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Nordic Forum For Security Policy lauNched iN helSiNki iN december 2011

To kick off the Nordic Forum for Security Policy 2012 in Vilnius, Lithuania, the Finnish Committee for European Se-
curity - STETE organised a seminar to discuss energy and environment issues in the Baltic Sea Region, and to have a 
closer look at Belarus and its Human Rights situation. 
   The Baltic Sea Region is facing multiple new challenges. The energy security of the EU is highly dependent on the 
Baltic Sea and the Nord Stream gas pipeline. Also the shale gas deposits in Poland speak to the future energy impor-
tance of the Baltic Sea Region. The increased traffic of oil shipping increases the risks for a serious environmental ac-
cident and new nuclear power built in the region divides opinions. All this is happening while an economically unstable 
environment creates more challenges for all the EU states. 
   The presentations and discussions of the kick-off event shed light mostly on questions and concerns around the Baltic 
Sea Region on environmental protection, energy politics, the civil society cooperation and the alarming Human Rights 
situation in Belarus. The 2012 Vilnius’ conference followed in these footsteps, but placed a particular emphasis on 
discussing energy security, cyber security, tolerance and freedom of the media issues.

noRDIC-balTIC CooPeRaTIon
Nordic-baltic cooPeratioN 20 yearS – our GoalS For the Future

The Nordic Forum for Security Policy conference ‘Empowering the Nordic-Baltic relations- challenges of the 21 cen-
tury’ gave the speakers and participants an opportunity to listen to and discuss various issues, raise questions, get the 
answers and tackle all the points of concern. The speakers provided excellent presentations and input to our knowledge 
of the wider Nordic - Baltic region and the issues that challenge it today.

   Different focuses on matters that are of common concern for the Nordic and Baltic countries were presented through 
the conference. As Ramūnas Vilpišauskas, Director of the Institute of International Relations and Political Science of 
Vilnius University, pointed correctly during the conference, the Nordic Baltic cooperation seems to be back on agendas 
again. Romas Švedas, Former Vice-Minister of Energy of Lithuania, on the other hand, presented Baltic energy secu-
rity issues and projects that are being implemented in order to reduce the Baltic energy isolation, vertically integrating 
monopoly and dependency on the single resource as opposite to creation of a well functioning energy market. Mats 
Hellström, Former Minister of Trade of Sweden, emphasized that the Baltic Sea, being a historical center of trade and 
civilization, faces major challenges by pollution and overuse today, whereas it should become the region’s main asset: a 
common public space. It is the sea of networks that has to be used for the benefit of the region.

   Vice-minister of Foreign Affairs, Vytautas Leškevičius, gave an explicit outline of how the Nordic and Baltic coop-
eration functions in various areas, from finances to diplomacy and from defence to culture, at the same time presenting 
Lithuania’s NB8 coordination agenda for 2012. The following details that Mr. Švedas and Mr. Leškevičius stressed 
deserve a closer look. According to Mr. Švedas, the Nordic countries were the first to proffer negotiations on free trade 
agreements with the newly independent Baltics. It seems today that the political importance of these agreements out-
weighs their economic significance. “It was much more than trade, it was about culture”, Mr. Švedas said. The support 
from the Nordics lingers on. The free trade agreements helped to conceive in the Baltics, as soon as they gained their 
independence, the principles of their international trade. Today energy interconnection with the Nordics reduces the 
domination of Russia in the Baltic countries. Thus, an important task appears in sight: creating a common Baltic energy 
market. The Baltic Energy Market Interconnection Plan is an unprecedented plan of regional energetic cooperation and 
integration that could serve as a good example for other regions of the EU. However, as Mr. Švedas put it, “We cannot 
deny that energy is used for political purposes of geopolitical domination in the region”. There are more political than 
economic arguments for Russia to implement its energy projects in Kaliningrad.

   Mr Leškevičius, in his turn, emphasized that the five Nordic and three Baltic countries form together an economically 
powerful region with a GDP, which makes it the 5th largest economy in Europe (1.5 billion USD). The NB8 countries 
altogether make up the 10th or 12th largest economy in the world. The region has more accumulated investments than 
China or Japan, having much less inhabitants: 4 times less than Japan and 41 times less than China. According to the 
Human Development Index these countries are among the best developed in the world. Mr. Leškevičius pinpointed that 
the Nordic-Baltic region is capable to become Europe’s leading region of exceptional solidarity, quality in daily life and 
security in its neighborhood, no matter how long it might take to perfection. Hopefully Mr. Leškevičius’ words about the 
exceptional solidarity in the region will come true. However, to put it somewhat boldly, much depends not on Vilnius, 
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Riga and Tallinn, but on the other five capitals of the region, that is, on political will and resolve.

   During the two workshops the conference participants had a good opportunity to discuss cyber security issues as well 
as to analyze the missile defence developments as seen from the angles of the OSCE, Russia and Lithuania. During the 
conference session on recent developments in Belarus, local experts and activists provided their insights and stated their 
appeals to address and tackle the Human Rights violations taking place in the country. And finally, in the third session 
on tolerance and media freedom the conference participants were presented the latest media developments and the hard-
ships encountered by journalists in Lithuania’s near surroundings.

Vladimiras laucius,  journalist

The Baltic States - Still Together?
Looking from an outside perspective, the Baltic states may 
have often been grouped together in the international con-
text as one regional entity with a similar background, and, 
thus, somewhat congruent external policy goals. Dovile 
Jakniūnaitė contests this general assumption and explains 
the complexities and competition underlying Baltic states’ 
cooperation.

diverSe PerSPectiveS aNd coNtextS

Since the three Baltic States - Estonia, Latvia and Lith-
uania - re-established their independence in 1990-1991 
they were considered as one region, as they had a lot in 
common. However, looking at their development and co-
operation efforts during the last 20 years, the idea that the 
Baltic States exist as a region may turn out dubious, at 
least for the Baltic States themselves. Two reasons allow 
for such a statement. First, regional policy is almost non-
existent in the foreign policies of Latvia, Lithuania and Es-
tonia. Second, all comparisons and achievements among 
the states are competition-based. Let’s elaborate that more 
thoroughly: There are many ways to describe Estonia, Lat-
via and Lithuania. First, they all are small states. Being a 
small state in international relations means depending on 
the decision of the greater states and, from time to time, 
sacrificing one’s own foreign policy priorities for the will 
of the bigger neighbours. Second, these three states are 
(still) post-soviet states. They have been going through 
the transition period consisting of political and economic 
reforms and social changes, but they still have Russia as 
the constant reminder of their past and as the source of the 
problems today. Third, they are Central Eastern European 
states. This constitutes a big region with a similar past and 
similar developmental experience, including the EU inte-
gration processes and adjustments. Finally, Estonia, Latvia 
and Lithuania are Baltic 
States as well. Geographi-
cally, it is the right descrip-
tion, which also emphasiz-
es their uniqueness as the 
only ones in the EU with 
the experience of having 
been part of the Soviet Un-
ion.

the coNcePtualiSatioN oF the balticS driveN by out-
Side ForceS

All these descriptions are applicable and useful when try-
ing to stress one or the other aspect of the three states. It 
is important to realize that the description “Baltic States” 
is one of the options usually used in a certain context, 
but not everywhere. If we analyse its usage, we can ask 
whether there is any “Baltic way” of doing things that 
would justify the usage of the concept and, if so, what 
does it mean to be Baltics. A region is usually understood 
as a territorial entity defined by common identity, institu-
tions and activities, as well as by perception of others as 
such. A region is not something absolute, given and un-
changing. A region is always historical and exists as long 
as it provides something for its parts. Finally, any defi-
nition of the region depends both on the external as well 
as internal actors. Looking back throughout the twentieth 
century, we can see that the concept of the Baltic States 
was mostly used by the external actors. During the in-
ter-war period these three small states were at some point 
considered as a neutral buffer from Soviet invasion and 
influence. During Soviet times the conceptualization of 
the three western republics as the Baltics was established 
and strengthened. Unsurprisingly this thinking continued 
after the fall of the USSR, this time supported mainly by 
the neighbours in the North and by the EU policies.
   After 1991 the Baltic regional cooperation was devel-
oping in full speed. During five or six years all the nec-
essary institutions modelled on the Nordic cooperation 
were established: Baltic Assembly, Council of Ministers, 
Baltic Council of Ministers and Baltic Council. Presiden-
tial summits became common practice. At the same time, 
around 1995, the policy priorities of the three states clear-
ly moved towards integration into the EU and NATO, and 

all joint efforts were concentrat-
ed there. Thus, cooperation in-
terlinked with various activities 
dedicated towards achieving 
these goals. The lively military 
cooperation was encouraged 
and facilitated by NATO. The 
economic cooperation was fos-
tered especially by the EU. The 
EU saw the Baltic States as a 

it iS imPortaNt to realize that the deScriPtioN 
“baltic StateS” iS oNe oF the oPtioNS uSually uSed 
iN a certaiN coNtext, but Not everywhere. iF we 
aNalySe itS uSaGe, we caN aSk whether there iS aNy 
“baltic way” oF doiNG thiNGS that would juStiFy 
the uSaGe oF the coNcePt aNd, iF So, what doeS it 

meaN to be balticS. 
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sub-region and thereby emphasized the regional cooper-
ation as preparation for accession, and gave financial sup-
port for regional initiatives. 
   Starting from 1997, however, the individualized and dif-
ferentiated EU policy began to develop. As a consequence, 
external initiatives for cooperation decreased, and Latvia, 
Lithuania and Estonia started to compete among each oth-
er for the position of being the most successful one. After 
the EU enlargement in 2004 nothing of importance has 
happened in the arena of cooperation and regional devel-
opment of the Baltic States. Although common institutions 
still exist and function, and meetings between the leaders 
are taking place, it is very difficult to find any substance in 
the regional cooperation proclamations. Integrations into 
the Shengen and the euro zones - another two important 
integration projects - have also happened separately, with-
out any coordination. Energy and transport sectors - the 
most potential areas for cooperation - are surrounded by 
disputes, arguments and mutual frustrations. And another 
more or less successful project – the establishment of the 
Baltic Energy Market – only became feasible because of 
EU efforts. 
   All in all, these three states surrounding the Baltic Sea 
were thinking as one, and considering coordinating their 
policies and creating common initiatives only for a very 
short time. Becoming part of a bigger regional project nat-
urally diminished the need for smaller regional initiatives. 
Besides, all the three states started to look in other foreign 
policy directions. Lithuania contemplated about the strate-
gic partnership with Poland concentrating more on the EU 
Eastern policy, Estonia was focusing on Nordic coopera-
tion, and Latvia recently started more and more to redefine 
and improve its relations with Russia. 

the iNSide view: coNStaNt comPariSoN aNd 
comPetitioN

Finally, when we look how Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania 
perceive each other, we find constant comparison and con-
stant competition. Estonia and Lithuania are economically 
and politically the most visible states, constantly compet-
ing for being more famous and/or successful. Latvia is per-
sistently looking for 
its own developmen-
tal path. Thus, while 
being undeniably 
similar in economic, 
political, social and 
cultural terms, the 
states nevertheless do 
not make one region-
al entity. The Baltic 
States have travelled 
a long journey 
together, but they 
haven’t formed a 
friendly company. 
The internal motiva-

The Civil Society – 
a Crucial Component in a Vivid 
Baltic Sea Cooperation

Olof Kleberg highlights the historical impetus as well as 
the current opportunities offered by civil society actors to 
influence the Nordic and Baltic policies and cooperation 
projects around the Baltic Sea Region.

When the three Baltic States regained their independence 
in 1991, this was of course welcomed by the Nordic States 
on the Northern and Western shores of the Baltic Sea, for 
so many decades a strictly divided area. Already during 
the last years of Soviet glasnost new contacts developed 
between civil society organizations in the Scandinavian 
countries and the gradually growing, independent groups 
in the Baltic States. Cultural exchange, trade union con-
nections, environmental collaboration and other branches 
of the civil society activities got a chance to build new 
bridges over the Baltic Sea. 
   
   The very idea was to establish contacts beneath and out-
side the national political links, at that time of utmost im-
portance to the new states. With the support from different 

official funds the civ-
il society movements 
in the Nordic States, 
being rather strong, 
could give a helping 
and inspiring hand to 
the new civil organi-
zations in the Baltic 
countries, emerging 
after fifty years of 
Nazi and Soviet op-
pression.
   
   All in all, a network 
of organizations with 
many individual par-

tion and reasons to regionalize were short-lived. The term 
‘Baltic States’ exists for these states as a shortcut that is 
convenient for policy reasons. But the regional practices, 
thinking as a region or the regional idea do not exist – at 
least not at the political level. Now the states form together 
a neighbourhood that lives through the common problems, 
challenges and threats, but it is not a community that tries 
to find common solutions to common problems.

Dovile Jakniūnaitė, 
Institute of International Relations and Political Science, 
Vilnius University

Photo: OSCE Simret Cheema-Innis
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ticipants were spontaneously meeting, cooperating and 
working together. The result was visible: the peoples 
around the Baltic Sea came together and learnt more of 
one another. The civil society in this respect helped to 
strengthen the impact of national policies.

   Everything changed in 2004. That was a year of funda-
mental change in the history of the Baltic States. Within 
a few months they were all members of both NATO and 
EU. The three states were incorporated in a wider Europe 
with stronger security and better conditions for economic 
development. However, there was also a negative change. 
   
   Sweden, Finland and Denmark were already members 
of the EU, and now Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania joined 
them. According to bureaucratic rules, cooperation be-
tween member states was to be channelled through EU. 
Bilateral support vanished – and so did the bilateral coop-
eration between Nordic and Baltic civil societies. Com-
merce flourished, political contacts were vivid, bilaterally 
and within the Nordic Council. But the NGOs lost most of 
their contacts. Some contacts, it is true, were maintained 
by the Baltic Sea Region NGO Forums, established in 
2001 within the Council of Baltic Sea States (CBSS). But 
that forum could only to a minor degree compensate for 
the massive decline of the bilateral contacts. 
   
   For some years nothing happened. The Baltic govern-
ments were happy to work within the framework of the big 
European Union and the three Nordic EU States worked 
individually, following their own interests. But during the 
last few years one could see a new spirit emerging. The 
smaller EU members in the North realised that regional 
cooperation might give them a stronger influence in the 
Union where the big states were more and more taking the 
initiative. 
   
   A clear sign came in 2009 when the Norwegian former 
Foreign Minister Thorvald Stoltenberg proposed close se-
curity cooperation in a report. A future deeper Nordic-Bal-
tic cooperation, mostly in the economic area, was launched 
in the NB8 (i.e. the six EU members together with Norway 
and Iceland) report in 2010, written by two former minis-
ters, Valdis Birkavs, Prime Minister and Foreign Minister 
from Latvia and Sören Gade, Defence Minister from Den-
mark. Various leading politicians have urged for a clos-
er Nordic-Baltic regional cooperation within EU, among 
them the Lithuanian President Dalia Grybauskaite. Six 
small states can do more together than six states individ-
ually. 
   
   The political programmes of the Finnish government and 
the Danish government, presented in 2011, both described 
the Nordic cooperation as an important priority, which 
had not been the case earlier. The Nordic priority was less 
clear in the Swedish Statement of Government Policy in 
September 2012. However, Sweden will in the near future 
give much attention to Nordic cooperation within the Eu-

ropean Union, partly due to the very fact that Sweden will 
hold the chairmanship in the Nordic Council of Ministers 
in 2013 and in the Nordic Council in 2014.
   
   This renewed Nordic orientation is an interesting and 
promising tendency. It has probably been strengthened by 
the recent and ongoing euro crisis, where it is evident that 
the small euro countries have had no influence. But one 
element is missing, however: the civil society. The new 
Action Plan of the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region 
does not mention or give support to the civil society, de-
mocracy, non-governmental organizations etc. This is of 
course a main and astonishing deficiency.

   As the Swedish Minister for European Affairs, Birgitta 
Ohlsson, has stated several times: without the involve-
ment of the civil society, of people and independent or-
ganizations, the EU strategy will not be complete. She 
is right. Cooperation between states and increased trade 
and business are necessary parts of the strategy. However, 
people-to-people links and commitments of civil socie-
ty associations are the very base of confidence-building, 
better understanding and future expansion of the cooper-
ation around the Baltic Sea.
  
   Ideas, proposals and declarations must be followed by 
deeds. There is an interest among NGOs in our area to 
give the present situation a new turn. But we need the 
interest and support of governments, including financial 
support, above all from the Nordic ones, to make a restart 
of civil society cooperation possible. If the new interest 
in Nordic cooperation, showed by several governments, 
should be trustworthy and complete, the governments 
must include the civil society.
   
   We in the NGO sphere must persist in demonstrating the 
strength of the idea of independent civil organizations. 
They are often not very visible and are therefore some-
times forgotten. The politicians find it easier to launch 
concrete political projects than to give support to a free 
sector. And they usually want to keep control over the ex-
pected results - which is impossible when giving support 
to the very diverse and fundamentally unregulated NGO 
community. 
      
