the
actors in the Nordic and Baltic countries, North-West Russia and the Republic
of Belarus. In 2006 the NCM has launched a special NGO Programme for the
BSR, which channels funds for over ﬁfty co-operation projects related to the issues
of environment, health and social welfare, young people, equality, mass media,
education and culture.
Guidelines for 2009–2013:
The co-operation between the NCM and North-West Russia is steered by the
Guidelines for Co-operation with North-West Russia for 2009–2013. The
Guidelines emphasize the following priorities:
•
•
•
•
•

education,
innovations; including creative industries,
promotion of economic cooperation,
trade,
environmental and energy issues.

The Northern Dimension Partnerships, especially the Partnership for Public
Health and Social Well-being, are focused on combating human trafﬁcking and
spread of HIV/AIDS. Civil society is promoted through arranging round-table
discussions between journalists and representatives of NGOs, and through study
trips to the Nordic countries.
The “Knowledge Building and Networking Programme” is implemented in ﬁve
main areas: public administration, education and research, economic development
of small and medium -sized enterprises, civil society and practise in the Nordic
institutions, an example of which is a protocol developed with St. Petersburg city
administration on improving its social well-being system.

Mika Boedeker
Director of the Nordic Council of Ministers, Information Ofﬁce in St. Petersburg
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Free, Safe and Just Societies
as One of Important Goals
of Cooperation
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Strategies of Countering Corruption
in Russia
Mikhail Gorny
Executive director of the St.Petersburg Center for Humanities and Political Studies
“Strategy”

Corruption can be counted as one of the historical and still persisting major
headaches of the global community. In Russia, corruption has embedded itself
in every level of society, every sphere of business and every institution. Since it
has become an in-system problem, the country will not develop further until it
is resolved. The main points of Russian Federation’s anti-corruption legislation
developed to combat and prevent corruption and a description of an approach
which could give effect to the expressed commitment of the Russian government to
ﬁght corruption, are provided as follows.
The Russian Federation National Security Concept deﬁnes corruption as one
of the threats to national security. Only this gives enough reason to join efforts
of all institutions, including government, business and non-governmental
organizations, to ﬁght corruption. Moreover, joint efforts could be extended to
the international level, since corruption is a trans-border problem. In this case,
a successful anti-corruption programme could be deﬁned as including a scope
of well-coordinated techniques to analyse and to remove causes of corruption
and conditions for its development, to reduce harm to citizens and to raise the
citizens’ awareness. The elements of a successful programme include:
•
•
•
•

well-deﬁned objectives for a certain period of time,
control of implementation of the programme,
efforts of an institution specialized in ﬁghting corruption,
efforts of law-enforcement agencies in ﬁghting corruption (if there is no
special institution),
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•
•
•
•

court policy related to legal consequences of corrupt practices,
efforts of controlling bodies in ﬁghting corruption,
monitoring of a situation related to corruption,
anti-corruption education and public awareness campaigns.

However, before any anti-corruption programme is started, it is important to
think it out as a step-by-step operation and formulate the priorities. In other
words, it is important to choose a right strategy.

Anti-corruption strategies
Anti-corruption strategies could be divided into two categories: (1) strategies
developed to ﬁght against the corruption causes and corrupt practices and (2)
strategies developed to ﬁght corrupt ofﬁcials and bribe-takers. There exists,
though, a holistic and integrated approach that represents a strategic mix of
preventative and combative activities as well as a consolidation of institutional
and legislative capabilities. This approach combines the elements of both
categories and is based on three strategic goals: the public recognition of
corruption and its consequences as a danger, the prevention of corruption and
the suppression of corruption according to the requirements deﬁned by the
rule of law and the protection of citizens’ rights.
The logic standing behind this approach is very simple: ﬁrst, it is necessary
to realize that corruption is wrong and should be fought against; second,
corruption is prevented through the removal of its causes; and third, corruption
cases are suppressed and citizens are protected from the consequences of
corruption. This approach combines the ﬁght against illegal practices through
recognition and prevention, along with the punishment of offenders (bribetakers).
It is also important to understand that the strategic goals are all interrelated
and dependent on each another. A list of concrete actions is needed to achieve
the strategic goals is provided below.
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Strategic goal 1.
Recognition

Total analysis of a situation and choosing a strategy;
Anti-corruption education and public awareness campaigns;
Formation of anti-corruption coalitions;
Free access to information and independent media.

Strategic goal 2. Transparency of government, including transparent state budget
Prevention and and elections;
good governance
Reformation of state and municipal services and law-enforcement
agencies;
Creation of special bodies, a main duty of which is ﬁghting
corruption;
Public participation in preventive measures;
Reduction of government intervention in public affairs;
Elaboration of ethics codes for politicians, ofﬁcials and
businessmen;
Reduction of bureaucratic hurdles for businessmen and
introduction of a competition system (system of state and
municipal orders, grants and other competitive mechanisms).
Strategic goal 3. Strengthening of judicial power;
Suppression and
Development of law aimed at the prevention of corrupt practices
rule of law
and precise compliance with this law;
Development of public evaluation bodies;
Legal consultations and protection from damage of corruption;
Introduction of ombudsman institution for cases of corruption;
Development of other law institutions.

This approach will ﬁnd the best implementation only if government and
civil society work together in ﬁghting corruption. There are two ﬁelds, where
collaboration of government and public organizations is most important: in
developing law, which would decrease possibilities to exercise corrupt practices
and monitoring of precise compliance with this law; and in creating proper
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conditions for ﬁghting against corruption and encouraging of citizens to
participate in anti-corruption actions.

Authorities: anti-corruption activities
Government plays the most important role in ﬁghting corruption. Anticorruption activities of the Russian Federation government are based on three
documents: National Anti-Corruption Plan (issued 31 August 2008, approved
as amended 13 April 2010 by the Russian Federation Presidential Edict No.
460), Federal Law No. 273 “about Countering Corruption” (issued 25 December
2008) and National Anti-Corruption Strategy (issued 13 April 2010 by the
Russian Federation Presidential Edict No. 460).

Federal Law No. 273 “about Countering Corruption”
The law deﬁnes all key terms, such as corruption, countering corruption etc.
According to the deﬁnition, countering corruption is an activity, which the
government, civil society and speciﬁc bodies carry out with the purpose to
prevent, combat and mitigate corruption.
The law provides corruption check measures, including: development
of institutions of public and parliamentary control which are responsible
for supervision over and inspection of anti-corruption law compliance;
development of public attitude of intolerance to any kind of corruption;
introduction of anti-corruption expert evaluation mechanisms; elaboration of
special requirements for judges and ofﬁcials and monitoring of their material
status, properties and incomes; and introduction of practice according to which
ofﬁcials must report on every case of corruption.
The law speciﬁes main actions of government on countering corruption,
including: optimization and concretization of organizational systems and
powers of authorities; increasing of state and municipal services’ efﬁciency also
through wage increase; introduction of anti-corruption norms, i.e. a uniﬁed
system of prohibitions, restrictions, duties and authorisations; increasing
of court practices’ efﬁciency; development of procedures of extra-judicial
resolution of disputes between state and citizens; development of collaborative
mechanisms for state bodies, public and parliamentary control institutions,
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citizens and civil society institutions; development of mechanisms of public
control over authorities; providing citizens with free access to information
about authorities’ actions; guarantee of mass media independence; guarantee
of judicial independence; delegation of speciﬁc powers of state bodies to
self-regulating and non-governmental organisations; and development of
international cooperation within a framework of countering corruption.
The law speciﬁes the norms, according to which ofﬁcials must report on
their incomes and properties and on any attempt of inducing to corruption,
as well as the norms in regard to conﬂicts of interest, measures of prevention
and settlement also in regard to restrictions imposed on state and municipal
authorities. The law also speciﬁes reference rules in regard to the legal
responsibility of natural and legal persons for corrupt practices.
It is now obvious that the logic behind the anti-corruption law of Russia
is the same to the logic of the approach based on three goals (recognition,
prevention and suppression), although the law uses slightly different terms for
those goals, such as prevention, countering and harm reduction.

National Anti-Corruption Strategy
National Anti-Corruption Strategy includes a scope of measures developed to
ﬁght corruption in a joint effort of the government, civil society institutions
and individual persons.
It includes: providing civil society institutions with an opportunity to
participate in countering corruption actions; increasing efﬁciency of authorities
in their work on countering corruption; providing authorities with innovative
technologies to promote their openness and transparency; improving state
property reporting system; decreasing potential opportunities for bribery that
hinder investment generation; improving government procurement system;
developing public awareness campaigns on legal issues; emphasizing importance
of committees aimed at monitoring ofﬁcial behaviour and arrangement
of conﬂicts of interest; monitoring a situation in regard to corruption and
law enforcement practices; improving anti-corruption evaluation system;
increasing ofﬁcials’ salaries and pensions; improving ﬁnancial accounting
systems in accordance with the international ﬁnancial reporting standards; and
increasing the efﬁciency of Russia’s participation in international cooperation
for countering corruption.
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The National Anti-Corruption Strategy is implemented through a wellplanned budget at every level of governance, human resources management,
civil enforcement, veriﬁcation of compliance with the operations stated in
the National Anti-Corruption Plan, support of mass media in reporting on
corruption cases as well as involvement of political parties, public associations
and other civil society institutions in the work on countering corruption.
The National Anti-Corruption Plan provides speciﬁc instructions for the
government, presidential administration, Prosecutor-General and certain
ministries about the implementation of the National Anti-Corruption Strategy
and they are mostly related to the development of transparency and increasing
of efﬁciency of public participation.

Civil society: anti-corruption activities
Anti-corruption activities of NGOs and other civil society institutions should
be aimed at the prevention of corruption (i.e. the removal of causes). However,
these activities will never be efﬁcient, if the civil society is weak. Therefore all
structures of civil society should take an effort to improve their current position,
strengthen democratic traditions and overcome a currently prevailing subjecttype of political culture. The subject-type type of political culture is deﬁned
by the attitude of citizens implying that there is nothing what they can do to
change a situation, and nothing depends on them or on their will. Such an
attitude leads to the situation, when citizens are passive, and believe that only
the government (President) is in control of what is going on in a country.
In Russia, the number of civil society institutions, especially NGOs, grows
very fast. Consequently, the number of projects realized by public organisations
is also rapidly increasing. Now it seems to be the right time to agree upon a
programme of more coordinated actions of all separate projects. For this
purpose it is necessary to create a body which would be responsible for the
coordination of the programme. It is also important to empower this body
with all the necessary instruments to organize and to coordinate the activities
of public institutions.
All possible anti-corruption activities of the civil society can be divided into
three groups, according to the three strategic goals mentioned in the beginning
of the article (recognition, prevention and suppression).
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Activities
aimed at
recognition

Analysis of a situation and elaboration of recommendations
in regard to anti-corruption policies, where recommendations
are distributed among governmental bodies and civil society
institutions;
Development of civil education through creation of centres for
civil education and public policies;
Building of anti-corruption networks and coalitions of nongovernmental organisations;
Monitoring of access to information;
Support of independent mass media.

Activities
aimed at
prevention

Work with governmental bodies with the purpose to increase
their transparency (ﬁrst of all, transparency of budget, elections
and procedures);
Participation of civil society institutions in development, passing
and administration of authoritative orders through community
councils and public reviews;
Introduction of corporate ethics codes for non-governmental
organisations, business entities and governmental bodies.

Activities
aimed at
suppression

Public law reviews, monitoring of law-making processes;
Aid, advice and protection in legal matters;
Introduction of new institutions, such as regional ombudsman
and legal clinics.

The anti-corruption approach described in this paper involves civil society,
government and individual persons. The goal of the approach is to analyze the
scope and causes of corruption through anti-corruption diagnostics, and then
to educate and to raise the awareness of citizens.
There is a strong belief that only a combined effect of all institutions’
actions in a society will make corruption in Russia a high-risk and low-return
endeavour.
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Journalists and International
Cooperation: Do We Meet Our Duties?
Role of Media from the Russian
Point of View
Jelena Larionova
Head of the Barents Press International

The Barents Press International (BPI) is an informal network established by the
joint efforts of the journalists working for different media outlets in the northern
parts of Norway, Russia, Finland and Sweden. More than sixteen years ago they
started building contacts between each other, helping seek information, conducting
meetings and doing professional exchanges. The BPI is an open and non-political
forum for the journalists who work in the Barents region or for the Barents region.
The main idea is to promote the international cooperation between the journalists
in the region. This is a unique community cooperating without any substantial
ﬁnancial support across the borders of four countries. The community is only
driven by enthusiasm and mutual interest.

What lessons have we learned within the last sixteen years?
First, it is important to outline the media situation in the Murmansk region,
because it is quite different from the situation in the central cities such as
Moscow and St. Petersburg. There are 250 media outlets registered in the
Murmansk region, and only eleven of them are privately owned. The number
of independent media outlets is still unclear. There is probably a few of them,
but they are independent, as to “Russian” standards are concerned. Most of the
mass media in the region is either connected to the authorities or to the rich
enterprises.
The example of the Murmansk newspaper Vecherny Murmansk is a good
illustration of the case. In April 2010 the editor-in-chief of the newspaper was
caught up in a contradiction between the City Council and the Mayor’s Ofﬁce.
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Although the scandal fell into the public domain, this local revolt against
censorship imposed by the mayor was only the top of the iceberg under the
name of the local mass media’s “total dependence on the authorities”.
It is sad that the people in Russia consider such a case as common and selfevident. The data of various polls demonstrate that one third of the Russian
population supports censorship. It is probably caused by the dramatic mixture
of concepts. The freedom of speech in Russia is usually interpreted as total
irresponsibility and opportunity for journalists to infringe an ethic code. In this
case censorship comes as a moral constraining factor. The BPI journalists often
raise this question during their seminars and aim at developing the common
standards of journalism ethics.