   But the many, often tiny and poor, NGOs do an essen-
tial job. Their strength is crucial for the health of every 
society.  

olof kleberg,
Vice-President of the Swedish OSCE Network
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eneRgy anD enVIRonmenTal seCuRITy

Burning Energy and Environmental Issues in the Baltic Sea Region

From Nord Stream and energy transit routes, to 
unconventional natural gas exploitation and nuclear 
power politics – and the numerous implications of 
these in terms of environmental safety and security 
especially of the Baltic Sea are debated on by Hanna 
Mäkinen.

The Baltic Sea is an important transit area for energy, es-
pecially for Russian energy to reach Europe. Furthermore, 
the strategic importance of the Baltic Sea is likely to grow 
in the future as Russia aims to export more and more en-
ergy via the Baltic Sea in order to decrease its dependence 
on energy transit countries. Despite the increasing flow 
of Russian energy through the Baltic Sea Region, some 
countries aim to develop alternative, indigenous ways to 
produce energy in order to decrease their dependence on 
Russian energy and to regulate their greenhouse gas emis-
sions. One of the most burning questions related to energy 
production in the Baltic Sea Region is the exploitation of 
shale gas resources, which is about to take off particular-
ly in Poland. However, the environmental risks related to 
both increasing energy transports in the Baltic Sea and the 
exploitation of shale gas resources have raised concerns in 
the region as well.
   The Baltic Sea has become a strategically important 
transit area for energy. The oil shipments in the Baltic Sea 
have been constantly growing, and after the opening of 
the Ust-Luga oil terminal and the completion of the Baltic 
Pipeline System 2, the Baltic Sea will become the most 
important export route for Russian oil. In addition, the 
construction of the Nord Stream natural gas pipeline has 
increased the significance of the Baltic Sea as a gas transit 
route. The first line of the Nord Stream pipeline was al-
ready opened in November 2011, and the construction of 
the second line, scheduled to come on stream by the end of 
2012, is currently underway. The possibility to construct 
a third line of Nord Stream has also been brought up by 
Russians. 
   However, the German Chancellor Angela Merkel has 
not been supportive of further expansion of Nord Stream 
because, according to her, there is no demand for further 
increase of natural gas imports to Germany. However, if 
Germany’s decision to close all its nuclear power units 
by 2022 will stand, the energy gap caused by the nuclear 
shutdown has to be closed somehow. This energy demand 
is planned to be met by increasing the use of renewable 
energy sources, as well as by improving energy efficien-

cy, which would go well with Germany’s aim of energy 
diversification. However, as nuclear energy has accounted 
for around ten per cent of Germany’s primary energy con-
sumption - accounting for approximately the same as Fin-
land’s total primary energy consumption - the task of re-
placing it by renewables would require major investments 
and technological development in the renewable energy 
sector.

imProviNG maritime SaFety to PreveNt eNviroNmeN-
tal diSaSterS

The Baltic Sea is among the world’s busiest sea areas, 
accounting for up to fifteen per cent of the world’s car-
go transportation, and the steadily growing oil shipments 
carry with them an increasing risk of oil accident. Besides 
the busy maritime traffic, archipelagos, narrow straits and 
shallow depths as well as challenging ice conditions in 
wintertime create challenges for navigation in the Baltic 
Sea and increase the risk of accidents. Although the double 
hull requirement for oil tankers has decreased the risk of oil 
spill to the sea, oil accidents are still possible. Furthermore, 
the risk of spillage of other hazardous substances that are 
transported in cargo is present at the Baltic Sea. A large 
scale oil disaster in the Baltic Sea could destroy the ecosys-
tem of the sea and sea shores for decades and, thus, have an 
impact on all the coastal states. Therefore, one of the focal 
questions concerning the future of the Baltic Sea is how 
to prevent oil or chemical accidents from happening. Im-
proving the maritime safety in the Baltic Sea is an essential 
means of preventing shipping accidents in the area. 
   In Finland, the John Nurminen Foundation launched the 
Tanker Safety project in 2009 as a co-operation project of 
the public and private sector in order to reduce the risk of a 
major oil disaster in the Gulf of Finland. The project aims 
at developing navigation practices by adopting a proactive 
vessel traffic guidance system ‘Enhanced Navigation Sup-
port Service’ (ENSI) to all tankers in the Gulf of Finland 
by 2013. Preparing to oil and chemical accidents is also 
important. Although the readiness to respond to oil and 

Photo: European Commission
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chemical spills has been improved in the Gulf of Finland, 
it is still inadequate. Finland has set as a target to be able, 
by 2015, to respond to a major oil spill of 30 000 tonnes in 
the Gulf of Finland, of 20 000 tonnes in the Archipelago 
Sea and of 5 000 tonnes in the Gulf of Bothnia; in open 
water conditions within three days of the accident, or in 
ice conditions within ten days of the accident. Meeting this 
target requires Finland, Russia and Estonia to acquire sev-
eral new oil and chemical spill response vessels. However, 
if the current plans of the three countries materialise, this 
level of preparedness will be reached by 2015. 

Shale GaS ‘Fever’

During the past few years, one of the most debated ques-
tions related to energy production has been the exploita-
tion of the so-called unconventional natural gas sources, 
particularly shale gas. The shale gas production has seen 
a rapid growth in the United States during the last two 
decades and, as a consequence, the U.S. has outstripped 
Russia as the number one producer of natural gas in the 
world in 2009 and in 2010. Shale gas is expected to be the 
largest contributor to the growth in natural gas production 
in the U.S., and to account for almost half of the country’s 
natural gas production by 2035. The U.S. shale gas revo-
lution has raised a debate on how far it might be replicat-
ed outside the country. Canada has already started shale 
gas production, and other countries across the world have 
expressed their interest in developing their own shale gas 
resources. Indeed, shale gas resources are believed to be 
widespread also outside North America, and if they prove 
to be exploitable, they could profoundly change the global 
energy scene.
   In Europe, shale fever has been spreading particularly 
in Poland. Poland is very dependent on coal as a source of 
energy and is therefore under pressure to replace it with 
cleaner energy. As Poland also aims to reduce its depend-
ence on Russian energy, increasing the import of natural 
gas from Russia is not a preferred option for the country. 
Instead, Poland is turning to shale gas as an alternative. 
According to figures released by the U.S. Energy Infor-
mation Administration (EIA), Poland is estimated to hold 
the largest technically recoverable shale gas resources in 
Europe, around 5.3 trillion cubic meters, which would be 
enough to supply Poland for over 350 years at present gas 
consumption rates. In Poland, the shale gas production has 
become almost a national mission and has been strongly 
advocated by Prime Minister Donald Tusk and his gov-
ernment. Poland has already granted more than 100 explo-
ration licenses to various companies, among others energy 
giants Chevron, Exxon Mobil and Marathon Oil, as well as 
local players PGNiG, Lotos and PKN Orlen. The drilling 
of exploration wells has started and Poland aims to begin 
commercial shale gas production in 2014 at an annual rate 
of at least 200 million cubic metres. However, if Poland 
wants to begin large scale natural gas production, it will 
need to upgrade its gas transmission facilities as well. Cur-
rently the most attention has been drawn to the LNG ter-

minal that Poland aims to build on the Baltic Sea coast by 
2014, but at the moment the terminal is planned only for 
gas importing purposes. 

coNtroverSy haS created reServatioNS iN larGer 
euroPe

Despite the enthusiasm in Poland, shale gas development 
has remained controversial in Europe largely due to the 
concerns related to the possible environmental risks of 
shale gas drilling. Hydraulic fracturing, the technique used 
in shale gas drilling, has been suspected to cause, for ex-
ample, contamination of drinking water as a consequence 
of chemical leaks and insufficient treatment of waste wa-
ter. Shale gas has also been deemed to emit high amounts 
of methane that would make the carbon footprint of shale 
gas much worse than traditional gas and even compara-
ble to coal. Therefore it remains questionable if shale gas 
could help with pollution problems. The U.S. Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) has conducted a study 
on the potential environmental and human health impacts 
of hydraulic fracturing in the U.S. In Europe, France has 
banned hydraulic fracturing in 2011, although the country 
is estimated to hold almost as large shale gas resources as 
Poland. 
   Indeed, there are several factors that complicate the shale 
gas development in Europe, in comparison with the U.S. 
As the population density of Europe is much higher than 
in the U.S., disruptions caused by shale gas drilling are 
likely to raise local oppositions here as well, especially 
because of the concerns of environmental damage. In ad-
dition, environmental legislation in Europe is much tighter 
than in the U.S. It seems certain that the discussion about 
environmental effects of shale gas production will be even 
more heated in Europe. In addition, the geology in Europe 
is different and according to experts, much less promising 
than in the U.S. Therefore shale gas drilling is estimated 
to be much more expensive in Europe than in the U.S. 
Thus, it is unlikely that shale gas would become a similar 
game changer in Europe as it has been in the U.S. Ener-
gy imports from Russia are likely to remain important for 
European countries and, consequently, the Baltic Sea will 
maintain its strategic importance as an energy transit area 
also in the future. However, shale gas might have an im-
pact on some individual countries’ energy situation, such 
as Poland’s, assuming that the environmental issues will 
not prevent shale gas development altogether. 

Hanna Mäkinen, 
Doctoral Student at the Pan-European Institute of Turku 
School of Economics, Finland

Sources: see the end of this publication
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Energy Security of the Baltics – 
from Traditional Russian towards New EU Interlinks

The energy sector of the Baltic States and in the surrounding region is experiencing a big change. At the same time 
these developments are very much politicized. Romas Svedas sheds light on the most pressing energy issues in the 
region.

SiNGle SuPPlier -dilemma 

The above ‘Energy Security of the Baltics’ map illustrates 
well the variety and the complexity of the energy issues 
and networks influencing the Baltic States’ area. Depend-
ency on a single external supplier is one of the biggest 
energy challenges facing the Baltics today. Throughout 
the history of Baltic energy exchanges, the energy sector 
of the three Baltic countries has become deeply integrat-
ed with the former Soviet Union region. The region has 
electricity, natural gas and crude oil interconnections only 
with the East. In other words, the three Baltic States are 
currently dependent on a single external energy supplier: 
the Russian Federation. In the case of Lithuania, since the 
shutdown of Ignalina nuclear power plant (NPP), a con-
siderable amount of electricity as well as 100 per cent of 
natural gas and oil consumed in Lithuania are imported 
from Russia. In total, 80 per cent of the Lithuanian energy 

sector is dependent on Russia. Having such a high level of 
dependency, Lithuania is left very vulnerable and has no               
effective arguments when negotiating energy prices.

balticS orieNtiNG towardS the eu

Regional integration has played a key role in addressing 
energy challenges. In June 2009 eight heads of states of the 
Baltic Sea and the President of the European Commission 
signed a Memorandum of Understanding, endorsing the 
EU Baltic Energy Market Interconnection Plan (BEMIP). 
BEMIP contains concrete measures in order to integrate 
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania’s energy sector into the EU 
energy networks. These measures include: the establish-
ment of a common energy market of the three Baltic States 
and its integration into the Nordpool system; power inter-
connections with Finland (Estlink1 and Estlink2), Sweden 
(NordBalt) and Poland (LitPolLink) to be completed by 

      Photo: Romas Svedas



8

the end of 2015; a new nuclear power  plant project (Visa-
ginas NPP) to be developed by the three regional partners 
of the Baltic States and the strategic investor Hitachi; syn-
chronous interconnection of the Baltic Power system with 
the networks of Continental Europe; and development of 
gas interconnection with Poland. The objective of these 
measures is to bring alternative energy sources to the re-
gion, to create a real energy market and thereby to address 
the issue of energy security of the Baltic States.

ruSSiaN eNerGy deSiGNS For itS baltic FroNtier 
reGioN

In addition to the abovementioned Baltic endeavours, a 
number of alternative nuclear projects are developed con-
currently in the neighbouring region of the Baltic States. 
Firstly, a new nuclear project of the Russian Federation 
was launched in February 2010, as the Prime Minister of 
the Russian Federation Vladimir Putin signed the decree 
on the commencement of the construction of the new nu-
clear power plant in Kaliningrad. Currently, much mys-
tery encircles this project. Questions could be raised, for 
instance, as to its primary economic reasons. When the 
peak demand of electricity in the Kaliningrad region is 
about 600 MW and the current installed CHP capacities 
are about 800 MW, why build additional 2400 MW capac-
ities? Also, it is noteworthy that Kaliningrad has no power 
interconnections except the one with Lithuania. Lithuania 
declared that it is going to generate its own nuclear power. 
Thus, neither Lithuania, nor Poland is planning to enhance 
power interconnections with Kaliningrad. Where, then, 
will the new nuclear power plant of Kaliningrad export 
its electricity? Finally, since Russia is not a member of the 
‘Espoo Convention on Environmental Impact Assessment 
in a Transboundary Context’, there are serious difficulties 
to establish a constructive dialogue based on international 
practice with the project developers. 
   Secondly, in parallel with the new nuclear project in 
Kaliningrad a decision was taken to build a new nucle-
ar power plant in Belarus. Here again, questions arose as 
to the objectives to be gained with the project: Why was 
the site for the new nuclear plant chosen to be so close to 
the Lithuanian capital Vilnius, that the “emergency zone” 
surrounding the NPP enveloped also the Lithuanian capi-
tal? How is Belarus going to build a nuclear power plant 
without any nuclear energy experience or the financial re-
courses needed? Ultimately, it became clear that this pro-
ject will be developed with a strong support of the Russian 
Federation. 

dried-uP oil FrieNdShiP aNd riGid Natural GaS iN-
terliNkS

In the oil sector a prominent event marking the interrela-
tions between Russia and Lithuania was the shutdown of 
the oil supply through the “Druzhba” (“friendship”) oil 
pipeline. Up to 2006, the main shareholder of the biggest 
oil refinery in the Baltic region, “Mazeikiu Nafta”, was 

the Russian company Yukos. After the Yukos, the owner 
of “Mazeikiu Nafta” changed. The Polish company “PKN 
Orlen” became the new owner, and, consequently, the oil 
supply through the “Druzhba” oil pipeline was suddenly 
cut off. Lithuania tried to invite the Russian Federation to 
resolve the issue on a national level, through the EU and 
through business discussions, but received no answer, ex-
cept one: a letter from the Parliament of the Russian Feder-
ation informing that they had found 7853 cases of damages 
to the oil pipeline. However, an offer from the Lithuanian 
side to provide financial support for the reparation of the 
oil pipeline didn’t receive any echo from the Russian side.
   The sector of natural gas of the Baltics is non-transpar-
ent and fragmentized. A dominance of vertically integrated 
monopoly is present in all the three Baltic States, the price 
policy is non-transparent and re-exportation of the gas is 
prohibited. Recently, the European Commission initiated 
an investigation to the dominant position of Gazprom in a 
number of the EU countries, including the Baltics.
   Transposition of the EU’s 3rd Energy package in the gas 
sector meets serious difficulties and, again, receives a lot 
of political attention. Only one of the three Baltic States, 
i.e. Lithuania, adopted the national law on ownership un-
bundling in the gas sector. The implementation process of 
the law is problematic, whereas “official Moscow” defined 
it as “robbery”.

In conclusion, on one hand, through energy interconnec-
tions and the establishment of a real energy market the 
Baltic States aim to reduce energy dependency on a single 
external supplier, and, thus, strive to ensure their energy 
security. On another hand, the underlying factors are pres-
ent: the new nuclear energy projects in Kaliningrad and 
Belarus, the shutdown of oil supply through the “Druzh-
ba” oil pipeline and the resistance to implement the princi-
ple of ownership unbundling in the gas sector. Therefore, 
there exists a clear confrontation of geopolitical interests, 
where, in the other end are the three Baltic States, want-
ing to fundamentally change the organization of the ener-
gy market in their countries, and, in the opposite end, the 
Russian Federation, not wanting to abandon its dominant 
position in the region (dating back to the ex-Soviet Union 
epoch).

roMas ŠveDas, 
Independent Expert, 
Lecturer at the Institute of International Relations and 
Political Science, Vilnius University, 
Former Vice-Minister of Energy of Lithuania
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seCuRITy PolITICs

CybeR seCuRITy

A New World is Rising

Free access to information. It is possible to access 
Internet and the vast World Wide Web from anywhere 
in the world. We have all the necessary technical 
means and resources to create a multitude of diverse, 
freely available information and knowledge reposito-
ries where all human knowledge can be aggregated, 
stored, searched and disseminated. Utilizing this ca-
pacity to the fullest would give equal opportunities to 
people in different countries and a huge impulse for 
further development.

Content consumption and creation. People want to 
read, listen to or watch what they want, when they 
want and how they want. If their needs and wishes are 
not satisfied, they go ahead and try to solve the issues 
themselves. People have creative spirit and desire to 
manifest and to fulfill themselves. Those who used 
to be just content consumers are now also becoming 
content creators, producing video clips, music, blogs 
and many other forms of expression. Nowadays au-
thors have an opportunity to talk with and engage 
their audience directly without any gatekeepers. The 
new world needs copyright law reform, because cur-
rent legislation benefits industry giants more than so-
ciety. A balance must be restored.

Information floods. Information volume continues 
to increase exponentially, to the extent that it becomes 
incomprehensible to us. Social networks have creat-
ed an explosion in user-generated content. It causes 
new problems with how, not only to find but also to 
select, process information and make sure it is true, 
when there is a vast ocean of information around us; 
how not to miss information that is important to you, 
when there is such a huge amount of  information 
noise around us, and; how to understand how differ-
ent information creators and consumers interact. It is 

a real challenge to solve these problems.

Information exchange. A transition is taking place 
from unidirectional to dynamic bidirectional and 
multidirectional information exchange. Previously 
people got information mostly from the mass media 
where information flowed mainly in one direction 
and information sources were limited in numbers - so 
it was easier to control them. Now anyone can access 
countless information sources on the Internet, com-
municate with people anywhere in the world, or form 
dynamic groups of people with common interests to 
achieve common goals. Virtual world has no borders.
Only those who change will survive. New disruptive 
technologies are appearing, again and again, in and 
around the information technology field. People's ex-
pectations, habits and behavior are changing. Organ-
izations, companies, whole industries, even countries 
need to make important choices on how to respond, 
or what to do next. You can take advantage of the 
new possibilities and opportunities, adapt to the new 
environment and maintain your place under the sun, 
or even become the new leader. You can stand in the 
way of progress and try to block it using all the eco-
nomic power and political influence you have. But 
one thing is clear: you can delay the progress, but you 
can't stop it forever.

Privacy threats. An important but often neglected 
question is: how does technology affect privacy? You 
can find very much information about people on the 
Internet: descriptions, photos, video, connections 
with others and so on. Most private information is 
posted online by users of social networks – not only 
about themselves but also about others. They often 
don't realize that this information can get into un-
wanted or wrong hands. Once information gets out on 

Information and communications technology is becoming an increasingly important part of 
people's everyday life. It has opened doors to new possibilities and opportunities anyone 
hardly imagined before. It is affecting our thinking and behavior in the  real as well as  the 
virtual world. Is this development just an evolution or is it a revolution? Is a new world rising 
in front of our eyes?
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the web there is no way to contain or erase it. It is 
better not to do anything on the Internet that you 
wouldn't do in public in front of a bunch of specta-
tors. All kinds of data about activities and habits of 
Internet users are collected and analyzed, and user 
profiles created and used. Government law enforce-
ment agencies currently have such possibilities for 
mass surveillance, information collection and pro-
cessing, that they could only have dreamt about 
twenty years ago.

Shadow of the Big brother. There is a dangerous 
trend emerging that entails countries trying to acquire 
control over the flow of information by introducing 
or trying to introduce different types of Internet cen-
sorship, or by organizing mass surveillance of their 
citizens. In 2011 Wikileaks started to publish doc-
uments on electronic surveillance. Western compa-
nies have supplied electronic surveillance solutions 
to countries known to be dictatorships, when, even 
in terms of simple logic, it should be clear that such 
technology will be used against the opposition, activ-
ists and simple people. These companies have double 
standards: they condemn the regimes, but cooperate 
with them to make money. Apparently money does 
not smell when there exists a deficit of moral and eth-
ical values. However, a question remains: what other 
countries are using such technologies and for what 
purpose? It is naive to think that these technologies 
were developed only for the “bad” countries. The an-
swer is obvious: mass surveillance is also used in the 
so-called democratic countries.

People’s self-organization. Technology allows us to 
self-organize easier, quicker and better. It has become 
a significant threat to those who want to control, lim-
it or stop this self-organization. The “Arab Spring” 
showed that technology can help people to organize 
in masses to achieve common goals. Mobile phones 
and social networks played their roles in the phenom-
enon, and so did instant communication and coordi-
nation of big groups of people, as well as distribution 
of information: texts, photos and videos.  Nonethe-
less, these tools can also be used for propaganda pur-
poses by different involved powers that can usually 
be quite opposite to the interests of regular citizens. 
The same methods and tools can be used also on a 
smaller scale, to achieve more peaceful goals. People 
learn how to take control of their lives. And this pro-
cess cannot be stopped.

Information and communications technology is the 
great 21st century ‘equalizer of the people’. If it is 
available to the people, it can make them more equal. 
It erases borders between countries. In the future we 

can expect new discoveries and surprises that will 
be the result of the application and interaction of 
cross-discipline technologies. We will be able to do 
things that are impossible or even unthinkable to-
day. However, we must always remember that tech-
nology is not a ‘magic wand’ but a tool – a pow-
erful tool, but still only a tool in our hands. And 
it depends on us ourselves for what goals, be they 
good or bad, it will be used. It is clear that people 
and society are changing, and it will never be the 
same again.

Welcome to the new world!

ilMārs Poikāns, neo

ilmars.poikans@gmail.com
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mIssIle DefenCe

Current Missile Defence Developments – 
Rocking the Grounds of Great Power Relations?

In addition to Russia, China has signaled its concern about 
US Ballistic Missile Defence and appears to keep its op-
tions open for possible future production of plutonium. 
Pakistan is blocking the start of talks in the Conference 
on Disarmament (CD), in Geneva, on a Fissile Material 
Cut-off Treaty, and China quietly supports Pakistan’s en-
deavors. Thereby China can now be open to increase its 
numbers of Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBMs) in 
a response to US deployment of BMD.

The USA is indicating to Russia and its NATO allies that 
its BMD-system is not intended as a defence against the 
Russian strategic arms, but first and foremost, against a 
possible attack from Iran. That does not discourage crit-
ics from insisting that the US BMD cannot completely 
neutralize all Iran’s ballistic missiles. There will always 
exist a reasonable probability that one or more missiles 
will penetrate even the best BMD-system. The strategic 
calculations would essentially be the same before as after 
the deployment of a BMD-system. Iran as well as North 
Korea possess well developed ballistic missile systems. 
North Korea can even move to launching cruise missiles 
from the sea. 

In a study on the US BMD programme, the US Defence 
Science Board has concluded that a dedicated adversary 
could easily defeat the planned system by using simple de-
coy warheads. US competitors could be inspired to deploy 
a BMD system that combines launching of inflatable bal-
loons as decoys, which the BM defence in vacuum/space 
cannot tell from a real warhead. A fully functional BMD 
system must have a capability to discriminate real war-
heads from rocket bodies, other hardware and intentional 
countermeasures. An alternative could be to intercept the 

missile before it releases the warhead, missile junk and de-
coys, i.e. to attack the missile in the boost phase. This is 
however hardly feasible with current technique. The short 
interval between the moment when the missile stops burn-
ing and the moment when the payload is released, is slight-
ly more than 100 seconds. The Defence Science Board also 
notes that the latest tests of ground-based missile defence 
systems have failed, in spite of being rigged in favour of 
the interceptors - timing and trajectory being known - and 
despite of no decoys being deployed. In addition, the costs 
are reported to be high; even more than the entire Apollo 
programme.

Those states which have reason to suspect they are sub-
ject to US/NATO BMD systems, that is, Russia, China, 
Iran and North Korea, will most probably be tempted to 
increase the number of their deployable nuclear arsenals. 
Although the ‘New Start’ (the US/Russian Strategic Arms 
Reduction Treaty) recognizes the significance of the rela-
tion between strategic defence and strategic offense, it is 
highly improbable that Russia will accept a NATO missile 
defence, even if it were dysfunctional.  The argument is 
that such a system puts into question the strict principle of 
arms balance. In response, the US/NATO have declared 
that the BMD system is not directed at Russia and that it 
does not constitute a threat to Russia’s nuclear deterrence. 
Instead, the West has offered to work out a system of co-
operation between a potential Russian BMD and a future 
NATO BMD system. Russia has however made clear that 
it does not see a deal to be plausible on any form of coop-
eration with the USA on BMDs.

rolf Ekéus

Chairman of the Swedish OSCE Network

Photo: OSCE

The question of Ballistic Missile Defence (BMD) has become topical in current arms control discussions. It 
influences especially the American-Russian dialogue on nuclear weapons disarmament. Russia has made a 
proposal for one joint European missile defence system in a number of European countries. In the course of 
the talks, NATO has instead proposed two separate systems, with the understanding that the systems should 
be capable of exchanging information. No agreement has so far been reached on any of those approaches 
and the talks are deadlocked.
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human DImensIon
belaRus

Realities and Requirements of the Belarus Civil Society Today

During the Vilnius conference session on recent developments in Belarus on 11 May 2012, Olga Karatch, Chair of the 
organization ‘Our House’ in Belarus, gave an explicit analysis of the events that had come underway in her country since 
December 2010. She stated that the Belarus government today exerts two types of repressions on the people. The local 
ones are targeted at Belarus journalists and activists, and include long-term effects such as dismissals from work. The 
republic-level repressions, on the other hand, are usually ordered by the highest level or Lukashenka himself and tend 
to be aimed to have a short-term effect. Ms Karatch stated that since 1999 the focus of the repressions has been changed 
from targeting national leaders and authorities to communication channels and ordinary activists, such as the events of 
2007 imply. The rise of a new form of repressions has been witnessed a couple of years ago, which includes ‘invisible’ 
measures, such as arrests of ordinary activists instead of leaders, frequent invitations to meet the KGB, psychological 
pressure and so on. Yet, there are new possibilities for citizen action: large network organizations are not so easily 
blocked and the people are ready to listen to the alternative. However, the people expect too much of the opposition and 
wait for the arrival of practically a Messiah-like persona – one who never makes mistakes. The problem is reflected in 
polls: almost 60 % of the population dislikes both Lukashenka and the opposition. According to Ms. Karatch, the oppo-
sition leaders are nowadays mostly imprisoned long-term, rather than killed as may have been the case earlier, a tactic 
that makes them more easily forgettable. All in all, the main focus in Belarus today should be on how to build political 
institutions instead of promoting the opposition leaders. The problem with the opposition is that it has a vertical nature. 
On the contrary, the opposition should be more horizontally networked, to ensure that the decision-making would not 
be paralyzed whenever the government seizes its leadership. 

Associate professor Vyachaslau Pazdnyak depicted Belarusian paradoxes, such as the “swing strategy” of shifting in-
terest from EU to Russia and back and forth. Professor Pazdnyak made a conclusion that no matter how fast the growth 
of trade between the West and Belarus, the political 
situation is complicated to the extent of diplomatic 
war. At the moment we see the lowest, non-coop-
erative level existing between the EU and Belarus. 
The worsening the situation in Belarus is, the more 
stubborn it becomes regarding EU requirements. 
The EU visa ban or business restrictions have not 
served their purpose. Belarus has even made its 
own ‘black list’ of westerners denied access to the 
country. Belarus has endeavored to accentuate its 
loyalty to Moscow and launched wide propaganda 
depicting the EU as an evil empire. Eventually, Be-
larus has threatened the EU that it will not guard 
its western borders due to lack of finances, which 
could result in illegal migration and crime flood-
ing to Europe across the Belarusian borders. All of 
these factors weaken the Eastern Partnership initia-
tive, since the area of cooperation from the Baltic to 
the Black sea is broken by Belarus. 

Professor Pazdnyak emphasized, that the way for-
ward is to seek how to stop the escalation, how to 
reduce the ability of Belarus to use the visa issue 
as a weapon to inflict damage, and how to start the 
dialogue about dialogue. Normalization and uncon-
ditional release of political prisoners still remain 
unachieved.

vlaDiMiras laucius, 
journalist, Lithuania

           Photo: OSCE
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Parliamentary Elections in Belarus in 2012:
a Reality Check for Political Change? 

On 23 September, 2012 elections to the lower house of the Belarusian Parliament took place. According to the Central 
Election Commission (CEC) of Belarus 74,61 % of voters included in voter lists took part and 74,61 % of the total 7030, 
430 voters cast their ballots. 25,9  % of voters took part in early voting held from 18 to 22 September. Although recog-
nized by the CEC as valid and praised by Russian officials and CIS observers as fair, open and democratic, the results of 
the elections have otherwise become a subject of controversy and often of bitter criticism on the part both of important 
domestic and international players. 

The EU High Representative Catherine Ashton and Commissioner Štefan Füle on the parliamentary elections in Be-
larus stated that the parliamentary elections “represent yet another missed opportunity to conduct elections in line with 
international standards in Belarus”. The international observers from the OSCE Office for Democratic Institutions and 
Human Rights (ODIHR) and the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly (OSCE PA) concluded that “many OSCE commit-
ments on citizens’ democratic rights to associate, to stand as candidates and to express themselves freely were not re-
spected“ in this year’s parliamentary elections in Belarus. In particular, Antonio Milošoski, Head of the OSCE/ODIHR 
long-term election observation mission, stressed that “the lack of neutrality and impartiality on the part of election com-
missions severely undermines public confidence in the process” and “the lack of proper counting procedures or ways 
for observers to verify the results raises serious concerns”.

Belarusian and Russian officials criticized these conclusions. Belarus’ Foreign Ministry spokesman backlashed with a 
“regret that the OSCE observer mission, same as in the previous years, could not completely divert from the politicized 
assessments and conclusions that do not have direct relation to the electoral process”.

Not a single member of an opposition party or movement got a parliamentary mandate among 110 lower chamber seats. 
Non-governmental national observers claimed multiple violations at all stages of the election process and concluded 

that, on the whole, less than 50 % of voters cast their ballots, in particular in Minsk and other large cities. 
One oppositionist described the situation as a “quasi-election of a pseudo-parliament”. 

Several opposition political parties organized or joined a public campaign to boycott the ballots after 
having exploited the otherwise unavailable opportunities to communicate their views to the electorate 
through the legal and organizational openings offered during the election period. 

A victory for the ruling regime had been anticipated long before September 23rd. A nation-wide socio-
logical survey conducted in June 2012 by the Vilnius-based Independent Institute for Socio-Economic 
and Political Studies (IISEPS) indicated an erosion of the electorate’s trust in the authorities, including 
the president and the legislature, as well as mass apathy regarding the forthcoming September elections.

A pithy characteristic of the election outcome was given by Ingo Mannteufel, Head of the Deutsche 
Welle’s Russia service, who discarded them altogether. “The news that Belarus held parliamentary elec-
tions is untrue. The so-called vote was nothing but a farce: there was no free and fair registration of can-
didates, no independent election observers or vote counting. Political parties were denied free and fair 
access to the media, and, last but not least, there were widespread repressions against regime critics or 
potential opponents,” he observed. 
  
The truth, though, may be found in a quite different perspective. No real winners have emerged from the 
recent showdown. The main political players have failed to sync up with basic concerns of the populace, 
77 % of which vie for change for their country. In the context of Belarusian politics this may be both a 
reality check and an implication of the regime’s impending ‘countdown’.

vyacHaslau PazDnyak, 
Head of the Analytical Center “Wider Europe”

Sources: see the end of this publication
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Why I Am in Belarusian Politics 
While My Classmates Keep Away from it -
Problems of Belarusian Civil Society

The pharmacies of the city of Vitebsk are getting really 
high profit, or rather, turnover. The best-selling product is 
not Viagra, not even flue pills. The hit is small bottles with 
alcohol-based hawthorn tincture, which people affection-
ately call ‘funfiriks’. Very often the pharmacies have to 
order them twice a day, one daily supply is not enough for 
the eager and thirsty crowds. The local alcoholics reck-
oned it very well that it is cheaper than traditional vodka. 
Besides, there is a popular belief that ‘funfiriks’ are good 
for your heart, as hawthorn is used to cure some heart 
dysfunctions. The drunkards hardly actually care about 
their heart functions, they just need a pretext, mainly for 
themselves, to solicit some petty cash and exchange it for a 
‘funfirik’. Booze in the morning—no problems remaining 
for the whole day. Why do Belarusian choose ‘funfiriks’ in 
the morning, why not such a noble case to fight for as the 
future of Belarus, democratic and prosperous? Why is the 
number of those involved in politics going down, not up?

The question is rhetorical. What can political activities 
bring an average Belarusian but problems? 18 years ago 
Aleksandr Lukashenko rose to power, and the power 
structures gradually evolved into the Belarusian govern-
mental system. This unique situation produced a number 
of myths and stereotypes about Belarusians - myths that 
many Belarusians believe and that greatly hinder any po-
litical activities.

Myth #1. I am the cleverest, all the others are stupid. 
In today’s Belarus a notorious tradition formed to regard 
all the others idiots. There is a popular belief that some-
where in Belarus a whole crowd of strange people is lurk-
ing around. They are called ‘volunteers’, and they are just 
dreaming of taking part in some political action, of getting 
hit with a police club, of getting a huge fine and their pos-
sessions confiscated. They cannot live without getting a 
25-day prison term every now and then. Actually, a crimi-
nal case with prospects to be put away for three years or so 
is much better for them. They are eager to endure all this, 
just for the opportunity to hear your speculations about 
the destiny of Belarus and the Belarusian people.
   Why are there only a few thousand persons involved 
in politics, in a population of ten million? Why do my 
classmates keep away from politics? The answer is sim-
ple. Could any political activity at least ensure their basic 
living after the authorities would not renew the employ-
ment contract? Can it help raise the children? Can it make 
their lives better? Well, it can and it will, but only in a 
very general sense. But what about everyday life? On this 
basic, down-to-earth level taking part in any political ac-
tivity means living under a constant threat of abominable 
fines, starving, prison terms, and repressions. And the per-

son has to deal with all this all alone, without any outside 
help, not even moral solidarity. Taking into account the 
myth #1, the absence of solidarity is easily explainable. 
Why would I support the person who plans to become the 
next President of Belarus, when I plan to become the next 
President of Belarus myself? 
   Sooner or later every novice in politics asks themselves 
this question: what for? And the answer is always person-
al. If no answer is found, the person quits political activity.