Which Russian topics are the most popular among foreign journalists?
In the beginning of perestroika, when the journalists from Norway, Sweden and
Finland were given permission to come to Russia, they packed the media space
with reports about terrible Russian reality. Pollution, prostitution and nuclear
submarines were the main topics of the reports about Russia in the foreign
media.
Is it different now? Not really. A report about good life in Russia is hard to
sell. Therefore and by force of habit, the foreign journalists keep reporting on
the same topics as before. They also pay a lot of attention, as well as the Russian
journalists to the ofﬁcial visits, speeches citations of politicians and authorities,
and cover too little the topics which are truly important for people in their
everyday lives.
Moreover, ignoring the professional requirement about fairness and
neutrality of journalists, when a conﬂict occurs, they immediately align themselves
with their home country. They listen to and hear only those comments which
fall within their editorial policy. It seems that journalists sometimes turn into
soldiers. This conclusion is based on a number of aggressive and prejudiced
reports appearing over the border. Thus, in order to fulﬁl their true duties, what
the journalists should do is to leave their “combat camps” and get involved in
the peaceful life.
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Journalists and International Cooperation:
Do We Meet Our Duties?
Role of Media from the Swedish
Point of View
Olof Kleberg
OSSE-nätverket, Editor-in-chief of Västerbottens-Kuriren from 1986 to 2001

Few institutions are more important to a free, safe and just society than independent
media. The duty of journalists is to provide citizens with the information they need
to be free and self governing. However, what duties do journalists have in regard
to the promotion of international cooperation? And are they able to perform those
duties, if there are severe limitations to press freedom?
Journalists cannot be held accountable to any particular instance or institution.
They have no duties to the state or to media owners. In other words, journalists
must act independently and be free of obligation to any interest except the
public’s right to know. Should journalists accept duties from anybody? The
answer is no, the only duty of journalists is to be professional, that is, to respect
the truth, to be independent and impartial while gathering, reporting and
interpreting information and acting in the interest of the public.
These principles are contradicted by many authoritarian regimes. They
think that journalists have a duty, but interpret it as a mandate to be loyal to
the state and sensitive towards those in power. You might naturally ﬁnd such
an attitude to prevail within democratic systems too. In Sweden, for instance, I
have myself at some occasions experienced a politician or factory owner, trying
to persuade the newspaper to refrain from publishing certain information, or
on the contrary, to support a certain initiative, which would allegedly have a
deep impact on the future of citizens or employees concerned. Either way, to
follow such wishes or demands is not any journalist’s duty.
This might sound somewhat idealistic, understanding that journalists
have to make compromises in order to be able to perform their professional
duties. However, they must never become “tools” for a political or economic
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power. Needless to say that the limitations imposed on press freedom cannot be
underestimated. Three serious threats exist for professional journalists:
• Physical threats: murders, kidnappings, blackmailing, usually taking
place in authoritarian or weak states;
• Commercial threats: practices against independence and quality,
occurring in all kinds of societies;
• Power threats: political or religious intolerance to critical journalists,
which is the case in authoritarian states.
These treats have actualized in deplorable numbers. Everyone knows that many
journalists have been killed as a result of their work: since 1996 more than one
thousand journalists have been lost. A lot of journalists have been killed in war
or civil war zones. In Russia alone, during the last twenty years far more than
one hundred journalists have been killed for their work. Furthermore, these
cases have hardly ever been brought to justice, which is simply not acceptable.
This practice and lack of security must come to an end.
Today’s current question is: do journalists live up to their professional duty
in promotion of international cooperation? Yes, but far from enough. Three
areas are of special concern from a Swedish point of view:

Reporting
The news media provide reporting on foreign countries. At the same time this
reporting is far from extensive and even poor when it comes to news from
neighbouring countries. Also the current economic crisis touching the media
has turned most of the media rather inwards than outwards. This is a dangerous
trend because without knowledge the arena is wide open for prejudices.

Scrutinizing and learning
Several organizations are active in this ﬁeld. The International Federation of
Journalists is a fairly strong trade union with member organizations from all
over the world including Scandinavia and Russia. Reporters without Borders
is another example. Both organizations closely follow the development of the
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media internationally. They also constantly criticize the regimes that violate the
freedom of media and allow the practice of punishment or killing of journalists.
They make a very important contribution to the international awareness.
Another important institution in this ﬁeld, albeit not led by journalists,
is the OSCE, and in particular the Representative on Freedom of the Media.
Hungarian former dissident Miklos Haraszti served as the Representative
during the last six years. He was recently succeeded by Bosnian media expert
Dunja Mijatovic. Haraszti did a marvellous job by constantly scrutinizing the
laws and practises in all the 56 member states of the OSCE. As a result, he
managed to persuade many states to alter a great number of laws.

International exchange of knowledge
There is a lot to do in this area. However, some positive examples have already
been initiated in regard to the issue. For example, the International Federation
of Journalists has launched the Ethical Journalism Initiative, which seems to
be very promising. This is a worldwide tool for teaching journalists to perform
their duties more professionally.
Nevertheless, bilateral cooperation in the Baltic Sea region is in fact
rather scarce. In the 90´s, for instance, several Swedish newspapers built up
bilateral contacts with their colleagues in the Baltic countries. One example
is Västerbottens-Kuriren, where I worked as an editor-in-chief, organized an
exchange with the Karelian newspaper Severnyj Kurier based in Petrozavodsk.
Unfortunately, after some years these bilateral contacts died out. The only vivid
example of cooperation between neighbouring journalists seems to be related
to the work of the Barents Press International. This regional cooperation is an
encouraging case and, at the same time, a challenge to journalists all around
the Baltic Sea region.
As Sweden holds the chairmanship in the Barents Council for the next two
years, the Swedish government should take the opportunity to give the Barents
Press and its members strong economic support in their efforts to develop
independent regional cooperation for learning and improving professional
standards. To sum up: both the objectives of journalism and the goals of
international cooperation will be served if journalists support the truth, act
independently and in the interest of the public.
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COLUMN

Equality and Non-Discrimination
Tone Tingsgård
Member of Parliament, Deputy Chair of the Swedish Delegation to the OSCE

Equality is a concept, the meaning of which may vary according to
the context. As the Special Representative on Gender in the OSCE
Parliamentary Assembly, I will give stress to the equality between
genders. Gender equality is equal rights and obligations for women
and men or, in other words, equal opportunities for both genders to
education, career, inﬂuence in society, economic independence and
personal development. So how the gender equality is realized and
how is it interconnected with other equalities in the society?
In the Swedish society gender equality is very hard to achieve without equality between social groups and vice versa. The topical social
equality issues include free-of-charge education, equal conditions in
the labor market, child and elderly care and decent conditions for
parenthood. All these substantial parameters must be in place, because they constitute the important preconditions for equality between various groups of people.
However, when it comes to equality between women and men
as social beings those preconditions are not enough. Gender analysis of the Swedish Parliament, political parties and even the OSCE
Parliamentary Assembly suggests that it is far more problematic for
women than for men to get into the political institutions because
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of the existence of various gender-related constraints. The Swedish
Parliament, for example, comes after Rwanda as ﬁgures of equal representation are concerned.
Of course there are different methods to improve the representation and not only in the political ﬁeld. In Sweden there are such instruments as positive discrimination, quota systems, gender-directed
recruiting and gender education. Very often these methods are also
supported by the relevant legislation. However, it seems to be impossible to reach the speciﬁc goals in this ﬁeld without solid political
will. Gender equality is important for both intrinsic and instrumental
reasons. Only when citizens believe in gender equality as a goal and
accept the necessary arrangements, it is time to develop the methods.
It is clear from the previous experience that gender equality involves policy-making with respect to society as a whole, including
education, labour and ﬁnancial markets, economic and political empowerment, institutions and economic growth. It means that the
prospects of development of society and the political system can be
improved by enhancing gender equality. Thus, there are close links
between the reduction of gender inequalities in democratic systems,
where the political and social systems are more open and transparent for every citizen.
Why, then, do we still lack gender equality? The explanation
might be very simple: equality between women and men is a matter of justice and a subject of Human Rights, but it is also a matter
of power. The contradiction between two different groups (women
and men or between any other political or social groups) is based
on the recognition that power is the primary asset at the disposal of
a certain group. When another group tries to increase its share of
power, it is always considered by the other as a threat and met with
resistance.
As an example, when the Defense Committee in the Swedish
Parliament received a report about serious sexual harassment in the
armed forces, it was in the midst of reforming the armed forces.
However, the Commander-in-Chief, for some reason, did not ﬁnd it
proper to discuss harassment and gender equality. Consequently, it
would also be very surprising if Medvedev’s recent initiative on the
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new security architecture in Europe, “Helsinki +”, should contain any
hint about the importance of gender equality.
When people start believing that there is no reason to consider
the shared power as a threat but instead view it as the glue that
keeps society together, we do not need the anti-discrimination laws
anymore. However, until this is achieved, only nations that have
overcome the obstacles hindering equality between different society
members, have the right to persuade other nations to ﬁnd democratic solutions. If a nation is not efﬁcient in ﬁnding peaceful solutions
to power-sharing at home, it will not be able to provide a legitimate
and persuasive viewpoint to such issues tackled by other nations.

86

Promoting Ethnic and Religious
Tolerance
Ashot Ayrapetyan
Director of the Center for Interethnic Cooperation

The complex situations such as the current ﬁnancial crisis may play a signiﬁcant
role in shaping public attitudes. In some areas they have led up to a rise in hatebased violence, exacerbating the most dangerous threat to people’s rights and safety
that comes from ethnic, religious and racial extremism. Renewing the commitment
to ensure the respect and protection of human rights for all, Kazakhstan has chosen
“trust, tradition, transparency and tolerance” as the guiding principles for its 2010
OSCE Chairmanship. Non-discrimination is among its key priorities. The society
can be regarded as free, safe and just only when it is governed by tolerance and the
rule of law.
The Center for Interethnic Cooperation (CIC) has been working for 13 years to
reduce ethnic and religious tension, to enhance tolerance and to promote civil
society in Russia. During this period it has conducted a number of conferences,
trainings and seminars in 25 regions of Russia from Astrakhan to Irkutsk and
from Kaliningrad to Orenburg.
In Russia the major funds and decision-making powers are historically
concentrated in the metropolises like Moscow and St. Petersburg. As a result,
the smaller cities and other populated places around those megalopolises
develop much slower. Karelia is a common example of such an area. In terms of
territory, Karelia can be compared to many European states, but its population
is two times smaller than the population of the city of St. Petersburg. At the
same time, St. Petersburg enjoys a signiﬁcantly better standard of living in
comparison with Karelia.
One would think that nothing bad can happen in small and quiet Karelia.
However, several years ago an intensive ethnic conﬂict blazed up in this very
area, in the city of Kondopoga. As a result, people died, many houses were
burnt and a number of Caucasian families were evacuated from the city.
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Pioneering Karelian initiative
Two questions arose, characteristic to the situation: (1) why did a simple bicker,
which was quite common in Russia, turn into such a violent ethnic conﬂict?
And (2) what measures should be taken by the local authorities, militia and
civil organizations to contain the conﬂict?
In collaboration with the Ministry for Nationalities of Karelia, a training
was organized to provide answers to those questions. The training brought
together representatives of the public authorities, militia and leaders of the
ethnic organizations based in Karelia. The joint efforts culminated in the
cooperation agreement signed by authorities, militia, migration services
and ethnic organizations of Karelia. In fact, an effective instrument for the
prevention of ethnic conﬂicts was created. Karelia became one of a few regions
in Russia, where the public authorities started supporting ethnic groups in
their efforts to establish their own organizations.
The same training highlighted the participants’ understanding of the
necessity to work with young people. When the new Centre for Youth and Culture
started operating in Kondopoga, the CIC immediately signed a cooperation
agreement with it. The CIC representatives arranged a “Friendship Evening”
in Kondopoga. The young participants of the seminars, who represented the
civil organizations from 18 different regions of Russia, took part in the event. A
training for secondary school teachers and a leadership festival for students of
the schools based in Karelia were also conducted. All those events were such a
success that the CIC representatives became welcome guests in Kondopoga. The
trainings and conferences for the youth organizations based in Petrozavodsk
were very successful as well. Additionally, the CIC has opened centres for
support of women-representatives of the ethnic minorities in Petrozavodsk
and six other regions of Russia.

Concerns and challenges
In spite of the many successes, there lie serious challenges on the way of
development. During the economic crisis the number of multi-millionaires in
Russia has doubled, while the funds allocated to the projects related to the interethnic issues have been reduced. The budget of the Ministry for Nationalities
of Karelia, as well as of the Centre for Youth and Culture in Kondopoga city,
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was severely cut down. The CIC has suggested a few projects to the Regional
Development Ministry of the Russian Federation (responsible for ethnic
issues), to the Ministry of Sport, Tourism and Youth Policy and to the Public
Chamber, but with no positive results. Therefore, it is not sure if the CIC will
be able to continue its work in Karelia.
Meanwhile, it is important to conduct the work aiming at a better
understanding between the nations and to break stereotypes that have
existed since the Cold War. The chief concern is to help young people. It is a
shame that the youth living in the middle of Europe know nothing about the
European systems, whose major concern is to protect Human Rights. It should
be underlined that tolerance has a connotation of cultural awareness. On the
other hand, ignorance can lead to the development of xenophobic attitudes.
A good example of this came up while training students of the leading
universities of Orenburg city. They were asked: “Why do you think there are so
many extremist organizations in Russia?” Most of the students were sure that
the USA, UK and other NATO countries were responsible for that. They were
then asked, which of them had ever been to those countries, and they answered
that none. They could neither answer what the difference was between the
European Union and Council of Europe, and what the OSCE stood for. This
is not a peculiarity of Orenburg city only, but a common feature among the
young people in the whole of Russia. These questions were also asked in St.
Petersburg, the Russian “capital of culture”, and the answers were the same.
A network of youth organizations of the Nordic countries should be created
within the framework of the Nordic Forum, and their own co-projects should
be enabled. It would be good for the young people of Karelia and St. Petersburg
to get the opportunity to visit the Nordic countries and to make contacts with
their European peers. Face-to-face contacts would be more beneﬁcial for them
than any training telling what it means to be tolerant and why good relations
should be built with their Nordic counterparts. The same applies vice versa:
young people from small Finnish, Swedish and Norwegian towns could come
to Kondopoga to share experiences on their hobbies, interests and dreams.
on background
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The Rule of Law in Russia
Boris Pustyntsev
Chair of Citizens’ Watch, Member of the HR Council under the President of
Russian Federation

It will soon be twenty years since Russia returned to its complicated path towards Europe. Twenty years is nothing in the context of
such a huge country’s history. However, during this period of time a
number of radically positive changes have happened in Russia. The
Nordic Forum for Security Policy 2010 held in Russia serves as the best
evidence of that.
Nowadays, Russia is a member to most of the powerful international
organizations, and has executed a number of agreements binding
the members to comply in a comprehensive manner with the key international standards in the ﬁeld of Human Rights. Russia also plays
a full role in international economic co-operation. Now it is time to
seriously face up to considering the prospects of rule of law in Russia. The world community obviously believes that Russia is ready to
live in accordance with the fundamental principles of a democratic
rule-of-law state.
Hence, how reasonable is it to expect such drastic changes in the
minds of people, who have been deprived of their rights until very
recently? Generation after generation has, for more than seventy
years, lived in the midst of complete isolation, lawlessness and arbitrary rule. The people have had to follow a very complicated set of
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rules consisting of various bans and taboos that the authorities have
instituted as the law. The bans were so strict against people that it
became a “national sport” to ﬁnd loopholes in the law and to master
the cheating practices. People pretended to respect, but in practice
simply deﬁed the law.
Of course, the Russia of today is a different country. For the ﬁrst
time ever Russia has declared Human Rights as superior to the rights
of the state, and the international standards in the ﬁeld of Human
Rights as prevailing over the domestic law. According to the law it
has independent judiciary, independent press, open borders, private
ownership, free elections and the other attributes of an open society.
However, despite all these attributes Russia still shows little or no
respect to the law as the case should be in a state governed by the
rule of law.
Nevertheless, such a situation in Russia is just part of the natural
development. There is no other way to achieve positive results. In the
early 1990s Russians were too naive expecting fast and drastic changes. The example of countries with traditional democratic structures
shows that the basis for unqualiﬁed recognition of the law is laid
by experience. Experience is accumulated across the generations and
gradually transferred into a tradition. And what is the law? The law
is, in fact, a collection of behavioral standards which have become
traditional for most of the population.
The people who came to power in Russia after the ruin of the
Soviet Empire, declared themselves real democrats, while in reality they were merely “yesterday’s communists”. It did not take long
for them, though, to adopt the usage of words such as “democratic
ideals”, “common values” and “human rights”. Some of them even
tried to bring these slogans into practice. However, the rights and
liberties were still an alien concept for them. The same could be said
about the citizens: they were used to being nationals of a paternalistic state, and obeying the authorities but not the law. In this context they accepted the post-Soviet freedom just as a release from the
hateful taboos. The people were not ready to shoulder the economic
and political responsibility for their further life.
Very soon after, the new authorities realized that the society
longed for patronage and authoritarian government. As a result,
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many of the rejected taboos started resurfacing in the lives of citizens again. Moreover, one of the populist measures of the post-Yeltsin governments was the reconstruction of the “Empire” complex
followed by the gradual increase in isolationist and xenophobic sentiments. This has naturally led to the revival of the “beleaguered
fortress” psychology, excluding the commitment to human values.
Does this mean that the idea of building the rule-of-law state in
Russia has no future? Certainly not. However, we should understand
that this is still a distant goal, though the road towards it is strategically directed towards Europe. The ﬁrst generation in Russia not
limited by the Soviet taboos and stereotypes, is only now reaching
adulthood and graduating from schools and universites. They are
more likely to willingly stand for their rights, if the society keeps
moving towards the political freedoms, open borders and wide access to informational exchange. Gradually the willingness to respect
the Human Rights will turn into a tradition, and the tradition will
turn into the law.
One may ask, taking into account the recent tendencies in the
Russian politics, if there is any guarantee that Russia will keep the
present level of freedom. In case Russia keeps growing more and
more authoritarian, it will soon be considered as a source of various
threats, rather than a partner for international cooperation – regardless of its gas and oil resources. This will lead to a new era of isolation.
At the same time, during its entire history Russia has never had
such close economic ties with the international community. Thus,
the isolation would mean a total collapse for the Russian economy.
Therefore, isolation is certainly not what the people in power want.
Most of them understand perfectly that choosing this way of development will lead to failure. This argument provides us with the
certain guarantee, and an answer to the question above.
The same argument also explains the failure of many attempts
to restrict the activities of independent non-governmental organizations in Russia. The famous campaign against the foreign charity
foundations and the civil groups supported by those foundations
made their work more complicated, but did not succeed and gradually vanished. A wide range of provisions introduced in 2006 to in-
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stitute state control over independent public organizations does
not work any longer. Thus, the independent associations of citizens,
which are essential for building a rule-of-law state, will survive in
Russia.
What is the situation concerning the courts in Russia? On one
hand, everyone is aware that it is easy to predict the court decisions
if lawsuits are ﬁled by the authorities. On the other hand, if the court
considers a conﬂict between the government bodies and non-governmental organizations, it quite often decides in favor of the civil
society. For example, two years ago the “Citizens’ Watch” won the
action against the powerful Federal Registration Service. Last year
the St. Petersburg city court gave twice judgment in favour of the
“Memorial” society in its legal action against the city prosecutor’s
ofﬁce. This year the court has rejected the lawsuits ﬁled by the Russian Department of Justice which demanded to close two NGOs. Apparently the courts take their independent status seriously and try
to correspond to it. In this respect the generational change will also
work for our common beneﬁt.
The major external factor, which could better facilitate the integration of Russia into the European family of nations, is international cooperation and interaction. Events such as the Nordic Forum for
Security Policy that involve Russia as a participant help build Russia
as a rule-of-law state. The more Russia is involved in international
agreements based on all-European values, the less are the chances
for those who want to drive Russia back on its own – so-called unique
– path of development drenched in blood and misery. The Russian society, awaken twenty years ago, continues to be dynamic. And where
there is dynamics, there is hope and faith in success.
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Environmental Cooperation
in the Baltic Sea Region

Environmental Activities of the Baltic Sea
Parliamentary Conference (BSPC)
Jan Widberg
Head of the BSPC Secretariat, Copenhagen

The main challenging task of the Baltic Sea Parliamentary Conference (BSPC) is
to provide an arena where through political debates and decisions the memberstates can ﬁnd better solutions, compromises and approaches in regard to the
complicated environmental issues.
The Baltic Sea Parliamentary Conference was established in 1991 as a forum for
political dialogue between parliamentarians from the Baltic Sea Region (BSR).
The BSPC gathers parliamentarians from eleven national parliaments, eleven
regional parliaments and ﬁve parliamentary organizations around the Baltic
Sea. The BSPC thus constitutes a unique and comprehensive parliamentary
bridge between all the EU and non-EU countries of the BSR. The Conference
itself is the annual general assembly in the BSR for a broad political debate on
Baltic Sea issues. The Conferences close with the adoption of a Resolution.
The BSPC is ﬁrst and foremost a political body, not an expert group. Its
primary mission is to exert political pressure on the governments around the
BSR on various issues. It is important to recognize this role when considering
and assessing the working methods and results of the BSPC.
Ever since the beginning, environmental issues have been a mainstay on the
agenda of the BSPC. The reason is obvious. The Baltic Sea is our joint heritage
and joint asset. For centuries, the sea has served as a source of livelihood and
revenue, as a conduit for commercial trade as well as for contacts between
people and as a pool of recreation and recovery. So when the sea is ailing and
suffering from environmental decay, it becomes a joint concern to us all. Of
course, there are also environmental problems on the mainland, such as urban
pollution, emissions and land degradation, and these are equally important to
deal with.
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The initiatives of the BSPC
From 2006 to 2007, the BSPC operated a Working Group on Eutrophication.
The BSPC Working Group serves as a kind of target-oriented and temporary
political task force to elaborate joint political positions and recommendations
on speciﬁc issues. The Eutrophication Working Group (WG) aimed at raising
the political focus on eutrophication and at elaborating joint political positions
and recommendations. During the course of its work, the WG had numerous
contacts and exchange with government ofﬁcials, experts from the public and
private sector, NGOs, media etc. The ﬁnal report of the eutrophication WG,
presented in August 2007, contained some 25 political recommendations
concerning the efforts against eutrophication and the restoration of clean and
clear Baltic Sea. These recommendations were forwarded to the governments
of the BSR and to other stakeholders.
In 2007, the Working Group on Energy and Climate Change was established.
The WG addressed issues such as renewable energy resources, energy efﬁciency,
low-carbon technologies, the business potential of environmentally friendly
technologies, climate-friendly transport systems etc. The ﬁnal report of the
WG contained 29 political recommendations directed to the governments of
the BSR.
In 2009 the BSPC launched a Working Group on Integrated Maritime
Policy. It will tackle the issues such as the reduction of pollution and emissions
from ships at sea and in ports. It will also focus on maritime safety and security.
There is a signiﬁcant increase in the frequency and volume of maritime
transport in the Baltic Sea. It is expected to grow by over 60 per cent by 2020.
A major accident with an oil tanker could spell disaster for the Baltic Sea and
the region.
The output of the WGs is partly transformed into an input to the BSPC
Resolutions. The Conference resolutions are political tools which enable the
BSPC to take and support political initiatives, and to approach the governments
and regional organizations with recommendations on issues of common
interest. Governments are called upon to:
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• take active measures against eutrophication, for instance by promoting
research and concrete measures to bind and reduce phosphorous in
the Baltic Sea;
• support the establishment of an International Maritime Organization
(IMO) regulatory framework for an ambitious and binding regulation
for the reduction of total global CO2-emissions from ships, thereby
ensuring a level-playing ﬁeld for marine transport;
• support transport projects of energy and energy carriers that minimize
environmental threats to the Baltic Sea;
• promote more effective actions to develop renewable energy, energy
efﬁciency and energy savings in all sectors in the BSR, while taking
initiatives to exploit the positive research, job and business potentials
of environmentally friendly technologies;
• support the Baltic Sea States Subregional Co-operation (BSSSC)
Five Point Action Plan “Clean Baltic Shipping”, aimed at reducing
nitrogen and sulphur oxides emissions in ports, minimizing sewage
discharge from ships, encouraging sustainable port management and
stimulating research and development of green and clean maritime
technologies;
• support the designation of the Black Sea, the Mediterranean Sea, the
North-East Atlantic and the Irish Sea as Sulphur Emission Control
Areas (SECA), as is already the case with the Channel, the North Sea
and the Baltic Sea;
• develop a coherent energy strategy for the BSR, in order to enhance
the security of energy supply and increase the use of renewable
energy.
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External support
The BSPC also provides political support and encouragement to other stakeholders and initiatives in the environmental ﬁeld. For example, the BSPC submitted a consolidated input to the consultation process for the EU Baltic Sea
Strategy. Among other things, the BSPC underlined that the Baltic Sea Strategy
should support the progress of the Baltic Sea Region towards a “Europe’s model
maritime region”. The global regulation with regard to safety and marine environmental protection should continuously be supported.
Another example is the HELCOM Baltic Sea Action Plan (BSAP). It has
received the BSPC’s constant support from day one. The BSAP represents a
central tool for restoring the good ecological status of the Baltic Sea by 2021.
The BSPC has repeatedly urged governments and parliaments of the BSR to
fully commit to the implementation of the BSAP. Moreover, the BSPC has
insisted that the present economic downturn should not be taken as an excuse
for lowering environmental goals. The HELCOM states have agreed to develop
national programmes of action by 2010 at the latest.
In February 2010, a Baltic Sea States Summit (BSAS) was convened in
Helsinki, with the purpose of providing a platform and arena for concrete and
practical commitments aiming at saving the Baltic Sea. In its commitment to
the BSAS, the BSPC has stated that it will continue to take political initiatives, to
follow the actions taken by the states in the region and to exercise parliamentary
pressure on the governments.
The Nordic Investment Bank and the Nordic Environment Finance Corporation have launched a project development fund to support the development
of realistic, bankable projects for the implementation of the HELCOM BSAP.
That is an undertaking that the BSPC fully commends. The BSPC has called on
the governments in the region to contribute to the fund.
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The political role of the BSPC
The political role of the BSPC in environmental matters can be illustrated by
ﬁve kinds of actions to which parliamentarians can bring added value:

• gauging attitudes and sentiments among people, for example,
by establishing contacts in their constituencies;
• raising awareness and building opinions on issues;
• driving political issues in their parliaments and relevant committees;
• exerting political pressure on governments to fulﬁll their commitments
and obligations, and acting as watchdogs to make sure they do;
• initiating and adopting legislation, and using their budgetary power
to ensure that allocations are in conformity with political priorities.