Myth #2. Only I know the correct strategy, but nobody 
wants to listen to me, and that is why democracy in 
Belarus is failing again and again.
There are two very fixed stereotypes in Belarus. The first is 
that anyone can be a teacher. The second is that anyone can 
be a politician. Those are not real businesses, and they do 
not really require brains. Personally, I am twice unlucky, 
because I am a both a teacher and a politician, hence I am 
aware of the consequences of these stereotypes only too 
well. As soon as people around learn you are a novice in 
such a special sphere as politics, they immediately 
start instructing you what to do (- while they them-
selves do not follow their own instructions). When 
you are listening to those instructions you keep 
wondering why the instructor is not the president 
yet, when it looks like s/he knows all the answers 
to all the questions and all the ways to reach uni-
versal happiness. With only one little reservation: 
it all remains pure theory. This person has organ-
ized nothing, taken part in no real action, and is not 
going to. But s/he has all the answers ready-made. 
A politician once complained to me: “It is really 
hard to live in the country of ten million presi-
dents”. That is probably the worst provocation by 
Lukashenko (unwilling, of course): His victory 
looked so easy to achieve, that for the last 18 years 
several generations of political leaders have striv-
en to repeat it, and none of them agrees to be in 
a position lower than the president. They take it 
lightly, and this greatly interferes with normal or-
ganizational work. They forget to ask themselves 
‘What ideas do I want to realize?’ 
   A politician is there to create and realize ideas. 
Being a politician is not just about a high position 
and exquisite ceremonies. It is working hard for 
results, and often delayed results, coming true in 
a decade or more. This work cannot be based on 
speculations on ‘universal happiness’ and ‘equal 
division of available resources’. This mindset 
poses a serious problem; a kind of vicious circle. 
Every novice in politics immediately positions 
him/herself as future president, no less. Nobody 



15

wants to see the reality, that there are a multitude of pres-
idential candidates all around, but until now none of them 
has managed to replace Aleksandr Lukashenko. 
   That is why we have to analyze our mistakes, study all 
our experiences, both positive and negative. We have to 
devise strategies to correct our mistakes. Until we do it, 
we will not attract new members to our organizations. Or 
they may come, but they will leave us soon, because they 
won’t be the horses in the circus show, they won’t gallop 
the same way with us again and again.

Myth #3. They must allow me and they must accept me. 
Belarusians really like self-limitations and self-censoring. 
They are sure they must receive special permissions for 
every step they take, be it gathering signatures, or organ-
izing public meetings or civic campaigns. But Belarusian 
politicians are part and parcel of the Belarusian society. 
They limit themselves just like other Belarusians. The 
most common means of self-limitation is election cam-
paigning, as the politicians think that in order to work with 
the general public in those campaigns, they have to obtain 
special permissions. For example, there is a politician in 
Vitebsk who is sure that, as long as he is an opposition ac-
tivist, the authorities have the right to issue permissions for 
him to lay flowers to war monuments on the Victory Day. 
Thereby he makes enquiries for such permissions, and nat-

urally the authorities won’t allow him, so he is constantly 
complaining about it. All this reminds me of a popular joke 
in Belarus: “When a farmer came to the priest and asked if 
he could eat meat during the Great Lent. ‘Of course not’, 
answered the priest. ‘But, Holy Father, why are you eating 
meat during the Great Lent?’, protested the farmer. ‘Be-
cause, my son, I ask nobody about it’.”
   If you want to take power, you do not ask for permis-
sions. That is an axiom. But the urge to obtain permissions 
is implanted deep in our heads and blocks all our initia-
tives.
   But if a person still seeks for ‘permissions’, who is able 
to issue them? Maybe some prominent figure? But now 
Belarusians do not have any prominent figures. There can-
not be any living ones, because no one in Belarusian pol-
itics can allow somebody else to be higher. Then maybe a 
prominent foreigner, at least theoretically? Well, a foreign-
er can issue a ‘permission’, but this will always be con-
ditioned by his or her cultural background and personal 
experience, which is of little use for Belarusian politics, 
as a rule. This is the very reason why there are so many 
snobs among Belarusian politicians who are fond of boast-
ing whom they have met, who told them what, and how 
high the summit level was. Those politicians measure their 
political weight this way. But in real political life these 
‘high-level summits’ are not so important, but just part of 

Photo: OSCE Michael Evstafiev
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routine work in politics, that very often becomes a kind of 
a ritual: Two people shake hands and exchange some beau-
tiful phrases about democracy and Human Rights. I know 
such meetings very well. The best possible outcome of 
such a meeting is one more international resolution or dec-
laration on Belarus, with no practical results whatsoever. 
The worst outcome is that in a week or so neither I nor the 
other politician remembers it. However, some Belarusian 
politicians pay a lot of attention to such events, just be-
cause they think such events legitimize their ‘leadership’.
   Everybody forgets that Belarusian politics is being for-
mulated in the entrance halls of apartment blocks that are 
so numerous in Belarus. The halls are dim and dirty and 
stinky, the walls are ragged, the staircases are stained. But 
that is the very scene where the destinies of every political 
campaign are being decided. The politician, who will be 
able to conquer the entrance halls, will be able to conquer 
the whole country. Modern conference rooms, veneered 
furniture, haute couture business suits — all this is nothing 
but only curtains for the scene or a nice poster on the wall. 
The poster can cover a stain or a hole, but it cannot fix the 
wall.

Myth #4. I am the most brilliant politician of all times 
and nations.
If a person has reached a certain level in some other sphere, 
it is very hard for him or her to go into politics, because 
the high social status obtained does not allow the person 
to get hands-on political experience and discard everyday 
stereotypes on politics. Besides, the public notices every 
mistake such a person makes and does not forgive them, 
just because of the person’s high social status. 
   Why is Lukashenko’s regime so long-lasting? Why are 
other politicians so unsuccessful so far? Because they en-
ter the political life having already some achievements 
in other spheres, and try to apply their previously gained 
skills there. Only, it does not work. Politics is a very spe-
cific turf, somewhat like the Wonderland for Alice. It looks 
familiar, but this familiarity is an illusion, because differ-
ent laws are to be applied, the rabbits and Queens are dif-
ferent, and habitual actions produce unexpected outcomes. 
It is like switching from business into governmental ad-
ministration: the decision-making models differ, the pace 
differs and all things are done unlike before. The higher 
the person was in the previous hierarchy, the more difficult 
it is for him or her to adapt. And it is even more difficult to 
decide to start all over again, from scratch. This does not at 
all imply that the person is stupid, but he or she gets more 
public attention and less time to analyze the mistakes. 
Coming from the high level of another sphere of the so-
ciety, the person gets directly involved with the high-level 
politics, with the international level competitions where he 
or she is immediately assumed to start breaking records in 
running on the political arena, while the person may hardly 
be able to walk. The experience in team-building is poor, 
the strategic thinking is just beginning to develop, the per-
son can hardly formulate the goals and objectives. The 
person is making mistakes, and ill-wishers are plenty and 

watching. Shallow talkers are difficult to tell from those 
who can really act and manage people, and the papers with 
colorful diagrams and flowcharts look very impressive and 
persuasive. 
   That is why the usual chain of events is the following: 
Everybody runs to the newly found leader and clutches 
to the new white gown, but the leader goes down or even 
plummets with the heavy load of commonly made mis-
takes, and then the followers express their sincere grief: 
‘Again not the one we were waiting for!’
   If, for example, the chief executive of a big plant goes 
into politics, it is next to impossible for him or her to begin 
from level zero. The executive will not distribute leaflets, 
gather signatures, make telephone calls, or do any other 
routine political work. High executives are not supposed to 
come to people, but on the contrary, people are supposed 
to come to them. To go from door to door, to persuade 
people who are now not your subordinates would require 
breaking all the habits and stereotypes the former execu-
tive holds dear. But without this grass-roots work and per-
sonal experience in doing it you cannot really plan your 
own political campaigns and you cannot even evaluate 
somebody else’s planning. 
   Hence, the typical development of events goes as follows: 
A new politician without any lower-level political experi-
ence declares that he is the new king on this chess-board, 
who will save the nation from the evil tyrant. Very soon the 
new king gets check-mated and leaves the political arena, 
blaming his former companions that they are ‘not suitable’ 
and ‘outdated’. Then he sniffs at another king, calling him 
‘crazy’, and makes hints that now he would do it much 
better had he given another chance. But his train has left 
the station for good, and the society is rushing to crown 
another ‘king’.
   We have to wait until our new leaders arise from the 
grass-roots level, all by themselves, without any artificial 
assistance, until they will go through all the steps of the 
political ladder. Only after that people will go into politics. 
Volunteers and leaders view the things differently. The 
ability to accommodate different points of view is a very 
rare talent. Hence, in most cases it has to be backed by the 
leader’s personal hands-on volunteering experience.

Myth #5. The situation would have changed, if only 
everybody had come out on the street to protest.
At the first glance Aleksandr Lukashenko’s victory in 1994 
looks very easy. This easily leads to the conclusion that to 
change the government in Belarus is very easy, and every 
year somebody makes an attempt to quickly realize it. 
Now, just imagine how difficult a politician’s life is in a 
country where there are attempts at revolutions every year! 
A person comes to politics, meets somebody who ardently 
persuades everybody that ‘it is now or never’. The person 
begins his/her political work, gets into some troubles and 
has to deal with them alone, because nobody wants to or 
can help him or her. How could they help, when a new rev-
olution is coming and there is just not enough time! And 
this repeats every year. No time to stop and think, to ana-
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lyze or to review. The concept of permanent revolution in 
action. NGOs and parties cannot even regain breath. They 
cannot develop or work out their strategies, because rev-
olutions are not about strategies. They are about passion-
ate speeches, strong barricades, revolutionary songs and 
heroes who throw themselves before tanks. A revolution 
is about today. You do not have to think about tomorrow, 
and you do not have to do routine work for tomorrow. As 
a result, sooner or later a regular person begins experienc-
ing a kind of déjà vu, a strong feeling that it was already 
happening and I was a part of it. But still, every year a 
new group of people appears is Belarus with an idea to 
overthrow Lukashenko in one day. They forget that most 
Belarusians have already participated in such actions and 
got painful problems due to that participation. Those Bela-
rusians look at the political novices with pity. 
   Furthermore, the Belarusian politicians have another very 
strange belief. They think that the main thing is to draw 
the people out on the streets, but what will happen then, 
nobody really knows. 
However, Belarusians 
have been on the streets, 
marching and standing, in 
1996, in 1999, in 2001, in 
2006, as well as in 2010. 
But it did not change 
much. During the public 
holidays huge crowds of 
people come out, but no revolution happens. The number 
of people at a manifestation is of secondary importance, 
the most important is something else. 
   That is why my classmates won’t get involved in politics 
until they see, not another vain attempt by naïve idealists, 
but a political organization serious enough and having 
long-term goals.

Myth #6. Young people, especially students, can change 
the situation in Belarus.
The contemporary youth are brought up by the post-war 
generation with the slogans, like ‘Whatever, only not war’. 
In the conditions of Belarusian regime the young people 
are very susceptible to any revolutionary ideas. They like 
political games and ‘playing politicians’. They take the 
play seriously and they give it all their energy, but it is 
still a play. Unfortunately, young people and students in 
particular cannot be at the head of a democratic move-
ment and cannot be democratic leaders. It is not because 
they are stupid, but because they have no political expe-
rience, neither positive nor negative. They need time to 
gather this experience, to devise strategies and to analyze 
outcomes. In order to understand time, they have to live 
some time. Very few of those who are in their twenties 
plan their lives twenty years ahead. Even three-year plans 
are very rare. When you are 20, three years look such a 
distance away. But a politician needs time to learn not to 
repeat old mistakes. There are no absolute geniuses with 
absolute knowledge. For quite many people even age does 
not denote good political experience, because most of the 

contemporary politicians came into politics approximately 
at the same time, some people being older, some younger.
   Only all the citizens of Belarus can change the current 
situation: not a separate social group, but different groups 
that want changes. Nonetheless, the desire for changes 
has to be backed with material factors. Belarusian citizens 
must know what changes this or that political group aims 
to bring forward, and they must be sure that the changes 
will not make their lives worse. If a political group man-
ages to persuade the people, the group will come to power.

All in all, when people come into politics, they must be 
prepared for the following:
1. There will appear a lot of advisers giving ‘very valu-
able’ consultations for free. However, it is namely you 
personally who is responsible for your actions, your ideas 
and their realization. It is not uncommon that your ‘advis-
er’ blames you if something goes wrong. Your best adviser 
is your logic and common sense. 

2. Most Belarusians are 
dreamers. They are not 
ready for everyday routine 
work. Even more, they of-
ten like living in that imag-
inative world and believe 
the illusions they have cre-

ated themselves, despising anyone who breaks those illu-
sions (especially political illusions). You must be prepared 
for such negative feelings, even hatred. 

3. Your mental health and stability will be tested. You 
should not neglect the fact that an average person is unpre-
pared for communicating with huge numbers of people, 
and every political campaign is exactly this: talking with 
multitudes of people every day, and persuading them that 
your strategy is right. Even part-time volunteers meet and 
talk with the same amount of people their great-grandpar-
ents used to meet in a year’s time. This massive load of 
human communication falls upon the newcomer, and not 
everybody is able to withstand it. It is extremely hard to do, 
or to estimate or foresee, and only those who experienced 
it can be psychologically prepared for it. It is even difficult 
to explain, just like explaining the concept of redness to a 
blind person. You do not know it until you live it through.

4. Belarusian politicians have to develop their own 
infrastructures. Another special feature of Belarus that 
makes it very different from other European countries is 
the absence of infrastructures, both material and social. 
This leads to another distinctive phenomenon: When a 
person gets a highly positioned job, works at it, does a lot, 
and eventually cannot progress further, the person can nei-
ther give anything anymore to the job, nor can the job con-
tribute to the person’s development. At such point it would 
seem logical to change the sphere of activity, thus giving 
opportunities to new people. However, the person clings to 
the job, because it is impossible to start a new activity from 

- look, dear, - a Farmer SayS to hiS wiFe,    
 - our white heN iS lookiNG a bit Sadder thaN uSual, iSN’t it?

maybe we Should cook the Poor thiNG?
- do you really thiNk it will make the heN more cheerFul? -

the wiFe aNSwerS. 

A popular joke in Belarus.
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scratch, or to to develop the infrastructure again.
   If someone in Europe wants to become a movie star, 
there are agencies to go to and producers to address. How-
ever, if someone from Belarus wants to become a movie 
star, there are a lot of technical difficulties she or he is fac-
ing. Again, this person has to develop the necessary infra-
structure. He/she may have to find a good scriptwriter or 
even to turn into a good scriptwriter. Then the person has 
to raise money for the production. It is also necessary to 
find other actors, make-up artists, composers, stunts, sec-
retaries, etc. After the production the person has to arrange 
shows in movie theaters. Isn’t it too much for one person, 
who, in fact, just wanted to act? Furthermore, if this person 
fails at least one function, nobody will recognize him or 
her as a good actor. 
   In politics the situation is even worse. People have very 
vague ideas about what politicians are supposed to be and 
to do. In public opinion a good politician must know the 
ideology sphere very well, must be an excellent manager, 
a good public speaker, a qualified psychologist, an expe-
rienced financial officer and accountant, a philosopher, a 
make-up artist, a writer, a lawyer, a journalist, a transla-
tor, a business analyst, an advertising agent, a historian, 
a secretary, a designer, a sociologist, a programmer, and 
a whole lot more. Moreover, the society expects by de-
fault that this politician does it all flawlessly and for free. 
So, what we have here is an altruistic person capable of 
juggling a dozen of businesses simultaneously. Is it any 
surprise that after trying all this, that poor Belarusian poli-
tician looks a bit insane? 

5. As can be induced from the above, if a politician wants 
to step up in the political structure, she or he has to build 
that step first, and only then step on it. But politics is a 
team play, so the politician has to prepare enough building 
materials to build steps for every team member, and she 
or he has to care for their developments and their future 
spheres of activities. Otherwise they all get crowded on 
one small step, and interfere with each other, conflicting 
and pushing each other out.

6. In public opinion a politician is like a Terminator. 
There are very few politicians now in Belarus, so regular 
Belarusians have practically no political experience. They 
think that a politician must be like an ideal ‘lonely knight 
in shining armor’, who fights the absolute evil. Naturally, 
this knight does not need any associates or even comrades-
in-arms. Naturally, he must fight in majestic solitude. That 
is why my classmates are sitting at home, waiting for the 
‘lonely knight in shining armor’, or the ‘noble hero’, or the 
‘prince on the white stud’, or the God, or the E.T. to come 
and change the situation and save everybody.

7. People in Belarus demand all or nothing. They refuse 
to give a politician the right to make mistakes. A politician 
can be either excellent or a complete failure. The excellent 
(the knight or such) does not need any help. If he does, 
he is not the true knight and does not deserve any help 

from others. The complete failure is not even worth talking 
about. This is a very convenient theory, because it justifies 
any passiveness and apathy. 