Parliamentary dialogue has an intrinsic value that promotes transparency and
insight into the issues. Many of the issues and challenges of the BSR are complex
and have different repercussions for different countries.
The BSPC might not always be able to reconcile the national positions, but
can at least provide an arena where the different positions can be openly aired
and discussed. This is a necessary prerequisite for the pursuit of pragmatic
approaches and compromises to tricky issues. Therefore, in that sense, the BSPC
can contribute to a transparent, democratic and hopefully rewarding political
process – and to practical solutions for the beneﬁt of the Baltic Sea Region.
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Nuclear Safety of the Baltic and Barents
Regions – Triumph for Optimists
or Pessimists?
Oleg Bodrov
Chairman of NGO Green World, International Decommission Network, Sosnovy Bor,
St. Petersburg Region, Russia

Over the past forty years, 32 nuclear power units have been constructed and
operated in the Baltic and Barents regions. Taking into account their operating
experience, all countries of the Baltic region have got divided into two groups:
nuclear optimists and nuclear pessimists. Thus for safety reasons, the countries
located in the west of the Baltic region either refused construction of the new
nuclear power plants (Denmark) or started decommission processes of the existing
power units (Germany, Sweden, Lithuania). At the same time, the countries in the
east of the region either extended the service life of their old nuclear power plants
(NPPs) (Russia,) or built new nuclear plants (Finland and Russia). The new NPP
construction projects are being most actively promoted exactly along the division
line between the nuclear optimists and the nuclear pessimists.
Lithuania, Russia and Belarus in the southern part of the region plan to construct
three new NPPs in about 150 km radius from one another – two power units for
each country. It is worth mentioning that one out of two power units in each
NPP is intended for the export of nuclear power to the neighbouring states.
At the same time, those who are supposed to import the nuclear power have
no access to the information about NPPs in the neighbouring countries, and,
consequently, can say little about the safety of the whole project. Furthermore,
not a single word has been uttered concerning the responsibilities of the
importing and exporting countries for the treatment, storage or disposal of
radioactive waste and used nuclear fuel. It should be remembered that the
export of nuclear power can be considered equal to the import of dangerous
radioactive waste into a producer country.

100

When it comes to nuclear power projects, the “International Convention
on Environmental Impact Assessment in a Transboundary Context” (Espoo
Convention) does not really work as an effective instrument for the coordination
of ecological safety in the region. Russia has signed but not ratiﬁed the Espoo
Convention. Belarus has ratiﬁed the Espoo Convention but has not ensured
that it is implemented. Andrey Ozharovskiy, an expert representing an
environmental interest group in Russia, once tried to take part in the public
hearings on the Belarus nuclear power plant, but was arrested and spent a week
in prison in Belarus.

“No adverse environmental impact”?
In Russia public participation is used as a manipulation tool for the promotion
of the nuclear projects. In order to link their actions to public participation,
the nuclear industry companies utilize non-governmental organizations
(NGOs) which are in fact established or controlled by the representatives of
those companies. These NGOs enjoy a privileged access to the environmental
impact assessments on the new NPP projects. As a result, only positive reviews
or evaluations by the third sector are released to the wider audience. Afterwards
these reviews are used to seek ﬁnancing from the federal budget of Russia to
build new NPPs. However, people who live nearby the proposed construction
sites of new power units, do not trust these “positive reviews”, and yet they have
no opportunity to take part in the relevant decisions.
”No Adverse Environmental Impact” was the title of the expert review
based on the environmental impact assessment of the new Leningrad NPP-2
located near Saint Petersburg. The review was published by “Environmental
Movement of Concrete Actions”, a Moscow-based NGO headed by the adviser
of the director of Rosatom (Russian Atom). Five thousand citizens of Sosnovy
Bor, including the representatives of the nuclear industry entities based in this
city, expressed distrust in this review. They made a petition to the President of
Russia with a claim to stop the building of the Leningrad NPP-2 and to modify
this dangerous project.
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The Ural/Siberian “solution” disputed
There is another problem seriously affecting the environmental security of
the region, that is, the problem of the safe storage of radioactive waste and
used nuclear fuel. Typically if the nuclear waste is transported from country
to country inside or outside the region, it is somehow considered as a solution
to the problem. Over the last 20 years, more than a hundred thousand tons
of depleted uranium hexaﬂuoride was transported from Great Britain, France,
and Germany via the Baltic Sea and Saint Petersburg to the Ural and Siberian
regions of Russia. After the uranium enrichment the materials are transported
back to Europe. However, about 90 per cent of the waste is stored in Russia
for an indeﬁnite period of time. At the same time, according to the Russian
regulatory bodies, Russia does not meet the up-to-date safety requirements of
radioactive waste storage.
Some European countries support the transportation of the used nuclear
fuel from the old Soviet nuclear submarines and Kola NPP based in the Barents
Sea basin, to the Ural region of Russia. This is a dangerous and short-sighted
policy. In the course of fuel reprocessing the amount of radioactive waste is
increased thousand fold and a part of it gets directly into the environment.
Thus, thousands of square kilometres of the Russian territory have been
contaminated with radioactive substances during the last sixty years as a result
of the work of Mayak, an enterprise located in the Chelyabinsk region and
specialized in producing weapon-grade plutonium and reprocessing used
nuclear fuel. The environment of this region, as well as hundreds of thousands
of people living there, suffers from the activity of this enterprise. Moreover,
while migrating the radionuclides through aquatic ecosystems, the radioactive
materials get into the Arctic Ocean via the Ob river and continue from there
right back to the Barents region, their point of origin. Thus, it is by no means
true that transporting the used nuclear fuel away helps ensure environmental
security.
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The cross-border effect of the “atoms for peace” policy makes it almost
impossible for the countries of the Baltic and Barents regions to maintain their
national security. Both the aging of existing NPPs and the growing number of
new NPPs bring a serious threat to the whole region. This is not only a threat
to the national security of each country in the region, but also to the renewable
ﬁshery resources of the Baltic Sea. It should be highlighted, that the water
ecosystems of the Baltic Sea are very vulnerable. Already today the Baltic Sea is
considered as the most radioactively polluted sea in the world.
However, it is not too late to strive to enhance the ecological safety of the
region. What we need is a set of common safety standards and an effective
mechanism for public participation while considering new nuclear projects.
The following measures would constitute signiﬁcant steps towards this goal:

• Organizing an international conference for the countries of the
Baltic and Barents regions with the purpose of developing the
security policies on the secure use of NPPs and the safe export of the
nuclear power and radioactive waste;
• Organizing the monitoring and implementation of the Espoo
Convention in the region with annual reports on monitoring results
for each country;
• The Russian ratiﬁcation of the Espoo Convention and compliance
with its provisions while considering these possibly dangerous
projects;
• Bringing to a halt the transportation of radioactive waste and used
nuclear fuel to other countries and regions of Russia as a solution
to safety problems. It would be more reasonable to place these
dangerous materials in the specially controlled long-term radioactive
waste storages on the territories of the producer-countries.
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Belarus’ Experiences and Prospects
in International Ecological Cooperation
within the Baltic Sea Region
Aliaksandr Pakhomau
Senior researcher, Central Research Institute for Complex Use of Water Resources

The territory of Belarus acts as watershed of the Baltic (45%) and Black Sea basins
(55%). All basins of the large rivers of Belarus are transboundary. The Western
Dvina river (Russia – Belarus – Latvia), the Neman river (Belarus – Lithuania
– Russia) and the Western Bug river are located in the Baltic Sea basin. As the
main large rivers are transboundary, it is extremely important to lead an active
international cooperation with neighbouring countries in the ﬁelds of protection
and use of water resources.
In 2003 the Republic of Belarus joined the Helsinki Convention on the
Protection and Use of Transboundary Watercourses and International Lakes
(UNECE). The National Environment Protection Action Plan for 20062010 also includes trilateral agreements with the neighbouring countries.
Cooperation in the ﬁeld of use and protection of the water resources in the
basin of the Nemunas river and in the basin of Daugava river is conducted
within the trilateral agreement developed for 2007–2010 between Belarus,
Lithuania and the Russian Federation.
Since 1996 the Republic of Belarus has been functioning as an observer in
the Helsinki Commission (Baltic Sea Environment Protection Commission).
HELCOM conducts an ongoing assessment on the signiﬁcance of transboundary
pollution coming from the non-Contracting Parties in the catchment area,
including Belarus.
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Transboundary pollution from the Republic of Belarus
to the Baltic Sea
About 5 % of the total Baltic Sea catchment is located in Belarus, which has
the ﬁfth largest surface area of all countries located in the Baltic Sea catchment
area, after Sweden, Russia, Poland and Finland.
The pollution loads emanating from Belarus through the Nemunas and
Daugava include the riverine loads originating in the catchment area located
in Russia. About 3% of the Nemunas’ and 31% of the Daugava catchment area
are situated in Russia. According to the HELCOM evaluation of transboundary
loads (2005), the percentage of the total riverine load of nitrogen and
phosphorus from Belarus to the HELCOM downstream countries is more than
5% compared with the total load to the Baltic Sea, without taking into account
the riverine retention.
The municipal, household and industrial waste discharges are the major
sources of pollution in the Daugava River basin. Most pollutants are discharged
from the cities of Novopolotsk, Vitebsk and Polotsk. The industries such as
thermoelectric power stations, oil processing facilities and electricity and food
industries are the most signiﬁcant dischargers of wastewaters in the Belarusian
part of the basin. The wastewater discharge contains considerable quantities of
organic matter, oil products, nitrogen, iron, nickel, zinc and other pollutants.
According to the UNECE Bug River Inception Report, diffuse sources are
the main contributors to nitrogen pollution. In the Bug river basin, 79% of
nitrogen discharged into the surface waters comes from diffuse sources. Most
of the municipal wastewater treatment plants have a sufﬁcient capacity to deal
with the pollution, but the equipment is outdated and therefore many plants
have problems with high concentrations of pollutants in the wastewaters. About
75% of the population is connected to the sewerage systems in the Western Bug
river basin.
The industrial pollution of the water in Grodno, the largest city in the
Neman river basin, comprises galvanic wastes from the engineering sector.
This pollution comprises unacceptably high concentrations of heavy metals
and phenols. The waste disposal practices, including the long-term storage of
hazardous wastes on the industrial sites, may also be a signiﬁcant contributor
to the water pollution. Thus, much of the river pollution comes from the
inadequately treated sewage efﬂuent. The problem is exacerbated by the heavy
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usage of obsolete technologies, maintenance of which is difﬁcult in the present
economic climate; and due to the system overload with the industrial efﬂuents
or (in case of the intransigent organics) a deleterious effect, which the efﬂuents
have on the biological treatment process.

What is the next step in international ecological cooperation
between Belarus and the Baltic Sea Region?
The reduced industrial activity in Belarus has probably impacted the decrease of
the total amount of pollutants reaching the water bodies. However, the quality
of the river waters shows little or no improvement because of a combination of
old technologies, untreated previous pollution and insufﬁcient investment.
The available data indicate the diffuse sources as main contributors to the
nutrient pollution in Belarus. However, the source pollution is also a signiﬁcant
factor and investments are needed to update environmental technologies. In
some cases, there is no pre-treatment when the industries discharge their waste
waters into municipal sewers connected to waste water treatment plants using
the outdated technologies.
Land use for agricultural purposes in Belarus and in the Baltic Sea Region
(BSR) is expected to be intensiﬁed following climate change and the increasing
global demands for food and bioenergy production. This might cause signiﬁcant
additional pressures on the sensitive marine ecosystems of the BSR. In order
to meet those challenges, solutions targeting nitrogen and phosphorous need
to be coupled with more systemic solutions and technologies in the context
of economic sustainability and livelihood of the society. The measures should
be developed taking into account the sustainability of local resources, rural
development, landscapes, bio-security, climate and energy solutions.
There are certain measures that need to be taken to reduce and minimise
the transboundary pollution coming from Belarus catchment area in the Baltic
Sea. On the international level they include:
Development of a joint basin management plan for transboundary rivers
(Western Dvina, Neman, Western Bug), which is also a requirement of
the EU Commissions for implementation of the EU Water Framework
Directive for the member countries (Latvia, Lithuania and Poland).
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On the regional level they include:
• Implementation of modern technologies for communal waste water
treatment in Brest, Grodno and Vitebsk cities;
• Utilisation of sludge in the communal waste water treatment stations;
• Implementation of demonstration projects in the agricultural sector,
e.g. introduction of the agricultural Best Environmental Practice (BEP)
and industrial Best Available Technology (BAT) in Belarus;
• Elaboration and introduction of the automated information system for
accidental pollution on the Western Dvina and Neman rivers.
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Environmental Security Building
in the Baltic Sea Region – Five Questions
Which Can Help to Save the Baltic Sea
Daria Gritsenko
Ph.D. candidate, the University of Turku

Today there are a lot of actions being carried out in the Baltic Sea Region (BSR)
on different levels: intergovernmental, regional and local cooperation; by NGOs
and civic activism movements. Several regional institutions (CBSS, BSSSC, UBC,
Helcom, Baltic 21, BDF) work in the area in tight cooperation. Special ﬁnancial
instruments have been created in the framework of the Northern Dimension and
EU’s environment action programs (EAPs), and many local projects have been
realized. Legal harmonizations between the EU members and the Russian legal
system have been conducted. There have been discussions on how to improve
the environment (by the natural sciences) and how to boost the environmental
cooperation (by the social sciences), best practice data collection and numerous
conferences. Various organizations and legal institutions have been established
and important documents have been signed. However, despite the number of
initiatives, the environmental state of the Baltic Sea stays poor.
According to recent studies, the Baltic Sea stays heavily polluted. Damping,
introduction of alien species, discharges of harmful substances, oil spills and
many other factors drastically contribute to degradation of the sea. At the same
time it is important to remember that the sea cannot be attributed to only
one country: it is a trans-boundary, undivided resource, and, consequently, a
common interest and concern. The recent pipeline construction project has
revealed the development of a “Nordstream syndrome” – a problem of ﬁnding
a cooperative strategy acceptable for all stakeholders. The EU members have
repeatedly failed to achieve a common position and to “speak with one voice”,
while the Russian authorities have consistently shown themselves as ignorant
and self-concerned. However, there is no prosperity for anyone without
environmental security for everybody. Therefore the cooperation and dialogue
are crucial for the sound ecological development of the region.
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The question is often posed: “How to save the Baltic Sea?” From the point
of view of natural sciences, the answer would be to ﬁrst stop or reduce the
ongoing pollution, then to prevent all possible further discharges and ﬁnally
to improve the ecological situation. On the other hand, social sciences offer
a different perspective to this question and usually reformulate it into: “How
can we enhance environmental security in the BSR?” This rhetoric is not new,
but rises up a level allowing for further questions to be posed, such as: “What
hinders the environmental dialogue in the BSR?” To answer this and other
questions related to the situation of BSR, a step back needs to be taken. Five
issues need to be considered, that could help view the situation from different
perspectives. Eventually, this takes us back to the critical question “How to save
the Baltic Sea?”

Do we have a common Baltic political space?
According to Stone Sweet, Sandholtz and Fliegstein in “The Institutionalization
of Europe” (2001), a political space is deﬁned as a social space wherein actors
meet to make, apply, interpret and enforce rules. A metaphoric comparison could
also be used to describe a political space as a social analog of an electromagnetic
ﬁeld: being continuous and discreet at the same time, it constitutes and is
constituted by vectors of political forces. In other words, the political space is
a powerful analytical concept that explains why things are working or not. The
absence of a common political space is a huge obstacle in the way of productive
cooperation, and also the fragmentation of political space makes it difﬁcult to
achieve the commitment of all the actors. A functioning political space is crucial
when creating a sense of belonging to, for instance, a speciﬁc “Baltic identity”.
Since the concept of political space is quite abstract, it is best operationalized
through its characteristics, which can be observed and analyzed. The next two
questions are relevant in this respect.

Do we have a shared rationality of government?
Shared rationality of government means the acceptance of a certain way to
govern and to be governed, a consensus on who governs and who is governed, as
well as understanding on what is government. As an example, during the Nordic
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Forum 2010 discussions on Medvedev’s initiative and the EU-Russia relations
clearly demonstrated that it is the domain of power politics, and that the “big
players” play this game. Thus, one might wonder if proclamations of academic
journals about new multi-level global order have something to do with the
reality, or whether transnational networks really play a role, or if governance
without governments is an accepted and legitimate strategy of getting things
done. On the other hand, the working group sessions showed that cooperation
and dialogue at the grass-roots level do exist, and that networks of civil society
organizations are active and constitute a new governance mode. However, the
question remains whether such a governance network could constitute a new
legitimate mode of governmental rationality in our region.

Do we have a shared set of institutions?
A shared set of institutions is the second vital characteristic of any working
political space. Institutions are not reducible to organizations, but should be
understood in a broader sense as both formal and informal norms or as “rules
of the game”. Is there this kind of a shared set of institutions in the BSR? The
region is a mix of states, organizations, authorities, legal systems, international
business enterprises etc. Therefore, as a new political entity the region can
barely rely on the formal institutional structures existing within the states. This
makes informal institutions especially important. As a matter of fact, a system
of shared, clearly stated and transparent rules in the BSR would facilitate a
better communication between all regional stakeholders, especially between
Russia and the EU members.

Do we have trustful relations between stakeholders?
A combination of key players (stakeholders) is another important characteristic
of political space. It would be a big omission to ignore those who set the rules. In
this paper the term stakeholder should be understood in a more comprehensive
sense. Stakeholders are not simply actors, but those who have a certain legitimate
interest in the region and/or hold a stake in a certain political enterprise.
Stakeholders can affect or be affected by the realization of certain interests. Such
a deﬁnition allows one to make a precise list of the regional stakeholders in any
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particular case. Consequently, after the setting and the list of stakeholders are
deﬁned, it is possible to ﬁgure out the interaction design and to understand the
main axes of relations between the relevant stakeholders. Hence, the question
arises: “Are there reciprocal relations in the BSR and do actors trust each other
in the BSR?” In the panel discussions of the Nordic Forum the importance of
so-called “conﬁdence-building measures” was emphasized, including peopleto-people contacts, clear rules and serious approach to common issues such
as environmental challenges. Obviously, trust is something difﬁcult to gain
and easy to lose. However, reciprocity is the desirable mode in stakeholders’
relationship. In this regard, a continuation of the Cold War -mode in mutual
relations would certainly lead to the death of the Baltic Sea.

Do we have reliable civil society structures?
The last question pinpoints the role which civil society and civic activism play
in building security in the BSR. In this region non-state actors have gained
importance since the end of the Cold War. However, due to historical reasons
not all the civil societies around the Baltic are at the same levels of development.
The Nordic civic culture is superior over the post-communist ones, there
is no doubt about that, but this does not mean that cooperation at the civil
society level is impossible. On the contrary, there is much more potential now
for transnationalism and common work than there was two decades before.
But how efﬁcient are the existing (and coming-into-being) transnational
networks in enhancing the consolidation and implementation of the regional
environmental agenda? This question is important, since civil activism has a
huge potential and offers an effective solution (1) to building trustful relations;
and (2) to giving effect to expressed commitments among the stakeholders.
Thus, civil society plays a crucial role in executing democratic control and
developing active participation and deliberation. The civil societies thus
become the missing part in a puzzle of the regional stakeholders’ dialogue.
In conclusion, it should be stressed that the answers to the proposed
questions contain no less than the important preconditions for building
a working security system in the Baltic environment. One should remain
optimistic about the further developments in this region, though it should be
clear that only environment-friendly cooperation can allow the residents of the
Baltic Sea Region to live up to their full potential.
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INFORMATION BOX

Northern Dimension Environmental
Partnership (NDEP) and Current
Environmental Issues in the Baltic Sea
Region
The NDEP is a result-focused initiative responding to calls from the international
community – including Russia and Belarus – for concerted action to tackle some
of the most pressing environmental problems in the Northern Dimension Area
covering the Baltic and Barents Seas region.

Key points:
• NDEP is recognised as an effective model for international cooperation
based on co-ﬁnancing structure by loans, grants and local funds;
• EBRD, EIB, NIB, NEFCO are Implementing Agencies of NDEP projects
to provide inevitable loans for ﬁnancial packages;
• NDEP delivers real projects – €87.7 million committed for 14 nonnuclear projects leveraging €3.5 billion in total investment;
• Funds for the nuclear projects will be soon fully committed as already
€95 million in grants has been approved by the Assembly.

NDEP Environmental Projects in 2010 in the Baltic Sea Region approved by
Assembly:
Completed:
1. St. Petersburg SW Wastewater Plant
2. St. Petersburg Northern Sludge Incinerator
3. St. Petersburg Flood Protection Barrier
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Under implementation:
4. Leningrad Oblast
5. Kaliningrad Project Implementation Unit
6. St. Petersburg Neva
7. Kaliningrad District Heating
8. Novgorod Water/Wastewater
9. Kaliningrad Water/Wastewater
To be signed:
10. Sosnovyi Bor Water/Wastewater
11. Project Implementation Unit for Agricultural waste - Leningrad Oblast
12. Petrozavodsk Water/Wastewater.

NDEP – future activities
• NDEP cooperates closely with HELCOM and other regional organizations
for good coordination of joint activities. EU Baltic Sea Strategy is
another key guideline.
• Highlight of 2009: NDEP in St. Petersburg helps to achieve 98% of
wastewater treatment by 2012. Funding consists of Federal, Municipal
and Vodokanal funds as well as NDEP grants and IFI loans.
• NDEP promotes active implementation of Nuclear Safety sector.
• Project preparation is commenced in Belarus in 2010 by NIB and EBRD;
bilateral signiﬁcant support from Sweden, Finland and Austria.
• Challenges in 2010: to continue wastewater treatment in Kaliningrad
and waste management of agro-industries by NEFCO in Leningrad
Oblast; to start new projects in Murmansk, Pskov, Petrozavodsk and
Leningrad Oblast.

Jaakko Henttonen,
NDEP Manager
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Social and Health Care Issues
in the Baltic Sea Region

Role of Ombudsman in Securing State
Guarantees for Protection of Social Rights
– Experience of Novgorod Oblast
Galina Matveeva
Commissioner for Human Rights (Ombudsman) in Novgorod Oblast

It has been recognized that the Ombudsman plays a signiﬁcant role in increasing
the accountability and transparency of public administration. Due to the vast
territory and the speciﬁc problems of each region, Russia has established the
positions of regional Commissioners for Human Rights, operating at the level of
the federal units. In the Novgorod oblast the Commissioner’s report 2009 identiﬁed
a wide range of problems affecting the social rights of citizens. It also shows how
the Commissioner deals with all types of complaints and helps citizens exercise
their rights.
In Russia the Ombudsman’s activity is regulated by the “Federal Constitutional
Law on Commissioner for Human Rights in the Russian Federation” signed
by the President on 26 February 1997. The Institute of the Commissioner for
Human Rights is represented by Commissioners acting currently in 55 federal
units of Russia.
The Federal Constitutional Law indicates that the Commissioner’s activity
aims at facilitating the restoration of violated rights, improving the legislation
through bringing it into accordance with universally recognised principles
and norms, and developing international co-operation in the ﬁeld of Human
Rights and the legal education of citizens. It is very important to emphasize that
the Commissioner is independent and unaccountable to any state organs or
ofﬁcials. The Commissioner’s activity, though, does not replace the state organs
which are established to guarantee the defence and restoration of violated rights
and freedoms. Instead, the Commissioner’s activity supplements the existing
means for the defence of citizens’ rights and freedoms.
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Complaints of citizens addressed to the Commissioner encompass all
spheres of social life. Therefore the Commissioner deals with all types of
complaints without restraints, including the violation of civil rights, political
rights, economic rights, social rights and cultural rights.

Social rights’ violations are common in Russia
The annual report, which the Commissioner for Human Rights of the Russian
Federation submits to the President and the State Duma, shows a big number
of appeals against the violation of Russian citizens’ social rights (about 30 per
cent out of all complaints). The most common problems affecting the social
rights of Russian citizens can be divided into four groups:
1. All regional Commissioners mark an increased number of complaints
related to the violation of the right to housing, owner-tenant relationship,
registration for housing, housing of special social groups (invalids,
World War II veterans, orphans and children deprived of parental
care), resettlement of citizens from hazardous and rundown dwellings,
increasing payments for utility and housing maintenance services.
2. Complaints related to the violation of the rights to pension beneﬁts,
aids and social beneﬁts (for example, for disabled people).
3. Complaints related to the protection of children’s rights, performance
of parents’ duties and activities of family and child services, maternity
and childhood protection institutes and tutorship and guardianship
authorities.
4. Complaints related to the violation of the right to health protection,
provision with medical supplies and pharmaceuticals or compulsory
medical insurance.
For various reasons, social rights’ violations are very common for Russia as a
whole and for every federal unit in particular. In 2010, for example, a number
of complaints have increased due to the rise in tariffs of payments for the
housing maintenance services and problems with housing of the World War
II veterans.
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Complaints addressed to the Commissioner for Human Rights in the Novgorod
Oblast:
Year

Total number of
complaints

Number of complaints related to the
violation of social rights

2006

720

287 (40%)

2007

735

356 (48%)

2008

814

352 (43%)

2009

1052

598 (57%)

According to the Ombudsman’s report 2009, most of the complaints in the
Novgorod Oblast were related to housing problems.

Protection mechanisms of citizens’ social rights
In the course of its activity, the Institute of the Commissioner for Human Rights
in Russia has elaborated the mechanisms for the protection of social rights. The
most effective mechanisms applied in the Novgorod Oblast include:
• Careful investigation of every case and all the circumstances having
led up to the violation of social rights. During the investigation the
Commissioner can appeal to the government authorities that have
violated the citizens’ rights, or to the law-enforcement agencies (e.g.
prosecutor's ofﬁce).

Example of use: this mechanism was applied while adjudicating the
right to housing of a young man with mental problems, and the right
to resettlement of a group of people living in a hazardous and rundown
house built in late 1940s.

• Making agreements with the federal agencies and institutions on
cooperation in activities related to protection of citizens' rights. The
Commissioner for Human Rights in the Novgorod Oblast has made
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twelve agreements of this kind, including the agreements with the local
Department of Internal Affairs, local Department of Federal Service
for the Execution of Sentences, local Department of Federal Service of
Court Bailiffs, regional ofﬁce of the Department of Justice of the Russian
Federation and the regional commissariat.