8. Obsession with scales. Any Belarusian has some pre-
vious experience in political activities in this or that form. 
And all of them have failed in something. The most proba-
ble reason is that they wanted too much and they wanted it 
now - either a million dollars or nothing. People in politics 
are not used to everyday work or step-by-step develop-
ments for reaching the desired result. Just like some girls 
who are dreaming about an ideal husband and won’t put 
up with a slightest drawback, but are not going to improve 
themselves in any way. These girls assume by default that 
they are already the best and deserve to be saved by no-
body but a ‘Prince Charming’, who would throw the whole 
kingdom to their feet.
   People come into politics with nothing to offer, yet hav-
ing great self-appraisal and lack of ability to critically 
analyze their own actions. Hence, there are a lot of people 
there who could not stay on in politics and got disappoint-
ed. This stereotype will block the development of many 
worthy people, preventing them to become experienced 
politicians.

If the situation is so bad, why am I still part of politics 
in Belarus?
1. The need to have power, to influence people, and to 
be in control of at least my own life.
I really hate when someone is trying to decide my life for 
me. I dislike when someone imposes a vision of universal 
happiness. I am in politics because I want to prevent any 
‘models of universal happiness’ from being implemented 
without my opinion. At the same time, I like seeing my 
ideas becoming reality, and seeing life around me change 
to the better as a result of my actions. And I will stand for 
everybody’s right to decide what to do with their own lives.

2. Today we lay the basis of our country’s future. 
Even though I do not like Lukashenko’s model of the fu-
ture of Belarus. I cannot say I am delighted by some dem-
ocrats’ models either. I will not let them decide for me, 
without my opinions and my actions, because I am sure 
I will not like the outcome. Their outcome will not take 
into account my interests, just because they want me to be 
passively waiting for it. 

3. Somebody has to be the first, just to show that it is 
possible to get things done, and that the future can look 
different. The right to be different is a very important right 
too often neglected in our post-Soviet society, and we have 
to fight for this right. Even if citizens choose ‘funfiriks’ 
instead of my political platform, I feel obliged to fight for 
providing them with this right to choose.

olga karatcH, 
Chair, Our House, Belarus
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ToleRanCe anD meDIa fReeDom

challeNGeS aNd iNterrelatioNS oF PoliticS, the media aNd humaN riGhtS

In the Vilnius conference the latest media developments in the region and questions concerning the rights and duties 
of journalists today received special, well-founded emphasis. Producer and journalist Jarmo Koponen emphasized 
that a central question today is, how to get from ‘anarchy of speech’ to democratic and responsible freedom of speech 
or, further, to sensible dialogue. With this arises another problem: According to Mr. Koponen, the media is no longer 
an innocent bystander in the struggle between political parties, but a medium inside it, as the political history in USA 
or Russia has proved. Nowadays it is between commercial media and politics where the lines get blurred. In Russia, 
Vladimir Putin has been in a terrible hurry to create a mass media monopoly for his party. And Silvio Berlusconi man-
aged to combine political activity and his Mediaset business and turn himself from a businessman to a politician. In Mr. 
Koponen’s words, journalists are no longer the guardians of the information as they were in the past in the era of the 
traditional media. Nor are journalists anymore bridge-builders or interpreters of undigested information. No journalist 
really believes anymore that he or she can ‘heal the world’ as some did before.

As regards questions concerning Human Rights and tolerance in today’s Lithuania, Henrikas Mickevičius, Execu-
tive Director of the Human Rights Monitoring Institute, pointed out that politically the country has moved, somewhat 
radically, towards the right and the so-called center-right parties. The Conservatives and Christian democrats have 
radicalized especially on social, moral and fiscal issues. The ‘patriotic and moralizing’ stereotypes, according to Mr. 
Mickevičius, are increasingly gaining control in the traditional centre-right parties by employing prejudices, stereotypes 
and radical rhetoric; acting disrespectful of Human Rights, and promoting the culture of intolerance; and using, and 
sometimes distorting, Christian faith to support their positions. These parties increasingly alienate many moderates 
who are concerned about the quality of democracy in their state. These developments damage the Western tradition of 
tolerance, challenge well-established Human Rights’ standards, and consequently undermine democracy, as these three 
concepts are closely related and interdependent.

vlaDiMiras laucius,
journalist, Lithuania
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toleraNce, humaN riGhtS aNd equality deFiNed

Popularly, TOLERANCE is perceived as an attitude that implies acceptance of differences in beliefs and lifestyles, 
and civilized behavior with “other” people. In words of Jürgen Habermas, however, not only does the term tolerance 
designate the general disposition to treat another person with respect, more specifically we use it to refer to a political 
virtue in our dealings with citizens who are different. Tolerance is, in the words of the philosopher, a norm and a core 
element of liberal political culture 

To put it simply, we need democracy to practice tolerance.  

Also, political tolerance can only be guaranteed if enacted in certain norms through a democratic process: The norms 
which we label today as “Human Rights“. 

HUMAN RIGHTS – a set of moral principles agreed upon through democratic deliberation and embedded into posi-
tive law - serve as an instrument for practical implementation of tolerance. Implementation of Human Rights does not 
mean elimination of intolerance but it means neutralization of the practical impact of intolerance. In words of Jürgen 
Habermas, “to end discrimination does not always signify beginning of toleration toward the person whom is no longer 
discriminated against”. But observance of Human Rights guides to civilized acceptance of the “other” person as an equal 
member of the political community. 

EQUALITY is one of the central assumptions of the Human Rights concept, and the right to equal participation in pub-
lic norm-setting is a pre-condition for democracy. This is why the Human Rights catalogue includes the right of every 
citizen to political participation.  

See also: Jürgen Habermas, Intolerance and discrimination, Oxford University Press and New York University School of Law, LCON, Volume 1, 
Number 1, 2003, pp. 2-12. 

Free Expression, Media and Internet – Fundamental Human Rights

The comprehensive security concept was adopted by the 
OSCE at its very outset. The essence of it is that our com-
mon indivisible security should be built not only on politi-
cal, military and economic factors, but also on the obser-
vance of Human Rights, including freedom of the media. 

As the OSCE Representative on Freedom of the Media, I 
am mandated to observe media-related developments in 

the 56 participating States of the OSCE and assist them 
in fulfilling their politically binding commitments on plu-
ralism, the free flow of information and freedom of the 
media.    
Although the challenges and dangers that journalists face 
in the OSCE member countries may differ from region to 
region, one sad fact holds true everywhere: the freedom to 
express oneself is questioned and challenged from many 

Photo: OSCE Vladimir Umarov
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sides. Some of these challenges are blatant, others con-
cealed; some of them follow traditional methods to silence 
free speech and critical voices, some use new technologies 
to suppress and restrict the free flow of information and 
media pluralism; and far too many result in physical har-
assment and deadly violence against journalists.

violeNce aGaiNSt jourNaliStS

Ever since it was created in 1997, my Office has been call-
ing attention to the alarming increase in violent attacks 
against journalists. The high number of attacks against 
journalists is a cause for concern. Equally alarming is the 
authorities’ far-too-prevalent willingness to classify many 
of the murders as unrelated to the journalists’ profession-
al activities. We also see that more and more often crit-
ical speech is being punished with questionable charges 
brought against the journalists. Impunity of perpetrators 
and the responsible authorities’ passivity in investigating 
and failing to publicly condemn these murders breeds fur-
ther violence.
   There are numerous cases that need to be raised over 
and over again. We need to continue to loudly repeat the 
names of these courageous individuals who lost their lives 
for the words they had written. I will always call again 
upon those governments that have not brought the perpe-
trators of horrifying murders to justice to do so.   
   Highlighting murder cases does not mean that my Of-
fice would neglect tackling other forms of harassment or 
intimidation that also have a threatening effect on journal-
ists. With the heightened security concerns in the last dec-
ade, police and prosecutors have used this background as 
justification for increasingly raiding editorial offices and 
journalists’ homes, or seizing their equipment to find leaks 
that were perceived as national security threats. We do not 
always appreciate the importance of media freedom until 
it is tampered with by state interference and control. 
   The OSCE commitments oblige all participating States 
to provide safety to journalists, not just for the sake of jus-

tice but also for the sake of democracy, which becomes 
an empty concept without fearless fact-finding and dis-
cussions provided by the media. In June 2011 in Vilnius, 
under the auspices of the Lithuanian OSCE Chairmanship 
and with the support of my Office, politicians, diplomats, 
experts and media representatives gathered together to 
discuss the mounting challenge which endangers our core 
values: violence against media. A Declaration on the safe-
ty of journalists was adopted, which provided all stake-
holders with guiding principles that will allow everyone to 
step up the never-ending combat for security and safety of 
all journalists. 

crimiNal charGeS, PeNalizatioN oF SPeech, jail... but 
alSo Some PoSitive NoteS

Imprisonment also remains a popular option to quash free 
speech in some parts of the OSCE region.
Throughout the OSCE region, journalists are behind bars 
today for practicing their craft – which often entails re-
porting on corruption and corrupt public officials. No one 
should have to fear being jailed for exposing the truth. As 
long as journalists are afraid for their lives and the lives of 
their families, we do not live in a free society. 
   However, progress has also been made: The campaign 
against criminal defamation is gaining steam. Within the 
last two years we have seen Armenia, Kyrgyzstan, Mon-
tenegro and Russia decriminalize defamation. I’ve also 
received signals that a few Nordic states are on the way of 
decriminalizing defamation too. We need this kind of leg-
islative reform to de-penalize words urgently and broadly, 
implemented especially in the ‘older democracies.’ The 
beacons of press freedom Denmark, Finland, Sweden and 
Norway should speed up these processes to send strong 
messages to states in transition. The mere existence of 
laws in the west that criminalize speech, even though not 
enforced, are often used as a pretext by authoritarian gov-
ernments to justify crackdowns on critical press in their 
countries. All governments should decriminalize speech 
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crimes as soon as possible to lift the burden off the media. 
   Whereas the Baltic states are concerned, e.g. Estonia 
has made a positive reform as one of the 14 OSCE states 
which decriminalized the generic offence of defamation. 
Still, Estonia has narrowly defined provisions on libel re-
maining in the Criminal Code, which should also be re-
pealed. In Lithuania, the Minister for Foreign Affairs made 
a statement on the World Press Freedom Day, 3 May 2012, 
suggesting that all states should create favorable condi-
tions for journalism by, among other things, decriminal-
izing defamation. This initiative is timely in Lithuania 
where criminal libel charges are brought from time to time 
against journalists and those speaking in the public inter-
est. For example, the Chairman of the Lithuanian Union of 
Journalists Dainius Radzievicius, was accused of criminal 
defamation in 2011, because of comments that he made 
clearly in the public interest. The charges were based on a 
complaint by a media owner whose newspapers were al-
legedly involved in blackmailing Lithuanian companies, 
threatening them with a smear campaign in hopes of get-
ting more advertising revenue. The chilling effect of such 
trials, the mental and moral burden on journalists and their 
families and the time spent in court all seriously restrict a 
truly pluralistic democracy. Hopefully also Lithuania will 
initiate the reform as soon as possible. 
   Outside of the Nordic and Baltic region, prosecution for 
speech takes place more often and can be disguised under 
charges for other crimes: terrorism, extremism, participat-
ing in unsanctioned demonstrations, hooliganism, drug 
dealing or tax fraud. For instance in Turkey approximately 
95 journalists are behind bars today, many of them still 
as suspects, awaiting their indictment for years. They are 
held for making critical comments about government pol-
icies or for simply mentioning the names of organizations 
which are believed to be terrorist. I visit some of these 
journalists in prison and talk to the authorities in various 
formats trying to convince them to release these prisoners. 
Successes may be few (only a small number of people have 
been released lately) but they are nonetheless significant, 
showing how much can be achieved through dialogue. 
In Belarus, after the dispersal of the 19 December 2010 
demonstrators protesting on the results of the presidential 
election, arbitrary arrests, detention, criminal charges and 
sentences against journalists have been happening regular-
ly. Not distinguishing between journalists and protesters, 
police arrested and sentenced dozens of reporters covering 
the “silent protests” last summer.

iNterNet Freedom: FirSt oSce Study deFeNdiNG 
Free exPreSSioN oNliNe

The Internet, a unique and universal multimedia platform 
that has been flourishing worldwide, deserves special em-
phasis. The role of the Internet and online media in cata-
lyzing democratic transition is key, as was happening in 
2011 during the “Arab Spring”. The Internet had indeed 
become an indispensable tool for people all over the world 
to seek, obtain and share information. Concurrently, jour-

nalists have lost their monopoly to disseminate informa-
tion. That function can now be performed by billions of 
“netizens”, led and inspired by bloggers, social networks’ 
activists and anyone who has something to say that they 
could not say before the Internet boom. This explains why 
more and more governments feel the urge to impose over-
ly restrictive rules on the Internet, often under the pretext 
of fighting crimes committed online. As a result, in some 
states it is becoming dangerous to be a Facebook activist, 
a blogger, or even to post online comments on a newspa-
per forum. Too often I receive reports about bloggers and 
social media activists thrown in jail because of what they 
wrote. 
   My Office published in 2011 the first survey of laws 
and practices related to Internet regulation in the OSCE 
region. Our aim was not to discuss whether or not govern-
ments should regulate the Internet, but rather to establish 
what exactly needs to be regulated on the Internet and to 
what extent. When talking about freedom of the media in 
general, the main point is the very ability of people to ac-
cess these media to receive information from the variety 
of sources. Access to the Internet is similar. In many parts 
of our vast OSCE region, it is still hard for people to go 
online whenever they need or want. Some regions lack the 
needed infrastructure; in many places broadband Internet 
connection is too expensive. This results in online infor-
mation becoming a privilege of the elites. Government 
should strive to overcome this digital divide by making 
investments into their communication networks, includ-
ing 3D mobile networks offering lower-cost connections. 
Everyone should have the right to participate in the infor-
mation society and states have a responsibility to ensure 
citizens’ access to the Internet. Exemplary in this respect 
are Finland and Estonia, where access to the Internet was 
proclaimed a fundamental Human Right. These states have 
pledged to guarantee some minimum standard of Internet 
connection available to all at an affordable rate. All the 
other OSCE states are encouraged to follow their example. 

My Office is actively working with other intergovernmen-
tal organizations and NGOs to collectively raise our voice 
in favour of a free and safe Internet. We all want to com-
bat recruitment of terrorists or the spread of child pornog-
raphy online. Governments do have a legitimate role to 
play here. But when it comes to vague definitions such as 
“extremism” or responding to “harmful but legal” content, 
the cure may be worse than the illness. Mandatory filter-
ing and online blocking are considered overly restrictive 
actions and may be taken only upon a court order guaran-
teeing the strict observance of freedom of expression prin-
ciples. Instead of trying to restrict access to the Internet, 
democratic governments should implement legislation that 
guarantees the free flow of information and ensures that 
the Internet remains open. 

DunJa MiJatovic,
OSCE Special Representative of the 
Freedom of the Media
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The noRDIC foRum In hIsToRICal PeRsPeCTIVe 

As the only person having participated in all the Nordic Forum for Security Policy meetings since the very beginning, 
it comes natural for me to recount about the history and evolution of the Forum throughout the years and even dec-
ades. The Vilnius Forum 2012 was the eleventh Forum meeting after the beginning of the third phase of our coopera-
tion launched at the Lohusalu Forum in November 1991 outside Tallinn in Estonia. As part of the Nordic Forum Lo-
husalo meeting, the participants took part in a fact finding tour to the nuclear naval base Paldiski of the Soviet Union. 
We were the biggest group of foreigners who had ever visited Paldiski at that time.

In the second Nordic Forum meeting in 1994 we convened in the parliament building of Vilnius and listened to a keynote 
speech by the Defence Minister Linas Linkevicius of Lithuania. He narrated about the Baltic States’ efforts to become 
members of NATO - a reality today. The Forum continued with a study tour to Kaliningrad. A seminar was held there, 
and it included an address from the commander of Kaliningrad, Admiral Jegorov.

The Nordic Forum conferences have been held in different locations in Russia, in Warsaw and Gdansk, Poland and in 
Kiev, Ukraine. The Forum has also convened regularly in Helsinki, to kick-start each Nordic Forum project. A found-
ing objective of the Forum meetings has been to avoid the creation of new dividing lines in the Baltic Sea Region – a 
principle strongly emphasized by the former Finnish Prime Minister, the late Kalevi Sorsa, in his keynote address in the 
St. Petersburg Forum in 1996. The Forum was hosted by the then Deputy Lord Mayor and Chairman of the Committee 
on Foreign Relations Affairs of St. Petersburg, Vladimir Putin – today the President of the Federal Republic of Russia. 

The Nordic Forum’s agenda was originally based on the so-called three baskets of the OSCE; the politico-military, the 
economic and environmental and the human dimension, as defined by the Final Act of Helsinki from 1975. The Forum 
discussions have dealt with security and confidence-building measures, civil cooperation and the human dimension, 
including Human Rights issues. Part of the Forum programme has conventionally been devoted to military security as-
pects, as in the case of the 2012 Vilnius Forum: on missile defence and cyber security matters. The focus of the Nordic 
Forum agenda has, however, over time slightly shifted from harder security towards softer security issues. A greater part 
of our discussions at the Forum meetings has been turned to questions on Human Rights, democracy, rule of law and the 
importance of the civil society. In Vilnius 2012, freedom of media issues received particular attention.