Example of use: this mechanism was applied to provide a convict of the
Novgorod Oblast correctional colony of strict regime with fast medical
assistance.

• Providing consultations for citizens on issues related to the protection
of their rights in the court. The consultations are provided through
personal meetings, mails and publications in the mass media.
• Elaboration of proposals on changes to legislation, especially on the
regional level.

Example of use: this mechanism was applied while consideration of
retention of the village teachers’ right to all beneﬁts after retirement.

• Making annual and special reports to attract the attention of government
authorities and the public to issues related to citizens' rights.

Example of use: this mechanism was applied when a special report about
disabled people in the Novgorod Oblast was prepared and submitted to
the Governor of the Novgorod Oblast in 2006.

• Consideration of “global” problems during the meetings of the
Commissioners’ Coordination Council and meetings with the heads of
federal authorities.
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Example of use: this mechanism was applied during the meetings with
Health and Social Development Minister of the Russian Federation
Golikova and Minister of Education of the Russian Federation
Fursenko.

Protection of citizens’ rights is a high priority for all regional Commissioners
for Human Rights in the Russian Federation. Based on citizens’ needs, the
Commissioners continue monitoring the social processes and take all possible
measures to help citizens exercise their rights guaranteed by the Russian
Federation Constitution.
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Creating a Cooperation Network
to Support the Struggle against
Domestic Violence in Priladozhje,
Republic of Karelia
Maria Sokolova
Head of the Department, Complex Centre of Social Amenities of Population of the
Sortavala Region

Domestic violence is one of the most important problems in the modern society.
The meaning of family has always been connected to reliable protection and
support. However, difﬁcult living conditions breed anger and tension, which often
destroy harmonic relations and turn a family unit into a violent conﬂict ground.
In Russia it is the women and children, who mostly suffer from domestic violence.
Therefore, a range of crisis centres currently work in Russia to help women cope
with the problem.
In the Republic of Karelia the ﬁrst crisis centre was opened in 1999 in the city
of Petrozavodsk. In September 2003, the Aid Centre for Women was opened
in Sortavala (a small Karelian city with 33 100 citizens). The centre was
opened within the framework of the “Consolidation of Women and Support
for Crisis Centres” project developed by the municipal Complex Centre of
Social Amenities of Population. The project was initiated together with the
partners: Sortavala City Administration (Karelia), International Solidarity
Foundation (Finland), Association of Humanitarian Aid for Karelia (Finland)
and Federation of Mother and Child Homes and Shelters (Finland).
The preliminary work was conducted to ﬁnd and renovate the proper
premises, and to recruit and train the staff. Now the centre has a shelter
department (two comfortable rooms for ﬁve people) equipped with a kitchen,
living room and shower. The relevant experience of Finland, Russia and
Sweden was taken as the basis to create the shelter department in the Sortavala
Aid Centre for Women. The crisis department’s goal is to provide the complex
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aid (psychological, legal, social) to women facing problems that can impact
their physical or mental health or having experienced psychological or physical
violence.
The crisis department has set up the following objectives:
• to provide social prevention measures and legal and psychological aid to
women and children;
• to promote social welfare and patronage for women and children in
distress who need social aid, rehabilitation or support;
• to provide temporary shelter;
• to provide a combination of social services to help women deal with
difﬁcult situations in their lives.

Vast array of methods of assistance for women in distress
The crisis department provides help in various forms. One of them is a
telephone emergency service working day and night on an incognito basis. This
service is important for emotional support, because very often women have
literally no one to speak to. This emergency telephone consulting helps women
relieve their emotional stress and realize the causes of their problems, as well as
understand their goals and ways to achieve them. Another form of the centre’s
work is face-to-face consulting. The consultations are designed by specialists to
explore the core of problems and to develop an appropriate plan to solve them.
All services of the crisis department are offered free-of-charge.
A small staff working for the crisis department consists of a head of the
department and four social work specialists. The lawyer and psychologist work
for the other departments of the centre, but closely cooperate with the crisis
department as well. The social work specialists provide emergency and complex
assistance (help in seeking law advice, emergency ﬁnancial aid and medical
assistance) to women who have experienced violence. The specialists also offer
support to clients’ families, if they so require. The specialists develop an action
plan together with the clients, accompany clients in the court, consult them,
arrange peer support groups and conduct trainings and seminars. The lawyer
helps to ﬁnd legal solutions for the problems. This might consist of assistance
in ﬁling a suit, appealing to the prosecutor’s ofﬁce or appealing against a
judgement. The psychologist makes diagnoses, provides consultations and also
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conducts psychological rehabilitation classes for women and children facing
domestic violence. Help also comes from the volunteers working for the centre
(twelve women and ﬁve men). The centre has developed a training programme
for volunteers and appointed a manager for the volunteers’ staff.
Well coordinated work of the centre’s staff is a must for effective work with
domestic violence victims. The specialists, based on their experience, have
noted that the crisis department is the place, where women seek help when
they face violence. The main goal of the specialists’ involvement is to provide
women with all necessary information and to support them so that women
can make their own decisions, realize possible solutions, learn to stand against
violators and bring out their full potential.
Besides the mentioned services, the specialists also provide such kind of
aid as art-therapy, work with cards, work within groups, such as “You do not
choose your parents”, “Social and psychological assistance to pregnant women”,
“Constructive solution for family conﬂicts” and others. The specialists conduct
outreach and awareness-raising work in enterprises, schools, colleges and
universities of the city within the programmes “How to recognize potential for
violence when you are dating”, “How to recognize a violator”, “Psychology of
familial relations” etc.
A successful solution is often impossible without work with both sides of a
conﬂict. Therefore the centre considers important to work also with violators
and help them learn how to manage their aggressive emotions and behaviour.
The male volunteers have organized a telephone emergency service for men.
Upon the consent of a woman living in the shelter, the specialists meet with
the violator, cooperate with law-enforcement bodies, or consult the involved
sides on the issues related to the custody of children. When it is deemed
necessary to consult a couple, the specialists also work in pairs – including a
man and a woman. The trained volunteers have organized support groups in the
villages around Sortavala city. The volunteers also take active part in awarenessraising campaigns and distribute leaﬂets among the population. This successful
experience of work with the volunteers is shared with the Finnish colleagues.
The specialists also regularly visit villages to meet the groups. The peer
support groups are designed to help every woman to recover from a feeling of
being isolated and lonely through empathic and mutual support of the group
members. This therapy helps women receive the necessary information about
possible solutions and make more objective assessments of their problems.
Since the Aid Centre for Women in Sortavala is the only currently working
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centre, women from other regions often turn to the crisis department for help.
In order to improve the work with the neighbouring regions, the specialists
visit the regions (e.g. Lakhdenpokhya and Pitkyaranta cities), participate in
round-table discussions and share their experience.

Outreach and cooperation efforts
In their work the specialists develop partnership with other special institutions,
where victims of domestic violence can turn for help and advice. Thus, in 2006
the centre has established the Coordination Group consisting of representatives
of the public health service, education service, militia, prosecutor’s ofﬁce,
social welfare service and city administration. While developing this interinstitutional mechanism of domestic violence alleviation, it is very important
to provide the participating representatives with appropriate training. The staff
changes in the militia and public health services make it necessary to conduct
trainings on a regular basis.
One of the most important factors stimulating the crisis department’s
development is cooperation with other institutions working with the same
issues. The crisis department has managed to develop close cooperation with
the crisis centres in St. Petersburg, Murmansk, Apatity and Polyarnye Zori. The
crisis department’s partners are the Association of the Crisis Centres “Anna”
and Public Foundation “Aleksandra”. The crisis department currently realizes
a joint project “No to family violence: development of prevention measures
against family violence” in the Pitkyaranta city on the basis of the Social Service
Centre. The project involves partners from Finland (“International Solidarity
Foundation”, “Association of Humanitarian Aid for Karelia” and “Federation of
Mother and Child Homes and Shelters”) and aims at the training of specialists,
volunteers and ofﬁcials in issues of domestic violence prevention.
According to the poll conducted prior to the project (2009), only 60 per
cent of women and 45 per cent of men considered domestic violence as a
non-personal matter. The same poll showed also that only 44 per cent of state
institutions’ representatives did not agree with the statement “If during a family
conﬂict, a man hits a woman, he cannot be condemned of a crime before it is
unclear who is guilty in the conﬂict”.
During 2009 the crisis department has conducted nine seminars for
volunteers, specialists and state institutions’ representatives on various topics,
124

including “Management of volunteer activity”, “Domestic violence: types, forms
and myths”, “Violence and children”, “Violence against old people”, “Violence
and alcohol abuse”. In the future, the crisis department of the Aid Centre for
Women in Sortavala plans to master new methods of work with domestic
violence victims, to promote work with men, to involve new volunteers and to
arrange work with young mothers.
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INFORMATION BOX

Narva Rehabilitation Center for Alcoholics
and Drug Addicts: Activities and
Possibilities for Cross-border Cooperation
The Narva Rehabilitation Center for Alcoholics and Drug Addicts was established
in 1998. Its rehabilitative programme for drug users consists of four levels:
• Identifying the peculiarities of client's needs and behaviour. According
to these peculiarities, the Center provides the following services: needle
exchange, consulting on the street and in the needle exchange ofﬁces,
motivational interviewing and therapy.
• Identifying if a client has ever attempted to stop using drugs and if he/
she realizes the negative impacts of drug consumption. The Center offers
an intensive motivational therapy in addition to the pharmacological
and non-pharmacological treatments including methadone maintenance
programme lasting for a period from one month to several years. The
short-term detoxiﬁcation (one month) and long-term detoxiﬁcation (six
months) are offered to those clients, who want to stop using drugs after the
treatment. When the short-term treatment is ﬁnished, a client is offered to
go through an intensive course of psychosocial support and social therapy.
The methadone maintenance programme (not limited in time) is offered
to those clients, who are ready to control the use of methadone and want
to stay off the drug habit.
• Thirdly, the clients are expected to consider the drug dependence as a
sickness and strive to cure it, learn the skills of drug free life-style and how
to prevent failures, reconstruct their personality and personal experience.
These clients are offered intensive group therapy, individual therapy,
occupational therapy, social therapy, family therapy, 12-step group therapy
and psychosocial support in a closed therapeutic community (6–12
months) before they leave.
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• Eventually, the clients are supported while they try to adapt to living in
society, to keep trying to cure their drug dependence, to use in practice
their drug free life-style skills, to keep working on preventing failures and
reconstructing their personality and personal experience. At this level
intensive psychosocial support, job placement and previously mentioned
therapies are offered.
The whole treatment and rehabilitation programme takes from seven months to
several years. Individual programmes and regimes are elaborated for clients with
special needs, such as pregnant women, people with other infectious diseases, or
people with criminal background and behaviour. Although the separate levels of
the programme might be implemented by different institutions, the programme as
a whole is lead by the organization administering the therapy (case management).
Associate measures, such as programmes for parents or spouses of drug addicts,
building children's rooms for the kids of methadone centres’ clients or support
groups for HIV positives should be encouraged.
The concept of comprehensive prevention and care programming for drug
addicts and alcoholics and referral networks is still rather new in Estonia. Creating
a functional service provider network requires education, exchange of experience
and cooperation. Cooperation could be strengthened in the following areas:
• Supporting the centres in St. Petersburg and Leningrad province of
Russia, and in Narva and Ida-Viru County of Estonia;
• Publishing and exchanging textbooks of methodology and
specialized literature;
• Elaborating and conducting joint training programmes;
• Arranging conferences within the framework of the cooperation
programmes;
• Providing opportunities for clients to go through treatment
and rehabilitation in the centres of Estonia, St. Petersburg and
Leningrad province.

Tatjana Magerova,
Director of Narva Rehabilitation Center for Alcoholics and Drug Addicts “You Will Not
Be Alone”
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Presentation of Sven
Hirdman, Ambassador
of Sweden to Russia
from 1994 to 2004

John Scales Avery and
Elisabeth Bauer during
the panel I on the role of
international cooperation
in providing security
in the Baltic Sea Region

Rolf Ekéus, Boris Pustyntsev,
Michail Gorny and Tone
Tingsgård during the panel
II on free, safe and just
societies
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Darja Akhutina and
Rolf Ekéus, chairs
of the panel II on free,
safe and just societies

Ingmar Oldberg,
Marko Turunen
and Antti Hartikainen

Listening to the panel
discussion
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Jelena Larionova,
Olof Kleberg and Darja
Akhutina during the panel
II on free, safe and just
societies

Participants of the Nordic
Forum 2010

Alexey Kozlov, GROZA
(Green Alternative),
Director of Foundation
“For Environmental
and Social Justice”
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Kristina Henriksson and
Bernd Waldeck during their
presentation on Promoting
Intercultural Management
for Working Life in the
Baltic Sea Region

Marianne Moller,
Consultant of
the Northern
Dimension on Culture

Listening to the panel
discussion
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Culture:
Challenges and Possibilities
for Cooperation
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Promoting Intercultural Management
for Working Life in the Baltic Sea Region
Kristina Henriksson
Senior Lecturer in Laurea University of Applied Sciences, Espoo, Finland,

Bernd Waldeck
Professor in Kiel University of Applied Sciences, Kiel, Germany

Promoting Intercultural Management is an international project realized in the
Baltic Sea Region (BSR) in 2006–2010. The overview was presented at the Nordic
Forum for Security Policy 2010 to share the experience of the project consortium in
increasing cross-border relations in the BSR. The aim was to introduce the annual
project, which brings teachers and students from seven different countries together
with the purpose of teaching and learning about each other’s culture and working
life. The project is designed to generate a wider mutual understanding among the
peoples living in the region of the Baltic Sea.

First steps in St. Petersburg
The intensive program, “Promoting Intercultural Management for Working Life
in the Baltic Sea Region (PIM)”, was established as a result of the Partner Days
of the Baltic Sea Network (BSN), a loose afﬁliation of universities in the BSR.
Among other activities the BSN set the task of initiating cross-border research
projects, intensive programs (IP) for students and market research. These
projects were designed to involve as many Baltic Sea countries as possible.
It was considered necessary to provide students with knowledge about
other cultures and to help them understand their own cultures better. This
is important due to the fact that the graduates of institutions not only visit
other countries during their studies, but also ﬁnd jobs later on that bring them
in touch with other cultures on various organizational levels and in different
functions (R&D, ﬁnance, marketing, and so on).
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In November 2005, at the annual meeting of the BSN in St. Petersburg, a proposal
was submitted by the authors to develop an IP for students of the partner
institutions, to teach them different aspects of intercultural communication and
management. Thus, it was decided there that the ﬁrst IP would run in 2006.

PIM concept
The concept of PIM has been developed during the ﬁve-year period, but the
main idea and the contents still remain quite similar to the ﬁrst PIM. Each year
the teaching team works on improving the program by implementing changes
suggested by the students and teachers in their feedback. Possible changes
are considered at the annual evaluation and planning meetings by the staff
members of the project consortium.
PIM 2010 is designed to promote the competencies of participating
students in inter-cultural management with a multidisciplinary approach. The
program’s overall objective is to provide the students with a theoretical and
practical knowledge of intercultural communication. The students will learn
about working in multicultural environments, and create their own tools for
the effective performance of their work duties with a view on intercultural
organizational development. The regional objective is to promote multicultural
understanding in the BSR, whereas the cumulative objective is to enhance the
understanding of different cultures and changing identities in multicultural
Europe, and to raise the participants’ desire for more knowledge on intercultural
communication.
The program is designed for students of all ﬁelds of study. A multicultural
and multidisciplinary teaching team from the participating institutions
conducts the lectures and courses. All participants work interactively, learning
about theory and practice of cultural studies, interpersonal skills, teamwork,
authentic cases, intercultural competence, negotiations, corporate ethics,
conﬂict resolution, European multicultural identities etc.
The program is coordinated by the Finnish Laurea University of Applied
Sciences. The partners represent several countries and several ﬁelds of activity;
going from Finland via Estonia to Germany, Poland, Russia, Lithuania and
Denmark study ﬁelds and expertise are represented; including Financial
Management, Hotel and Restaurant Management, Service Management,
Security Management, Social Work, Nursing, Business Administration,
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Marketing Management, Car Mechanics, Tourism, Beauty Management,
Multimedia Design, ICT Studies, Sociology and Languages/Philology.

Intensive Programs (IPs)
The IPs so far, with 39–45 students and approximately ten lecturers, have
taken place in Jelgava, Latvia (2006); Eckernförde, Germany (2007); Tallinn,
Estonia (2008) and Alytus, Lithuania (2009). In May 2010 the IP was held in
Bydgoszcz, Poland. The locations have been selected in order to introduce
places the participants would otherwise not necessarily visit and to widen their
knowledge about their neighbouring countries and cultures.
Since 2008 the IPs started to be partly ﬁnanced by the EU, so the costs for
students can be kept at a relatively low level. In order to get the students to
cooperate with each other and with people from the host country, they are asked
to organize small-scale fairs to introduce their cultures, countries, universities
and some enterprises. Since local people are invited to the fairs, the students
have to contact the local press and to ﬁnd other ways to persuade people to
participate in their events, including walking up to them in the streets, as can be
seen in the picture below taken in the old town of Tallinn, Estonia.
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The program is worthwhile for the students, because they are not only
learning a completely new subject, intercultural communication, but they
also experience it ﬁrst-hand when communicating with their fellow students
from other countries and cultures. For Europe to “grow together” it is vital that
young people meet, make friends and learn to understand why their peers from
other countries sometimes tend to think and act differently from themselves.
The new knowledge the students acquire makes it easier for them to realize that
the differences sprout from diverse societal and cultural backgrounds, and that
this diversity should be viewed as a value, not a problem.
The program’s Lingua Franca is English, although it is not the native
language of any of the participating countries. The Communication rap from
2009 below illustrates how students link together innovativeness, creativity
and communication in the English language, situated in international business
surroundings.

Communication rap
Now to Denmark I brought some tiles
Came along with all the required ﬁles
So I received some lots of greetings
But also invitations to some new meetings
Suspicion was surely all around
Could spot of it really a huge amount
I thought that now these Nordic Danish
Weren´t as complicated as the Spanish
There was a deﬁnite lack of trust
That started slowly spoiling my business lust
Anyway to you I tell
I really wanted to go there and sell
And to be honest and ﬁrst of all fair
A question of culture, well, that shouldn´t scare
Show interest and train your communication
To establish links to another nation
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Experience and outlook
The IP has produced positive outcomes and spin-offs. Each year a few students
are hired as interns for organizational and project management work of the IP.
The internships constitute of nine months of part-time work. The coordinating
institution, Laurea, supervises the internships, although each event takes
place in another country than Finland. The program also provides other
job opportunities as well as increases the partner universities’ international
activities and mobility.
The PIM experience has created a stronger regional network for the people,
enterprises and industries, such as joint projects with SMEs having participated
in the IP. It has also produced new projects between partners, including a
program focusing on the Service Innovation and Design.
A former PIM student, whose international career was enabled by PIM,
praised the beneﬁts of the program as follows: “PIM is an excellent way to
network internationally...The topics in PIM are valid regardless of the ﬁeld of
study, and therefore the students learn to see intercultural management from a
broader perspective when they study together.”
Students visited an art gallery in Eckernförde in 2007 to study how the
owner deals with the intercultural management in his work:
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Other IP participants have also expressed their views on the programs:

“One issue that has been striking me is that the students that have
attended the PIM are much more ‘mobile’ during the studies with us.
A total of 80% has been at different exchange or international internships,
comparing with the normal 4-5 %.”
Teacher in the IP, International Coordinator for students in the
ﬁeld of ICT.
“I think it’s very important that people from different countries and
cultures meet PERSONALLY and not just in virtual networks.”
Teacher of Intercultural Conﬂict Management, Director of
Gender Studies, Higher Educational Institute
“It is wonderful to learn from each other and together. Not only
intercultural management joins us together, but the area we live in, the
Baltic Sea Region. Our cooperation now and in the future will be a great
motivation for us to continue working together, meaning the EU citizens
in this area.”
Teacher in the IP, Communications Teacher in the Higher
Educational Institute, founding member.

During the ﬁve-year period from 2006 to 2010 a total number of more than
two hundred students have taken part in the PIM events. These students have
learned the basics of intercultural communication and management. They also
continue networking with each other within the Baltic Sea Region, working
together and communicating with the people in the area. It is vital for the
future of the region to increase the intercultural competence in this area. PIM
offers one way of realizing that.
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Concluding Remarks
for the Nordic Forum 2010
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Nordic Forum for Security Policy
– Building Cooperation since 1983
Gunnar Lassinantti
Swedish OSCE-network and the Olof Palme International Center

I have had the privilege to participate in every conference of the Nordic Forum
for Security Policy until now and hence, I have been asked to provide concluding
remarks to this conference publication.
We started in 1983 as a Working Group to promote the idea of a Nuclear
Weapon Free Zone in the Nordic Area. Our working group initiated two wellknown conferences to propose the idea in the parliament of Copenhagen,
Denmark, in 1984 and 1985. In 1987 we sought a wide theme for our cooperation
and changed our name to what it is still now, the Nordic Forum for Security
Policy. At our ﬁrst meeting in the new capacity arranged near Oslo, the Minister
for Foreign Affairs of Norway, Thorvald Stoltenberg, presented his speech on
the topic of the New Norwegian Policy for the Northern Areas. About ﬁve years
later this speech brought us to the formation of the Barents Euro-Arctic Region
in Kirkenes in 1993.
In the beginning of the 1990’s we again refocused the Nordic Forum’s
orientation. Our aim became to support a dialogue on security in its broadest
sense with our “new neighbours east and south of the Baltic Sea”. We gathered
in 1991 in Lohusalu situated near Tallinn, organized a fact-ﬁnding tour to the
Soviet Naval Base in Paldiski, and ﬁnally today we ended up for our tenth big
conference in the beautiful city of Saint Petersburg.
Our other conferences have been held throughout the Baltic states and
extending even further; in Vilnius, Warsaw, Kaliningrad, Murmansk, Gdansk,
Pskov and Kiev. The conferences have brought together representatives of
governments, ministries, parliaments, expert and research communities, NGOs
and mass media. From 100 to over 300 participants have been taking part in
each meeting, and all together nearly 2 000 people. The Nordic Forum 2010 in
Saint Petersburg gathered about 120 participants.
It was also late April, fourteen years ago when we met in Saint Petersburg
the last time. The Forum was hosted by the Chairman of the City of Saint
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Petersburg’s Committee for External Relations, the Deputy Mayor, a person
who could not be personally present this time but was mentioned several times
in our discussions, namely Vladimir Putin. The concluding remarks for that
conference were made by the distinguished former Prime Minister of Finland,
Kalevi Sorsa. He was fully committed to ﬁnding ways on how new dividing
lines could be avoided and remaining dividing lines could be overcome and
gradually dismantled in the Baltic Sea Region. We now commemorate Kalevi
Sorsa and regard the complete work of the Nordic Forum for Security Policy as
carried out in the spirit of his ideas to promote the cross-border cooperation.
The meeting took place in 1996 – four years after the Council of Baltic Sea
States (CBSS) and three years after the Barents Euro-Arctic Council (BEAC)
had been established. However, at the time we still had to wait another one and
a half years until Prime Minister Paavo Lipponen launched his very important
Northern Dimension Initiative in Rovaniemi. I have to emphasize that in 1996
the concrete programmes and projects for the Baltic Sea and Barents cooperation
were in a very initial phase. There were remarkable misunderstandings between
us since our perceptions and concepts differed a lot. This year I have experienced
that we have come closer. We base our talks more on a common thinking and
speak “a common language” regardless of which country we come from.
The purpose of the Nordic Forum 2010 was to facilitate a cross-border
Baltic Sea Region dialogue linked to President Dmitrij Medvedev’s initiative on
the new European Security Architecture, the European Union’s new Baltic Sea
Strategy and different aspects of the Northern Dimension’s partnerships. In my
opinion we have implemented our mission well, and many participants (men
and far many more women compared to our ﬁrst conferences) have contributed
to constructive future-oriented discussions. I note this fact with pleasure.
I regret only one circumstance. Unfortunately, some countries in the
Baltic Sea Region have not been represented at the conference at all, or have
been represented very poorly. They have been much better represented at our
previous conferences and we have to consider this fact very seriously.
In May 2004 the Baltic States and Poland became members of the European
Union. At the same time countries like Finland and Sweden closed bilateral
foreign aid assistance cooperation with the new members, which was to be
replaced by the EU programmes and funds. However, probably due to a lack of
resources, we have eventually ended up with drastically reduced contacts and
civil society cooperation. We have to discuss how we could reactivate our work
together with these countries again.
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We have started discussions on where the next conference of the Nordic
Forum for Security Policy will be held in 2012. A tentative idea of having it
in Belarus has been put on the table and in the near future will be further
developed together by STETE, the Swedish OSCE-network and our colleagues
from Minsk.
Finally, following the words of Ambassador Sven Hirdman, I would like to
note that there is still a lot to do in regard to building trust and conﬁdence in
the Baltic Sea Region. However we have together marched one step forward in
this respect by actively participating in and forming of this bottom-up kind of
cross-border discussions.
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Appendices