After the Forum’s meeting in St. Petersburg, for the second time, in 2010, our intention was to organize the forthcoming 
Forum conference in Minsk, Belarus. The project was however torpedoed by the sudden and tragic events that took place 
there. The authorities of Belarus used grave violence in the main square of Minsk against demonstrators and presiden-
tial candidates who gathered to protest on allegated manipulations of the election process in the late evening and early 
night after the election day in December 2010. This lead subsequently to the ‘closing of the borders’ of the country to 
most outsiders. Nevertheless, the proximity of Minsk to Lithuania gave us an excellent opportunity to raise in the Forum 
discussions questions concerning the current situation in Belarus and the violence practiced there against the principles 
of democracy and Human Rights.

The Vilnius debate concentrated also on thematics, such as energy policy, the European Union’s Baltic Sea Region Strat-
egy and accumulated experiences from the Baltic Sea Region cooperation (due to the fact that the Council of Baltic Sea 
States, CBSS, celebrates its 20th anniversary this year).

The organizers of the Nordic Forum of Security Policy – particularly the Finnish Committee for European Security - 
STETE of Finland and the Swedish OSCE-network – are convinced that the Forum meetings have an important role to 
fulfill in providing a neutral arena for complex, often politicized discussions; in raising injustices in the limelight; and 
in strengthening the voice of the civil society actors of the Baltic Sea Region and the surrounding areas, vis-à-vis local, 
regional and international governing structures. 

gunnar lassinantti,
Special Adviser, the Swedish OSCE Network, earlier the Olof Palme International Center
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ANNEX: 
 
JOURNAL FROM THE NORDIC FORUM SEMINARS 2011-2012

NORDIC FORUM FOR SECURITY POLICY 2012 KICK-OFF SEMINAR 
1 December 2011 at the Finnish Parliament, Helsinki, Finland

by STETE
The key note speaker of the seminar Min-
ister Ville Niinistö was worried about the 
state of the Baltic Sea and reminded that 
not only the coastal states, but also the 
countries with rivers flowing into the Bal-
tic Sea that do not follow environmental 
safety regulations increase the eutrophi-
cation of the Baltic Sea. He was equally 
worried of the new status of Baltic Sea 
as an energy gateway. With the increase 
in maritime traffic there is a clear need 
to find out the best practices to diminish 
the hazards of increased oil transports. 
Niinistö also wished for more participants 
in the Helsinki and Espoo Conventions to 
ease environmental burdens and increase 
trust between Baltic Sea States.

   Professor Kari Liuhto also shared minis-
ter Niinistö’s concern of the increasing traf-
fic in the Baltic Sea and spoke for the John 
Nurminen Foundation’s ENSI proposal. In 
his speech Liuhto spoke about the energy 
consumption and production figures in the 
Baltic Sea Region. For instance Germa-
ny is the largest energy consumer within 
the EU and it decided to forgo nuclear 
power, which is ten per cent of its total 
energy consumption. A challenging task 
that equals the decision by Sweden’s to 
replace its nuclear energy that produces 
now 20 per cent of total consumption. He 
also pointed out, that Poland may become 
a gas exporter through the discovery of 
shale gas in the Baltic seabed.
   Associate Professor Dovilė Jakniūnaitė 
gave a look into the similarities and differ-
ences of the Baltic States during the last 
20 years. She agreed that all share certain 
similarities as small, Eastern European, 

post-Soviet new democracies that recent-
ly joined the EU and NATO. Economically 
the states are sometimes discussed as a 
group of Baltic Tigers that have survived 
the economic downturn better than other 
states, explained Jakniūnaitė. Their rela-
tive success is due to a strong spending 
cut and saving program that was installed 
in each state in 2008, when the econom-
ic crisis hit them the hardest. Now some 
of these states are among the best when 
measured according to various mac-
ro-economic indicators. However, identi-
ty-wise Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia are 
built as independent states and there is 
little cooperation between them apart 
from military cooperation through NATO, 
she states. Jakniūnaitė feels that currently 
the states do not share a common positive 
vision.

   The final topic of the seminar was Be-
larus, as presented by researcher Hanna 
Smith. The situation in Belarus has wors-
ened since 2010, she stated, giving exam-
ples of lifting of weapons restrictions and 
the police’s right for preventative arrests. 
She also noted that civil society cannot 
function, as now any international activity 
can be classified as treason. Foreign aid 
to any cause is thus extremely problem-
atic. According to Smith Belarus is very 
dependent on Russia. Vladimir Putin has 
said in his speeches that his government 
would work to prop up Belarus' economy. 
Smith explained that the economy of Be-
larus cannot stand on its own and would 
be bankrupt without the customs union, 
labour movement agreement with Rus-
sia, and the low gas prices. Smith sees 

the future of Belarus as either a revolution, 
coup d’état, rise of another political group, 
or continuation of the Lukashenko dynas-
ty. The last option Smith sees as the most 
likely one.

   The seminar finished with a panel, 
where the panellists and the audience got 
to express their ideas and suggestions 
for the Nordic Forum. STETE chair Tuu-
la Peltonen was interested in developing 
economic and education cooperation and 
wished for more collaboration between 
the universities in the Baltic Sea Region. 
Pirkko Mattila wanted to look at alternative 
energy sources. Christina Gestrin saw the 
potential of cooperation in Baltic States in 
the areas of economy, social welfare and 
environment. She was also worried about 
the eutrophication of the Baltic Sea and 
the increase in maritime oil transports. 
She highlighted the regional problems of 
organised crime, human- and drug traf-
ficking and the importance of cooperation 
in finding solutions to these issues. She 
regarded the EU Baltic strategy as a step 
forward and stated that it needed to be 
closely aligned to the Northern Dimension. 
STETE’s partner representatives Olof Kle-
berg from OSSE Nätverk spoke about the 
importance of NGOs as a cornerstone of 
vivid democracy and Judita Akromienė 
from NISC followed that the situation 
of NGOs in Lithuania is relatively good. 
There are networks for support, a govern-
ment action plan to same end and there 
is also a European level NGO cooperation 
network.
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NORDIC FORUM FOR SECURITY POLICY 2012
EMPOWERING THE NORDIC-BALTIC RELATIONS – 
CHALLENGES OF THE 21ST CENTURY 

10-11 May 2012 at Vilnius University, Vilnius, Lithuania

by the Vilnius university students and Kati Lepojärvi
Tuula Peltonen, member of Finnish Parliament and the Chair of STETE welcomed everyone to the event to discuss Nordic - Baltic 
cooperation. She pointed out that various experts are going to share insights on current issues that this region is facing; its future, 
prospects, opportunities and challenges.  Furthermore, she mentioned that the work of the Forum is dedicated to boost security 
issues on all levels of society. Peltonen expressed her hopes that this Nordic Forum will provide the best insights and will contribute 
to our safe future. She wished everyone an interesting conference and inspiring discussions. 

   Director of the Institute of International Relations and Political Science of Vilnius University, Ramunas Vilpišauskas, made three 
points in his opening speech. The first was to thank the partners who organised this event: the Finnish Committee for European Se-
curity (STETE), the Swedish OSCE Network and the local partner in Vilnius, the Non-Governmental Organizations’ Information and 
Support Centre (NISC). Secondly he commented on the format of this conference. It stresses also the revival of particular interest 
in Lithuania on Baltic-Nordic cooperation. This interest is not much a novelty but a rediscovery of the common interests among the 
Baltic countries. These interests were very much alive in early 1990s when the cooperation was very active and productive. Now, the 
countries are meeting again and discussing common issues. Finally, Mr Vilpišauskas concluded that there are important issues to 
be discussed during the conference; most importantly security and economic issues. Mr. Vilpišauskas pointed out that countries are 
linked by investment, trade, movement of people and energy transport. Moreover, crucially important are cyber security and Human 
Rights, the rule of law as well as media freedom in the neighbouring Belarus. He expressed the wish that these values would be 
regarded as important in our closest neighbourhood politics. 

NORDIC-BALTIC COOPERATION 20 YEARS - 
OUR GOALS FOR THE FUTURE?

ROMAS ŠVEDAS - FORMER VICE-MINISTER OF ENERGY, LITHUANIA

MATS HELLSTRÖM - FORMER MINISTER OF TRADE, SWEDEN

VYTAUTAS LEŠKEVICIUS - VICE-MINISTER OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF THE REPUBLIC OF LITHUANIA

MODERATOR: ERKKI BAHOVSKI - ESTONIAN FOREIGN POLICY INSTITUTE

In his presentation, Lithuanian former 
Vice Minister of Energy Romas Švedas 
emphasized the importance of creating 
a regional market, which would provide a 
choice for the consumers. Mats Hellström, 
former Minister of Trade of Sweden, made 
a review on the origins and the future of 
the cooperation in the region. And the last 
presenter Vytautas Leskevičius, Vice-Min-
ister of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of 
Lithuania, discussed Nordic-Baltic coop-

eration more from Lithuania’s perspective.
   Mr. Švedas started his presentation re-
lating the Nordic-Baltic relations with his 
personal experience in the beginning of 
1990s when the three Baltic States re-es-
tablished their independence. At that time 
when he was working on economic issues 
in Lithuania, the cooperation with Nordic 
countries started. They came to Lithu-
ania and later to other Baltic countries 
and proposed free trade agreements. Mr. 

Švedas emphasised that this free trade 
agreement was much more than just a 
free trade agreement. It was about a new 
culture of organizing our relations and our 
lives on the basis of the Nordic example. 
This goods and commodities trading had 
started 20 years ago and during this time 
the cooperation had improved enormous-
ly. The main focus of Mr. Švedas’ pres-
entation was on the energy policy in Baltic 
States. Nowadays, the Baltic countries’ 
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energy systems are regionally enormous-
ly integrated. The future objective is not 
to have only a single line interconnection 
with the Nordic countries, but wholesome 
regional integration. The Baltic States are 
still integrated with the ex-Soviet system, 
but at the same time all three Baltic States 
are creating a common energy market. 
This integration to our Nordic neighbours 
is much more than about energy integra-
tion: it is about regional integration. Fur-
thermore, Baltic countries are establishing 
a new nuclear energy integration project 
BEMIP. It is a good example for other 
countries, and even a symbol of region-
al integration in the EU. In this way, the 
Baltic countries see themselves as inte-
grating into the common European Union 
energy sector. 
   On the other hand, Mr. Švedas men-
tioned, that the gas sector causes a huge 
problem in the region. This sector is lag-
ging behind the electricity sector. That 
is why the electricity sector could and 
should act as an example for future gas 
sector development in the Baltic region. 
The existence of planned gas projects in 
Lithuania involving more than two coun-
tries demonstrates that Lithuania is in-
terconnecting with the Nordic and Baltic 
markets. Finally, Mr. Švedas spoke about 
the challenges of politics and geopolitics 
to the energy politics. He stressed that 
in the gas sector it is important to create 
the possibility to choose. However, even 
though these projects have been started, 
they are more about political games than 
economics, exactly because the issues 
are so politicized. Mr. Švedas pointed 
out that our relationship with our Eastern 
neighbour is based on energy, which is 
used to geopolitically dominate the region. 
That is why Nordic-Baltic cooperation is 
the key to the success.
   The Swedish former Minister of Trade 
Mats Hellström gave a historical overview 
on the Baltic Sea Region as a centre of 
civilization. The rune stones tell stories 
about Swedish Vikings anchoring not far 
from today´s Ventspils in Latvia. During 
Medieval Ages the Hanseatic League, 
also known as Hansa merchant confeder-
ation brought an enormous uplifting and 
creation of coastal towns around the Bal-
tic seashores and strengthened not only 
the commerce, but also common culture. 
The short but intense period of Swedish 
Great Power dominance in the 17th centu-

ry made an imprint around the Baltic Sea 
with Swedish modern administrative prac-
tices, including the education system. In 
the 19th Century the two emerging great 
powers, Russia and Germany, dominated 
the Sea. The Baltic Sea became part of 
the Crimean War, but trade flourished and 
industrialization started. That is why much 
of the 20th century is a very atypical ex-
ception, when the Sea became an impen-
etrable barrier through the Iron Curtain 
during the Cold War. Since the demise 
of the Iron Curtain, this region has been 
characterised by sudden openness, high 
mobility, and creative contacts between 
mature economies. A strong commitment 
to regional cooperation in various dimen-
sions is evolving all around the Baltic Sea. 
A strong development in this respect has 
been the quickly growing number of civic 
(popular) networks in the Baltic Sea Re-
gion. There are hundreds of networks rep-
resenting different aspects of civil society 
as well as public and official networks. It 
shows a real hunger for contacts around 
the sea. Mr. Hellström pointed out that we 
should not forget that people regard their 
history and the position in the region in 
very different ways. He gave as examples 
Estonia, Poland and Russia, or the way 
Swedes and Danes look upon their histo-
ry. What is more, the Baltic States – the 
“new democracies” – are quickly catching 
up with the Nordic region. Even though 
Mr. Hellström pointed out that the finan-
cial crisis several years ago hit hard, the 
evident flexibility of Baltic States allowed 
them to move out of the recession. As Mr. 
Hellström summed up, the possibility of 
Nordic-Baltic cooperation exists because 
there are two hundred cross-Baltic organ-
izations, which are looking for the true 
brand of the Baltic Sea Region (Sea of 
Networks). Moreover, as a long term pur-
pose he pointed out the creation of the so 
called “demos”, a common Baltic space. 
He finished his presentation by declar-
ing that the region should be prepared to 
bring forward the security cooperation and 
to create common security system. 
   Vice-Minister of the Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs of Lithuania Vytautas Leškevičius 
presented a view on deeper Baltic coop-
eration from the perspective of Lithuania, 
and how Lithuania is imagining the future 
cooperation.  He mentioned that the three 
Baltic countries are equal to the 5th larg-
est economy in Europe and taken togeth-

er Nordic-Baltic countries have the best 
developed human capital in the world. 
However, the region also faces some chal-
lenges, e.g. economic crisis and democ-
racy seatbacks. Nordic-Baltic countries 
expressed their willingness to cooperate 
in 1992. The decision was declared on the 
Bornholm island in Denmark among the 
prime ministers who named the new coop-
eration format 5+3. The scope and level of 
cooperation grew on and the name of the 
format was transformed into the NB8. Mr. 
Leškevičius noted, that the Nordic-Baltic 
body is represented in the World Bank 
and the International Monetary Fund. The 
framework for cross-border financial crisis 
management had been set in the region 
and the first European cross-border stabil-
ity group was established here. Besides, 
the Nordic countries are the top investors 
in Baltic countries. The chambers of com-
merce of the countries have regular meet-
ings just as central banks, justice experts, 
energy, transport, education and defence 
experts do. 
   Vice-minister Leškevičius expressed 
his hopes that all Baltic countries would 
soon belong to common energy market. 
All countries seek to pioneer the progress 
of the regional digital market and continue 
the tradition to exchange their views be-
fore the EU Council meetings. This year 
Lithuania coordinates the Nordic-Baltic 
cooperation agenda. Mr. Leškevičius in-
troduced Lithuania’s goals for the NB8 
agenda. He expressed the intention to 
boost the image of the region by advanc-
ing the Nordic-Baltic information space, to 
strengthen the possibilities of the single 
digital market and business cooperation in 
the region, to discuss future cooperation 
with the Nordic Council of Ministers and 
to keep working with the partner countries 
both East and West. The Baltic countries 
hope to transfer their European integration 
experience to the Eastern countries in the 
way they had received it from the Nordic 
neighbors. The goal of the Baltic countries 
is to create a safe and predictable neigh-
borhood. The Eastern Partnership will be 
one of the main priorities for Lithuania‘s 
Presidency of the EU in the second half 
of 2013, and Lithuania will be hosting the 
third IPINE Summit in Vilnius in Novem-
ber 2013. “E-Pine” started as an initiative 
to foster dialogue between the Political 
Directors of Foreign Ministries of Nordic 
and Baltic countries and the US. Since its 
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launch in October 2003, IPINE became a 
regular framework for field experts to ex-
change ideas and discuss relevant topics. 
Today it involves not only Foreign Minis-
tries and the State Department, but also 
non-governmental academic institutions. 
Summing up, Mr. Leškevičius said that 
the Nordic-Baltic region is capable of liv-
ing up to the standards it has set for itself 
– to become the Europe’s leading region 
of exceptional solidarity, quality in daily life 
and security in its neighborhood, no mat-
ter how long it might take to succeed.