Nordic Forum for Security Policy 2010

FREEDOM, SECURITY AND JUSTICE –
COMMON INTERESTS IN THE BALTIC SEA REGION
ST. PETERSBURG 26–27.04.2010

Programme
Day 1, 26th April
19.00 – 21.00 HIGH LEVEL OPENING
Freedom, Security and Justice – Common Interests in the Baltic Sea Region
Chair: Krista Kiuru, MP, Chair of STETE, Finland
• Alexander Prokhorenko, Chairman, Committee for External Relations
of the St.Petersburg
• Welcoming address on behalf of the Plenipotentiary Representative of
the RF President in NWR
• Amelie von Zweigbergk, State Secretary, Sweden
• Christina Gestrin, MP, Chairman of the Baltic Sea Parliamentary
Conference
• Thorsten Geißler, Senator, Deputy Mayor of Lübeck, Germany
• Mika Boedeker, Director of the Information Ofﬁce of the Nordic
Council of Ministers in St.Petersburg
21.00 – RECEPTION
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Day 2, 27th April
9.00 – 13.00 PANEL I
The Role of International Cooperation in Providing Security
in the Baltic Sea Region
Chair: Elisabeth Bauer, Head of Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung Ofﬁce
in St.Petersburg, Germany
• Development of Baltic Sea Region
o Sven Hirdman, Ambassador of Sweden to Russia from 1994 to
2004
• Conﬁdence Building between the EU and Russia is a Must - a Challenge
for the Baltic Sea Region?
o Henrik Lax, former Member of the Finnish and European
Parliaments
• Baltic Dimension of Foreign Policy of Belarus: Potential and
Perspectives
o Vladzimir Ulakhovich, Director of Center for International
Studies at Belarus State University
• Belarus’ Navigation in the EU Dimensions: Seeing Through and Beyond
the Eastern Partnership Blueprints
o Vyachaslau Pazdnyak, Head of Analytical Center “Wider Europe”,
Minsk, Belarus
• Medvedev’s “Helsinki +” Initiative
o Alexandr Sergunin, Professor, Faculty of International Relations,
St Petersburg State University
o Rolf Ekéus, Chairman of OSSE-nätverket, the Board Chairman
of the Stockholm International Peace Reseacrh Institute (SIPRI),
former High Commissioner on National Minorities (OSCE)
• Arctic Nuclear Weapon Free Zone, Scandinavia as a First Step
o John Scales Avery, Ph.D, Chairman Danish National Group,
Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs
• The Baltic Sea Region Border Control Cooperation (BSRBCC)
o Grigory Kolyada, Senior Ofﬁcer of the Department, the Federal
Security Service’s Border Directorate on St.Petersburg and
Leningrad region
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• Tripartite Border Control Cooperation (Finland-Russia-Estonia)
o Colonel Antti Hartikainen, Chief for International Affairs,
Finnish Border Guard
14.00 – 16.00 PANEL II
Free, Safe and Just Societies
Chair: Rolf Ekéus, Chairman of OSSE-nätverket, and Darja Akhutina,
Director General of the Association “Norden”
• Equality and Non-Discrimination
o Tone Tingsgård, Member of Parliament, Deputy Chair of the
Swedish Delegation to the OSCE
• Tackling Corruption in Russia
o Michail Gorny, St.Petersburg Center for Humanities and Political
Studies, “Strategy”
• The Rule of Law in Russia: Contemporary and Future Prospects
o Boris Pustyntsev, Chair of Citizens’ Watch, Member of the HR
Council under the President of Russian Federation
• Role of Media from Russian and Swedish Points of Views
Journalists and International Cooperation: Do We Meet Our Duties?
o Jelena Larionova, Head of the Project, Barents Press
International
o Olof Kleberg, OSSE-nätverket, former Editor-in-Chief of
Västerbottens-Kuriren
• Developing Interethnic Tolerance: Case of Karelia
o Ashot Ayrapetyan, Director of the Center for Interethnic
Cooperation

16.30 – 18.00 WORKING GROUPS:
I Environment
Chair: Artemova Tatjana, Co-chairperson “Association of Ecological
Journalists”
• Urgent Environmental Issues in the Baltic Sea Region
o Jaakko Henttonen, Northern Dimension Environmental
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Partnership Manager, the European Bank for Reconstruction
and Development
• Nuclear Safety of the Baltic Sea Region: Challenges and Possible
Solutions
o Oleg Bodrov, Chairman of Green World NGO, Sosnovy Bor,
Leningrad Oblast
• Environmental Cross-Border Cooperation: Models and Challenges
o Olga Senova, Chair of “Friends of the Baltic”: Baltic Sea
Ambassador, Volunteer Programme with Finnish Nature League
• Belarus` Experiences and Prospects in International Ecological
Cooperation within Baltic Sea Region
o Aliaksandr Pakhomou, Senior Researcher, Central Research
Institute for Complex Use of Water Resources
II Social and Health Care
Chair: Maria Sagitova, Adviser Information Ofﬁce of the Nordic Council
of Ministers in St.Petersburg
• Role of Ombudsman in Securing of the State Guarantees for Protection
of Social Rights: Experience of Novgorod oblast
o Galina Matveeva, Commissioner for Human Rights
(Ombudsman), Novgorod Oblast
• New Operational Models for Non-Institutional Social Care against
Domestic Violence in order to Improve a Status of Women in Karelia
o Maria Sokolova, Head of Department, Complex Centre of Social
Amenities of Population of Sortavala Region
• Stop Domestic Violence – Directions against Domestic Violence
o Natalia Molchanova, Coordinator of the Pitkaranta Project
• Role of International Cooperation within the Northern Dimension’s
Partnership Framework in Combating HIV Epidemic in NW Russia
and Estonia
o Tatjana Magerova, Director of Rehabilitation Centre for Drug
addicts and Alcoholics “You Will Not Be Alone”
o Roman Gailevich, UNAIDS Programme Adviser, Regional
Support Team for Europe and Central Asia
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III Culture: Challenges and Possibilities of Cooperation
Chair: Andrey Zonin, Scientiﬁc Director, Institute of the Cultural Programmes
• Promoting Intercultural Management for Working Life in the Baltic Sea
Region
o Kristina Henriksson, Senior Lecturer, Laurea University of
Applied Sciences, Helsinki, Finland
o Dr. Bernd Waldeck, Professor of the Kiel University of Applied
Sciences, Germany
• Creative Economy and Cultural Cooperation in Northern Countries
(EU-Russia Cultural Cooperation, Northern Dimension cultural
partnership)
o Marianne Moller, Consultant to Nordic Council of Ministers,
Northern Dimension on Culture

RESULTS OF THE WORKING GROUPS
Closing of the Nordic Forum 2010
• Gunnar Lassinantti, Olof Palme International Center, OSSE-nätverket
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Supporters of the Forum:
Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland

Ministry of the Environment of Finland

Folke Bernadotte Academy (Sweden)

Nordic Council of Ministers
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LIST OF PARTICIPANTS
№

Name

Organization

Country

1.

Akhutina Darja

Director General, Association for
Co-operation with Nordic Countries
“Norden”

St.Petersburg,
Russia

2.

Aleshin Yuriy

Russian Red Cross, St.Petersburg Ofﬁce

St.Petersburg,
Russia

3.

Alisch Mattias W.

Editor, Swedish OSCE-network

Sweden

4.

Antoshko Elena

First Deputy Minister, Ministry of
National Politics and Relations with
Religious Associations of the Republic of
Karelia

Petrozavodsk,
Russia

5.

Artemova Tatjana

Co-chairperson, Association of ecological St.Petersburg,
journalists
Russia

6.

Avery John Scales

Chairman, Danish National Group,
Pugwash Conferences on Science and
World Affairs

Albertslund,
Denmark

7.

Ayrapetyan Ashot

Director, Center for Interethnic
Cooperation

Moscow, Russia

8.

Barandova Tatjana

Project Manager, Association for
Cooperation with Nordic countries
“Norden”, Senior Lecturer at State
University “The Higher School of
Economics”, St.Petersburg Branch

St.Petersburg,
Russia

9.

Bauer Elisabeth

Head, Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung Ofﬁce
in St. Petersburg

Germany

10.

Belokurova Elena

St.Petersburg,
Dr., Russian Deputy Director of the
Centre for German and European Studies Russia
(CGES/ZDES), European University of
St. Petersburg, State University of St.
Petersburg

11.

Bocharova Yana

Adviser, Nordic Council of Ministers
Information Ofﬁce in St. Petersburg
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St.Petersburg,
Russia

12.

Bodrov Oleg

Chairman, Green World NGO

Sosnovy Bor,
Leningrad Oblast,
Russia

13.

Boedeker Mika

Director, Nordic Council of Ministers
Information Ofﬁce in St. Petersburg

St.Petersburg,
Russia

14.

Boryak Alexander

Deputy Director, Center for International St.Petersburg,
Russia
and Cross-Border Cooperation in the
North-West Region

15.

Chernyshova Oksana

Journalist, Regnum Informational Agency St.Petersburg,
Russia

16.

Chikhradze Natalia

Kazan State University

Kazan, Russia

17.

Dianova Maria

Nordic Council of Ministers, St.
Petersburg Ofﬁce

St.Petersburg,
Russia

18.

Ekéus Rolf

Chairman, OSSE-nätverket, Board of
the Stockholm International Peace
Research Institute (SIPRI), former High
Commissioner on National Minorities
(OSCE)

Stockholm,
Sweden

19.

Evdokimov Alexey

Faculty of International Relations,
St.Petersburg State University

St.Petersburg,
Russia

20.

Fedorova Alexandra

Project Manager, Association for
Cooperation with Nordic countries
“Norden”

St.Petersburg,
Russia

21.

Gailevich Roman

UNAIDS Programme Adviser, Regional
Support Team for Europe and Central
Asia

Moscow, Russia

22.

Geißler Thorsten

Senator and Deputy Mayor, City of
Lübeck

Lübeck, Germany

23.

Gestrin Christina

Member of the Finnish Parliament,
Finland
Chairman of the Baltic Sea Parliamentary
Conference (BSPC)

24.

Gorny Michail

Executive Director, St. Petersburg Center
for Humanities and Political Studies
“Strategy”

St.Petersburg,
Russia

25.

Gritsenko Daria

Researcher, University of Turku

Turku, Finland
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26.

Hagberg Elin

Information Intern, Swedish Fellowship
of Reconciliation

Nyköping,
Sweden

27.

Haikio Kristiina

Consul (Cooperation with Neighbouring
Areas)

St.Petersburg,
Finland

28.

Hartikainen Antti

Chief for International Affairs, Colonel
(BG), Border Guard of Finland

Helsinki, Finland

29.

Henriksson Kristina

Senior Lecturer, Laurea University of
Applied Sciences

Helsinki, Finland

30.

Henttonen Jaakko

NDEP Manager (Northern Dimension
Environmental Partnership), European
Bank for Reconstruction and
Development (EBRD)

St.Petersburg,
Russia

31.

Hirdman Sven

Former Swedish Ambassador to Russia

Stockholm,
Sweden

32.

Hirvonen Elvira

Project Coordinator, International
Solidarity Foundation

Joensuu, Finland

33.

Ilinskaya Nadezhda

Chairman, Guild of Gender Journalism

St.Petersburg,
Russia

34.

Jarvenpaa Heikki

Vice Chair, Finnish Committee for
European Security (STETE)

Lappeenranta,
Finland

35.

Johannesson Christina Consul, Consulate General of Sweden in
St. Petersburg

St.Petersburg,
Russia

36.

Johnsson Jonas

Student, SweFor

Göteborg,
Sweden

37.

Kaplun Yulia

ECOM

St.Petersburg,
Russia

38.

Karabeshkin Leonid

Associate Professor, Foreign Affairs
Faculty, Eurouniversity

Tallinn, Estonia

39.

Kasatkin Mihail

Leading Specialist, Health Care
Committee, St. Petersburg

St.Petersburg,
Russia

40.

Khaldarova Irina

Trainee, Finnish Committee for European Helsinki, Finland
Security (STETE), PhD Candidate,
University of Helsinki

41.

Khamidov Gulam

Project Coordinator, Nordic Council
of Ministers Information Ofﬁce in
St.Petersburg
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St.Petersburg,
Russia

42.

Kiuru Krista

Member of the Finnish Parliament, Chair Helsinki, Finland
of the Finnish Committee for European
Security (STETE)

43.

Kleberg Olof

Journalist, Swedish OSCE-network,
former editor-in-chief of VästerbottensKuriren

44.

Kolyada Grigory

Senior Ofﬁcer of the Department, Federal St.Petersburg,
Security Service’s Border Directorate on Russia
St. Petersburg and Leningrad region

45.

Konashkova Tatiana

Chief of Youth Affairs, Culture and
Sport Department, Administration of
Kondopoga Municipal District

46.

Kotaviita Anna

Trainee, Finnish Committee for European Helsinki, Finland
Security (STETE)

47.

Kozlov Alexey

Co-Chairperson and EGP Delegate,
GROZA (Green Alternative) Foundation
“For Environmental and Social Justice”

Voronezh, Russia

48.

Krutikova Anna

Project Manager, Association for
Cooperation with Nordic countries
“Norden”

St.Petersburg,
Russia

49.

Kulaev Mavim

Faculty of International Relations,
St.Petersburg State University

St.Petersburg,
Russia

50.

Kuznetsov Boris

Director, Center for International and
Regional Policy (CIRP)

St.Petersburg,
Russia

51.

Laizane-Jurkane
Marika

Head of the Secretariat, Baltic Assembly

Riga, Latvia

52.

Lambert Gina

Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung

Germany

53.

Larionova Jelena

Head of the Project, Barents Press
International

St.Petersburg,
Russia

54.

Lassinantti Gunnar

Member of the Board, Swedish OSCEnetwork

Stockholm,
Sweden

55.

Lavrova Elena

Student, Private Nonproﬁt Institute of
Higher Education “Nevsky Institute of
Language and Culture”

St.Petersburg,
Russia
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Stockholm,
Sweden

Kondopoga,
Russia

56.

Lax Henrik

Member of the European Parliament
Finland
2004–2009 and the Parliament of Finland
1987–2004

57.

Linander Johan

Member of the Swedish Parliament,
Nordic Council

Stockholm,
Sweden

58.

Lindman Vera

Project Coordinator, Finnish Committee
for European Security (STETE)

Helsinki, Finland

59.

Lovtsov Vladimir

Department of Social-Economic and
Financial Monitoring, Plenipotentiary
President Ofﬁce

St.Petersburg,
Russia

60.

Lukin Vyacheslav

Senior Ofﬁcer, International Cooperation St.Petersburg,
Russia
Section, Border Directorate for St.
Petersburg and Leningrad region

61.

Magerova Tatjana

Director, Rehabilitation Centre for Drug
Addicts and Alcoholics, NGO “You Will
Not Be Alone”

Narva, Estonia

62.

Makeeva Olga

Consultant, Finpro ry

St.Petersburg,
Russia
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