DISCUSSION

The discussion after the “Nordic-Baltic 
cooperation 20 years - our goals for the 
future?” started  with a question to former 
minister Švedas from Ingmar Oldberg 
from the Swedish Institute of Internation-
al Affairs, asking why Lithuania’s plans 
to have a electricity bridge to Poland are 
taking so long. Romas Švedas explained 
that it is important to discuss how to do 
that, because the decisions in Lithuania 
are influenced by interest groups. There 
are people who have an interest to keep 
the electricity monopoly and make no 
developments. That is why Mr. Švedas 
stressed that the discussions should be 
about one major objective - the creation of 
the common energy market. The second 
question was also to Mr. Švedas. Jorgen 
Molde, the Ambassador of Denmark, ob-
served that in the presentation on the en-
ergy plans there was nothing mentioned 
about the use of renewable energy. Mr. 
Švedas responded by underpinning that 
the current priority is indeed the invest-
ment in renewables, but that the process 
is lagging behind. Ambassador Molde felt, 
that there would be great opportunities 
for concentrating Nordic-Baltic coopera-
tion especially in the field of renewables. 
Also, he commented that the Nordic-Baltic 
cooperation has changed in a good way, 
but it should also propose alternatives. 
Furthermore, member of the Board of the 
Swedish OSCE network, Gunnar Lassi-
nantti, was interested in Kaliningrad and 
particularly the settlement of the current 
visa disputes. His question was followed 
up by political science student Kornelija 
Dudaitė (Vilnius University) with addition-
al concern to the impact on Lithuania of 
Kaliningrad’s isolation. Mr. Leškevičius 

answered that negotiations have been 
conducted on the EU level, and that Lith-
uania does not see any problems with 
the visa agreement dating back to 2002. 
But Lithuania does see a problem in the 
movements of Kaliningrad’s inhabitants 
to and from Russia. Romas Švedas add-
ed that isolation is an issue. Isolation in 
the region does not lead to good things. 
However, we do not talk about energy as 
such. Energy is politicised and this should 
be avoided. The goal is the development 
of the harmonized market of three Baltic 
States and the integration with the Nordic 
markets. Integration into the power sys-
tem is the ultimate objective in the conti-
nental Europe and without Kaliningrad it 
is impossible. 
   Turku University student Camilla Maruc-
co asked about the role of energy markets 
(both energy and gas). She was inter-
ested if both of them are necessary and 
is it not enough to compensate just one. 
Romas Švedas answered that it is a very 
sensitive point. It would be better to have 
one strong project. Vertically integrated 
electricity and gas monopolies dominate 
Lithuanian energy. EU adopts instru-
ments against the monopolies, and this 
model should be transferred into Lithua-
nian policy. The cooperation of the three 
Baltic States in the gas sector should 
be better, but a common legal basis (as 
opposed to three separate ones) should 
be developed to allow the functioning of 
the market. The last comment was made 
by Ahmed El-ashram from the European 
Movement in Finland. He pointed out that 
in security and energy we are forgetting 
the human dimension involving the happi-
ness and peace of the people. He asked 
how Nordic and Baltic countries aim to 
work together to strengthen mutual secu-
rity? The answer was given by Mats Hell-
ström, who stated that the Nordic area on 
security cooperation has been an area of 
low tension. It is important to continue this 
in the future.
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I SESSION
WORKING GROUP 1: CYBER SECURITY

KATRIN NYMAN-METCALF – PROFESSOR, TALLINN UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY, ESTONIA

ALEXEI KRIVOLAP – LECTURER, EUROPEAN HUMANITIES UNIVERSITY AND MEDIA-ACTIVIST, BELARUS

MODERATOR: ILMARS POIKANS – 
RESEARCHER, INSTITUTE OF MATHEMATICS AND COMPUTER SCIENCE, UNIVERSITY OF LATVIA

The moderator Ilmārs Poikāns opened 
the session, and noted that the session 
was to give a general overview of cur-
rent cyber security issues, presented in 
layman’s terms. With no further ado, the 
floor was given to the first speaker, Katrin 
Nyman-Metcalf.
   Professor Metcalf began her presenta-
tion by making a distinction between the 
civilian and military perspectives of cyber 
security, noting the relative novelty of the 
term and the interesting relation between 
its two meanings. It often leads to the tran-
sitive aspects of it, such as cyber espio-
nage (a semi-unified practice, containing 
both industrial and traditional variants of 
espionage within itself, adapted to the 
electronic medium) or infrastructural cy-
ber-attacks. They might be carried out by 
single, independent criminals or be a part 
of an organized military action, sanctioned 
by a foreign government. Difficulties of 
separating modern communication from 
the existing infrastructure complicate fur-
ther the discussions about cyber security. 
The cyber space itself could be interpret-
ed either as a separate environment for 
actors to act in possibly illegal ways, or a 
powerful tool with a potential use for reg-
ular crime. Combinations of the two are 
also possible. Recalling the cyber-attack 
of May 2007, which Estonians were sub-
jected to, Nyman-Metcalf did not want to 
dwell on the uncertain details of the event, 
instead skipping to explaining how the 
attack changed the way NATO started to 
treat cyber security  – not as protection of 
the communication networks, but also as 
defense of civilian infrastructure networks, 
understanding the possible consequenc-
es such attacks could bring to any modern 
society so heavily dependent on electron-
ic means of communication. Professor 
expressed satisfaction that the Estonian 
system withstood this attack well. She 
took pride in the fact that the restoration 

of the collapsed systems in Estonia, as 
complicated as it was, was a matter of 
hours, rather than days. Nyman-Metcalf 
pointed out that the legal aspect of cy-
ber security is increasingly important. It 
is becoming an everyday issue, one that 
turns a number of existing legal concepts 
upside down. One such legal concept is 
self-defense, the rules that are now cod-
ified in the UN Charter. The principal of 
self-defense entails that a state is allowed 
to use force in response to an armed at-
tack against it, but the force used must be 
proportional to the force the state is being 
subjected to. It is not easy to apply this 
rule in the cyber world, as cyber-attacks 
are unlikely to have early warnings and 
there aren’t any means of assessing their 
damage before the attack happens. Un-
like stockpiles of conventional weapons, 
the cyber offensive capabilities of a state 
are much harder for outside sources to 
assess. Therefore, there is always a pos-
sibility of using too much force to prevent 
a threat, and even seeing a threat where 
there is none.
   Mrs. Nyman-Metcalf gave several ex-
amples of legal issues related to cyber 
security. A prominent problem is the ques-
tion of jurisdiction. It is very difficult to de-
termine which authorities, if any, prevail 
in the cyber space, and the total impact 
is still not properly dealt with by lawyers. 
Law is quite a conservative practice, so it 
takes time to adapt to the new technology. 
Although not an advocate of Internet reg-
ulation, the professor admitted that there 
are many ways the Internet can be used 
for different kinds of crime. Finding a solu-
tion to this requires new ways of thinking, 
as there are currently many loopholes in 
the legal system, effectively disarming au-
thorities dealing with such kinds of occur-
rences. This calls for action and conscious 
decision-making. Another legal issue is 
determining the exact autonomy of private 

companies, which own and maintain the 
majority of communication technology 
networks around the world. The owner-
ship of these networks means that much 
of the responsibility for their maintenance 
and cyber security itself is largely in the 
private hands. Since the essential compo-
nent of e-society – the way users identify 
each other electronically – are handled 
by private entities, distributing of authori-
ty in cyber security is a challenge to both 
lawyers and politicians. Professor Metcalf 
explained that the actual means of pro-
tecting computer networks can be divided 
into three categories: “what you know”, 
“what you have” and “what you are”. What 
you know is the password, the technically 
simplest means of data protection. Since 
people rarely use complex passwords 
and sometimes even openly share them 
with others, passwords provide a mini-
mal amount of protection. What you have 
is some form of an ID card – protection 
of a higher standard, often used in con-
junction with a password. ID cards, being 
physical, key-like objects, can’t be easily 
used by several people (unless stolen and 
copied). The most secure means of data 
protection is what you are, consisting of 
things which are unique to every user and 
are almost impossible to falsify. This in-
cludes finger prints, retinal scans or even 
voice patterns. After detailing the different 
levels of security, Mrs. Nyman-Metcalf 
also remarked how in her work she has 
noticed a tendency for people to exag-
gerate the importance of protection, when 
large sums of money are spent on high-
tech security systems to protect rather 
unimportant data.
   Lastly, the professor warned the listen-
ers not to disregard the importance of hu-
man error in cyber security. According to 
her, even the best security systems rely 
on human maintenance and supervision, 
and something as simple as a door left un-
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locked may jeopardize the entire system. 
Storage of non-encrypted data on laptops, 
mobile phones or USB flash drives may 
also lead to security breaches, as they 
can be stolen or simply left somewhere. 
Human error usually results from negli-
gence of the staff, but it can also be done 
on purpose. Professor then presented 
several cases when human error resulted 
in protected data loss, alteration or leak-
ing, such as the Latvian tax office data 
leak of 2010, the mysterious cyber-attack 
on the Netherlands tax office records of 
2011, and the breach of Colombian in-
telligence agency database, apparently 
caused by an inside source. 
   Mr. Poikāns chimed in with another 
example, explaining how the images of 
scanned classified documents may be 
present in the hard drive of a copy ma-
chine. According to him, there have been 
a few instances of governmental agencies 
selling their old machinery, making the 
sensitive data available for retrieval by 
third parties.
   An important question was presented 
to Mrs. Nyman-Metcalf by an officer in 
the national Swedish police force, Mr. 
Andreas Hernadi, who expressed his frus-
tration with the recent increase in number 
of cyber crimes and unwillingness of in-
ternet service providers to cooperate by 
sharing sensitive information. According 
to him, there have already been several 
cases the Swedish police was unable to 
solve due to this denial to provide police 
with possible evidence. The professor 
explained that due to the aforementioned 
privatization of communication networks, 
internet service providers are not obliged 
to share the data with anyone, as provid-
ing such information is relatively similar 
to phone tapping – a practice, which re-
quires complex legal procedures for it to 
be sanctioned. Mrs. Nyman-Metcalf was 
critical of how the German constitution-
al court dealt with this issue a few years 
ago, providing only the basic guidelines 
of necessary procedures, but leaving the 
question open. Generally, this issue goes 
back to the dilemma of freedom versus 
security and just how much do citizens 
trust their government. Professor said that 
Mr. Hernadi has touched upon a very im-
portant issue – one that will be discussed 
for years to come. 
   Alexei Krivolap informed the audience of 
the citizen surveillance practices in Bela-

rus, including a national law that requires 
all adult citizens to provide the authorities 
with their fingerprints and the practice of 
tracking the Internet traffic for suspicious 
search queries and recording the brows-
ing history of Internet users. Mr. Krivolap 
compared this to having a guard following 
the user’s every step. He began with the 
problem of legal inconsistencies between 
different levels of authority, emphasizing 
the need for a common, intergovernmen-
tal set of rules to be adapted to the local 
levels of various countries around the 
world, but noting their current inability to 
reach a consensus about the amount of 
regulation required or the definition of the 
cyber space itself. As the latter can be un-
derstood either as a communication ser-
vice, provided by private companies, or 
as a separate dimension, existing in-be-
tween the people involved in the process 
of communication, it is not clear who the 
authority of controlling the Internet should 
be and what role should the state play.
    Another point he made was the ques-
tion of access to the alternate information 
sources, mainly – the Internet. According 
to the presenter, the availability of different 
news channels is a catalyst of change in 
the society, a change which may be nec-
essary in several countries. In general, 
the gap between people with access to 
alternate sources of information and peo-
ple excluded from them is a good indicator 
of how democratic and free the state is. 
More often than not this gap is formed ar-
tificially by the ruling entities. Mr. Krivolap 
presented the recent scandal, the Swed-
ish telecommunication company Ericsson 
having sold some surveillance equipment 
to Belarus, as an example of the issue of 
personal privacy. Apparently, the technol-
ogy provided by Ericsson was not really 
designed for deep inspection and surveil-
lance, but could be easily used for that. It 
allowed determining the physical location 
of a network-bound mobile phone, possi-
bly in the pocket of its owner and, since 
pre-paid telephone cards are not avail-
able in every country and the telephone 
numbers of the citizens are tied to their 
passports, tracking people could become 
an easy job. Therefore, even though the 
need for more internet-users remains, the 
communicational freedom becomes an is-
sue, since users are in danger when they 
read websites deemed dangerous by the 
authorities, or even leaving negative inter-

net comments.
   Mr. Krivolap emphasized the importance 
for internet users to stay anonymous on-
line. It is the crucial prerequisite of a free 
and democratic state. He expressed con-
cerns over the Patriot Act of the United 
States, signed after the attacks of 9/11. 
The act limits the autonomy of the users 
with the pretext of increasing national 
security. Such practice can become an 
accepted norm of the democratic states. 
Fortunately, there are counterbalances to 
this, such as the Tor project – a system 
built to help its users stay anonymous on 
the Internet. The existence of such servic-
es shows that people are concerned about 
their freedom and are willing to do some-
thing about it. Finally, Mr. Krivolap raised 
the rhetorical question of who is really the 
victim in this dual-sided clash of interests 
– the free society or the nation state? Both 
have the potential of harming the other, so 
both are in need of protection. 

DISCUSSION

Ilmārs Poikāns, a supporter of free In-
ternet, rhetorically asked who would be 
responsible for people being responsible 
for Internet regulation. “Who is watching 
the watchers – and the watchers’ watch-
ers?” In his own words, “power corrupts, 
and ultimate power corrupts ultimately”. 
The moderator was also skeptical about 
the surveillance systems posing much of 
a threat for professional hackers, stat-
ing that it would be the common every-
day users who’d receive more harm. He 
ended his remark with another rhetorical 
question, concerning the original purpose 
of Western-developed surveillance sys-
tems, being sold to states under dictator 
regimes.
   Katrin Nyman-Metcalf spoke about the 
general state of public discourse when the 
United States had launched a defensive 
satellite. Apparently, the general public 
thought that outer space was about to be-
come an entirely new environment, where 
traditional law will not apply as there are 
no borders. People discovered new ways 
of thinking, the original approaches to 
international cooperation in space. But 
all that was not implemented for several 
reasons. There are similarities between 
the outer space and the cyber space as 
here the standard rules do not apply. She 
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remained skeptical about any sort of le-
gal revolution being underway, mostly 
because of how the 9/11 changed the 
way states see the Internet – no longer a 
medium merely for cooperation, but as a 
possible hazard for the national security.
   The session ended with a question 
from Olof Kleberg, the vice president 
of the Swedish OSCE Network. He was 
concerned with the protection of priva-
cy and inquired what other methods, 
save encryption of data, are available to 
common citizens and non-governmental 
organizations for private exchange of in-
formation, and how would the availability 
of these methods shape the future devel-
opments of the communication networks. 
Alexei Krivolap assured Mr. Kleberg that 
encryption is certainly not the only way for 
private communication. Among other al-
ternatives, he mentioned the potential use 
of partially hidden section of the Internet, 
the so-called “deep web” – basically, a 
network within a network, currently reach-
able only by using software like Tor. An-
other way the internet could develop in the 
future is through decreased usage of cor-
porate-owned websites, with users opting 
to use more independent networks. The 
problem with these alternatives coming 
into existence lies in the relative lack of 
citizen participation in coming up with new 
views and aims for the Internet. Currently, 
the prevailing point of view is the state’s 
view. It aims to increase the control and 
regulation of the networks on the national 
security reasons, and so far, people are 
still willing to live with it. Ilmārs Poikāns 
was quick to correct Mr. Krivolap that Tor, 
although indeed providing additional an-
onymity to the user, does not protect the 
content sent via the system. So, it is not 
a secure way of exchanging data. He also 
mentioned that mobile phones may be 
tracked by using their IMEI numbers, so 
a simple change of a card may not be suf-
ficient to hide under the grid. The moder-
ator also warned that e-mail services are 
surprisingly easy to survey.
   Katrin Nyman-Metcalf also mentioned 
the importance of the age of the users. 
Younger people, having grown up using 
social networking, sharing private in-
formation and GPS services tend to be 
less worried about breaches of their pri-
vacy and are more open to surveillance 
than the older generation. In other words, 
what older users of the Internet may find 

disturbing the younger ones tend to find 
convenient. She expressed hope that the 
younger generation is aware of the risks 
involved.

WORKING GROUP 2: CURRENT MISSILE 
DEFENCE DEVELOPMENTS

ROLF EKÉUS – 
CHAIRMAN, SWEDISH OSCE NETWORK, FORMER DIPLOMAT

MARTYNAS ZAPOLSKIS – 
ADVISER, EURO-ATLANTIC COOPERATION DEPARTMENT, MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

VASILY KRIVOKHIZHA – 
HEAD OF THE RESEARCH DEPARTMENT, THE INSTITUTE FOR U.S. AND CANADIAN 

STUDIES, RUSSIA

MODERATOR: GUNNAR LASSINANTTI – 
SPECIAL ADVISER, MEMBER OF THE SWEDISH OSCE NETWORK

Rolf Ekéus talked about the main points of 
disagreement between the United States, 
NATO and Russia. He also made several 
assumptions and remarks on the glob-
al system. Mr. Ekéus expressed, for in-
stance, his doubts about the current state 
of NATO’s missile defence system and 
its future developments. After Rolf Ekéus 
finished his opening presentation, Gunnar 
Lassinantti, the moderator of the session, 
gave the floor to Martynas Zapolskis.
   Martynas Zapolskis began by respond-
ing to Mr. Ekéus criticism of the missile 
defence system. According to him, the 
numerous tests and studies, which have 
been conducted for several years now, 
show that the European Phased Adaptive 
Approach (EPAA) is showing good results 
and that the system is off to a promising 
future. Mr. Zapolskis then moved on to 
his own presentation, oriented towards a 
better understanding of what does mis-
sile defence mean to the main actors of 
the issue – the US, NATO and Russia. 
The first dimension presented was that of 
NATO itself. According to Mr. Zapolskis, 
the missile defence system is essential 
to the further development of its security 
architecture and will have strong political, 
as well as military implications to NATO’s 

transatlantic relations. From a political 
point of view, it is an indispensible ele-
ment of an indivisible security plan, and 
also a proof that the US’ commitment is 
still there and is being taken seriously. 
The system is just as important from the 
military point of view, since the final aim 
of the project is a 24/7 stand-by missile 
defence system, and the fact that it will 
be maintained through NATO’s own com-
mand structures basically means that the 
US is trusting NATO with its own military 
capabilities. Mr. Zapolskis also noted that 
it’s an opportunity to integrate different 
national systems closer together, because 
even though countries such as France, It-
aly and the Netherlands are offering some 
of their own missile defence capabilities 
as their national contributions to NATO’s 
missile defence system, the US’ contribu-
tions make up the major part of the entire 
system. Such interoperability between 
different national systems will have to be 
maintained through organized action and 
cooperation to be utilized fully.
   Mr. Zapolskis noted two main issues 
concerning NATO’s perspective. The first 
rather simple: is the system sustainable? 
Looking from a long-term perspective, it is 
not entirely clear if the US will be willing 
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and – more importantly – able to pay for 
it, as the annual costs add up to about ten 
billion dollars. It is also unclear just how 
exactly NATO is going to ensure that all 
member countries will contribute to com-
mon projects to their full extent. The sec-
ond issue concerns the Russian position 
in this matter. Despite the official state-
ments from the highest governing bodies 
of NATO and the US, Russia has been 
persistently insisting that the missile de-
fence system is oriented against Russia, 
and not Iran or North Korea, as the official 
statements say. Since Russia has already 
publically announced that certain military 
plans directed against NATO and US mis-
sile defence sites in Europe have already 
been set into motion, and that Russia has 
even started deploying offensive weap-
onry in Kaliningrad, NATO needs to be 
prompt about deciding its further course of 
action. This issue is specifically important 
to the Nordic-Baltic region.
   The second perspective presented by 
Mr. Zapolskis was the US dimension. From 
the specialist’s point of view, the EPPA is-
sue is just a piece of a bigger picture for 
the US. The United States had already 
started preparing foreign missile defence 
systems in close cooperation with part-
ners outside Europe, such as South Ko-
rea, Japan and Australia, and had already 
installed the basic elements required for 
their homeland missile defence. The US 
offered their missile defence capabilities 
to NATO only in the Lisbon summit of 
2010. It is important to understand just 
how broad the perspective of the US is, 
and how many variables have to be taken 
into account. Another issue, that is very 
important to the US personally, is the is-
sue of political commitment versus legal 
guarantees. Russia has stated its need for 
legal guarantees that NATO‘s system and 
the US system are not directed against 
Russia, but the US are having trouble pro-
viding Russia with that. This is a contro-
versial issue, which basically comes down 
to a simple question: what can be offered 
to Russia to satisfy its needs? Since Rus-
sia is asking for some influence in NATO’s 
missile defence system, complying with 
their requests would mean giving them ac-
cess to some of the US technology, which 
the US would never do. This issue is also 
very much important to the Nordic-Baltic 
region, as it is a very likely bargaining chip 
in the negotiations that are sure to follow.

   The third perspective overviewed by 
Mr. Zapolskis was the Russian position. 
From the specialist’s point of view, Russia 
is pushing for a system of joint command 
and control (C2). Apparently, Russia has 
a vision of a sectoral division in Europe 
– a model, where one sector (which in-
cludes the Baltic States and part of Po-
land) would be under the influence of 
Russia. Mr. Zapolskis was unsure as to 
why Russia would pursue such develop-
ments, as he believes that a joint system 
will never be agreed upon, since Russia 
would never allow NATO’s Supreme Al-
lied Commander to be responsible for 
Russian missile defence. He speculated, 
that there are three main reasons for Rus-
sia’s pursuit of a joint system. The first is 
the goal of staying in the league of global 
major powers, the success of which will 
be decided by Russia’s ability to keep 
the current strategic balance as it is. The 
second is the aim to reduce the Western 
influence in countries Russia sees as 
their own by privilege, mainly Romania 
and parts of Poland. The third reason is 
a simple wish of having no direct US and 
NATO military presence in the region, so 
the talks of joint C2 and sectoral division 
of responsibilities allows Russia to influ-
ence NATO’s defence system designs 
and developments, and maybe to get the 
necessary technical information, required 
for the development of their own defence 
system. In Mr. Zapolskis’ opinion, the re-
cent developments in the Kaliningrad re-
gion are a proof of Russia’s willingness 
to move forward with their own defence 
system, and this continuing dialogue with 
NATO is buying them some time to work 
on it. Nearing the conclusion of his pres-
entation, Martynas Zapolskis addressed 
the implications of the aforementioned 
issues to the Nordic-Baltic region. Al-
though an obvious territory of overlapping 
interests, the region could benefit from 
an organized, coordinated work frame, 
suited for voicing concerns and deliver-
ing agreed-upon statements, beneficial to 
the entire region. The states of the region 
have much to offer to each other. He used 
as an example Sweden, that could make 
use of a close partnership with neighbor-
ing NATO members – the Baltic States. In 
general, Mr. Zapolskis vouched for closer 
governmental cooperation, in hopes of 
fulfilling the need for a regional governing 
body in the near future.

   The floor was given to Vasily Krivokh-
izha, who began by stating that each 
panelist has his own truth, and that his 
presentation should not be seen as a col-
lection of objective truths, but merely as a 
truth of another specialist. In Mr. Krivokh-
izha’s opinion, the issue at hand is forcing 
people to, in Herman Kahn’s words, think 
about the unthinkable. He expressed dis-
satisfaction with the recent developments 
in the Nordic-Baltic region, noting it is be-
coming increasingly hostile and danger-
ous – an obvious and unwelcome change 
from the peaceful and calm state it was at 
just years ago. He also noted that the re-
gion cannot be singled out in this conflict, 
as it is global and concerns all the states 
in the world, and especially the countries 
who posses missile weapons and nucle-
ar technologies. The entire Europe has 
a unique status in this, however, as it is 
likely to become the epicenter of a nucle-
ar doomsday, resulting from the ongoing 
conflict between the US and Russia. The 
reason for that is the resurrection of the 
mutually assured destruction system – the 
MAD strategy, last used during the Cold 
War. However, according to Mr. Krivokh-
izha, the situation was radically different 
back then, as it was not a conflict over 
theory, bur rather, a conflict over thought. 
The US were never really afraid for the 
security of their territory. However, in the 
process of spreading the ideals and val-
ues of democracy they deemed superior 
to others, they made friends, as well as 
enemies. And now, for the first time, their 
messianic way of thinking may prove itself 
to be counterproductive.
   Quoting Aristotle, Mr. Krivokhizha stated 
that the quality of the system always ex-
ceeds the sum quality of its integral parts. 
According to him, that’s the core of the 
issue we are dealing with. However, he 
expressed doubts over the US’ ability to 
sustain the demands of further develop-
ment of NATO’s missile defence system, 
speculating about the potential withdrawal 
of the US. Mr. Krivokhizha congratulated 
President Obama’s efforts in changing the 
direction of the Ballistic Missile Defence 
(BMD) policy, but was quick to pinpoint the 
mistakes, which halt the further progress. 
He was critical of the various US military 
complexes not only in the NATO territory 
but all over Europe, expressing concerns 
about the potential of connecting all these 
systems together, effectively creating an 
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almost breach-proof defensive perimeter. 
He then moved on to explain how an in-
creasing number of global powers are be-
coming increasingly dissatisfied with the 
situation, including China, India and Paki-
stan. These countries have already begun 
their own nuclear developments, conduct-
ed separately from the US. After providing 
the audience with the background esti-
mations, Mr. Krivokhizha talked about the 
inability to reach an agreement with NATO 
and the US, mostly due to the faults of the 
latter. In an example, he noted the subtle 
differences in the documents presented 
during the negotiations: the Western pow-
ers describe Russia as an object of stra-
tegic interest, while Russian texts speak 
about partnership on equal grounds. He 
concluded the presentation by drawing a 
historical parallel with the the ‘Nazi-Sovi-
et Non-Aggression Pact’ and the current 
negotiations with the US, and explaining 
the reason Russia is not going to settle for 
a political guarantee with no legal back-
ing, thus responding to one the questions 
raised by Mr. Zapolskis during his pres-
entation. He also noted the necessity for 
a counterbalance against the increasing 
military hegemony of the US.

DISCUSSION

After Mr. Krivokhizha’s presentation, 
Gunnar Lassinantti asked the panelists 
what should be done so that the common 
agreed-upon Europeans security archi-
tecture could finally materialize. Martynas 
Zapolskis told that the problem is not in 
the current framework, it’s in the lack of 
trust. No changes done to the system al-
ready developed would matter, if the fun-
damental differences and disagreements 
were to remain unsolved. 
   An audience participant raised a ques-
tion concerning Lithuania’s disposition 
towards the NATO program and use of 
nuclear weapons in general. She also 
inquired as to how many women are in-
volved in forming the security policy in 
Lithuania. As a local of the host country, 
Martynas Zapolskis answered that Lith-
uania is supporting the general line of 
NATO’s project, deeming it necessary to 
strategically rid the world of nuclear weap-
ons, yet he noted the apparent logical fal-
lacy of NATO itself being formed on the 
basis of being a nuclear alliance as long 

as nuclear weapons exists. According to 
Mr. Zapolskis, Lithuania is forced to form 
its disposition towards nuclear warfare 
in view of the ongoing developments 
between the major powers, who them-
selves are unwilling to unarm. In the end, 
Mr. Zapolskis stressed the importance 
of balance, and if nuclear weapons are 
a necessity to reach it – so be it. And as 
far as the female participation in forming 
of security policies goes, he noted that 
Lithuania’s minister of defence herself is 
a woman, and plenty of lower ranking fe-
male politicians are involved in the related 
decision-making.
   The session concluded with some final 
remarks by Mr. Zapolskis. He noted that 
even though the US does have several 
tactical nuclear weapons in Europe right 
now, they can only be deployed by air-
craft, not used as missiles. He also em-
phasized the role of Russia in the eventu-
al reaching of an agreement between the 
conflicting powers. In his opinion, as long 
as the current attitudes don’t change and 
no efforts are put into satisfying Russia, 
no agreement is possible.

II SESSION: 
RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN BELARUS

MODERATOR: VYTIS JURKONIS - 
LECTURER, INSTITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS AND 

POLITICAL SCIENCE, VILNIUS UNIVERSITY

OLGA KARATCH - CHAIR, NASH DOM, BELARUS

VYACHASLAU PAZDNYAK - 
ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR, HEAD OF THE PORTAL ‘WIDER EUROPE’

Moderator Vytis Jurkonis, lecturer in the 
Institute of International Relations and 
Political Science, opened the session 
presenting the situation in Belarus as 
one of the key regional challenges and 
expressing an expectation that Baltic and 
Nordic countries along with Poland will 
identify the key problems and opportuni-
ties in Belarus. Vytis Jurkonis introduced 
the main speakers of the session: Olga 
Karatch, who in her presentation focused 
on internal challenges and civil society in 

Belarus and Vyachaslau Pazdnyak, who 
focused on external issues and Belarus’ 
perspectives from the EU’s viewpoint.
   Olga Karatch, Belarusian political activ-
ist and journalist, began her speech with 
a short movie called „Price list of Dicta-
tor” which represented the price the active 
civil society in Belarus has to pay for its 
actions. The movie aimed to convey, what 
happens if you act against the Belarusian 
regime. For example, the punishments for 
such actions include fines and imprison-
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ing of the candidates of presidential elec-
tions, members of initiative groups, jour-
nalists, criticizing Alexander Lukashenka 
and etc. Ms. Karatch remarked that two 
types of repressions should be consid-
ered: on the local vs. the republic level. 
Local repressions are long-term and can 
last for many years, even decades. Usu-
ally these repressions come from local 
authorities who dislike someone from the 
opposition, journalists who are criticizing 
them. Republic repressions are on one 
hand short-term but on the other hand 
often very strong, immediate and usually 
made on behalf of or by Lukashenka, who 
tends to change his target groups and 
has very concrete methods for repressing 
persons and groups. After introducing the 
forms of repressions Olga Karatch moved 
on to explaining the change in groups tar-
geted by the government. In 1999-2001 
the authorities put a strong pressure on 
national leaders. Then from 2001 to 2006 
the government started putting pressure 
on organizations and groups of citizens. 
In 2006-2008 pressure was put on com-
munication channels between civil soci-
ety. And from 2007 to 2010 ordinary ac-
tivists were pressured. Recent situation 
shows that currently pressure is being put 
on national leaders and those, who can 
potentially become them. Talking about 
the recent situation Ms Karatch sees new 
possibilities for work, because the popu-
lation is ready to listen to the alternative 
and everybody understands the situation. 
Comparing the presidential election in 
1999 with the current situation, she no-
ticed changes. At that time people were 
ready to beat you, ready to attack you and 
there was a lot of physical violence. The 
situation has changed now. People are 
very friendly, they ask a lot of questions 
and understand that Lukashenka is de-
stroying the system. However, people ex-
pect too much from the opposition and are 
waiting for a Messiah who never makes 
mistakes. An anti-Lukashenka leader has 
to prove that he/she is a magic person 
and, jestingly, Olga Karatch explained 
that you have to walk on water if you want 
to prove the superiority over Lukashenka. 
Moreover, Ms. Karatch emphasized that 
you have to react to public opinion and act 
by its order because otherwise the public 
society relinquishes opposition. React-
ing to the social situation inside Belarus, 
opposition works to end the Lukashenka 

reign and to help the population, because 
people have so many social problems. 
After a short persiflage, Ms. Karatch end-
ed her speech saying, that Lukashenka 
would not be a president of Belarus till the 
end of the world. 
   Afterwards, the floor was taken by Vy-
achaslau Pazdnyak, head of the portal 
Wider Europe. Mr. Pazdnyak began his 
presentation by depicting the long-term 
Belarusian strategy in the international 
scale as “swing-play”. He presented a 
summary of Belarusian paradoxes, which 
construct this swing system and charac-
terise the relations with the West. The 
political reality does not completely match 
the economic situation, because recent 
years show that trading is doubling be-
tween Belarus and EU - despite Russian 
and political relations. However, despite 
the economic growth and trade with the 
West, the political situation between them 
is much more complicated - to the extent 
of diplomatic war (as the lowest non-co-
operative level seen between the EU and 
Belarus). The escalation took place pri-
marily because of the stubbornness of the 
Belarusian regime to meet Western ex-
pectations. First of all, Belarus uses visa 
politics against the West. Belarus even 
has a blacklist of westerners and uses 
visa issues as a centre of relations. More-
over, political prisoners remain where they 
are, pressures continue, and this has mo-
tivated the EU to act with some economic 
restrictions against Belarusian business. 
Minsk also wanted to show its loyalty to 
Moscow, were they interested in it or not. 
Also, Minsk used strategic propaganda 
with its population by depicting the EU as 
an evil empire, basically responsible for 
reducing living standards in Belarus. And 
finally, Belarus declared not to be possible 
for the possible flow of illegal migrants and 
criminals across its borders to the West – 
using their ‘lack of finances to control the 
borders’ as a pretext for threatening the 
EU.
  The normalization of the situation is 
yet to be achieved. A primary condition 
is the EU’s requirement from Belarus for 
the unconditional release of all political 
prisoners. In fact, what we have seen is 
a very complex distortion of a problem-
atic situation. Dialogue is needed to stop 
the escalation of the visa and diplomatic 
conflict. Minsk has used the visa issue – 
originally a tool for greater mobility – to re-

strict the mobility of its democratic activist 
citizens by preventing them from visiting 
foreign countries. Numerous attacks were 
performed to stop opposition activities, 
prevent from exchanging ideas, visiting 
other countries, going to conferences. 
The civil society and opposition forces 
are left marginalised and have no power 
to change the situation. Any dialogue for 
modernization is vital for political power. 
The EU Eastern Partnership is not work-
ing because of Belarus. The country is 
ruining the bulk of cooperation from the 
EU towards the Baltic Sea. Hence, the 
relationship and the cooperation between 
the West and Belarus is at its lowest level 
ever.

DISCUSSION

The moderator Mr. Jurkonis opened 
the discussion with a question to Olga 
Karatch, asking how can civil society de-
velop when they are not registered, when 
there is no legal status to allow them to 
receive outside funding. Ms. Karatch ex-
plained that a strategy of ‘invisibility’ to 
build strong networks to survive is need-
ed. Also, we must ensure that structures 
work well. For the opposition to become 
operative in current circumstances is in-
deed hard. People do not change and 
they do not want opposition to change the 
strategy. If the opposition does so, people 
think that it is not honest. Thus, the oppo-
sition has to think how to be more progres-
sive. Another obstacle to beat is the prob-
lem of choosing between short and long 
term objectives. Ms. Karatch preferred to 
act in a favour of long-term policies. She 
explained this through the example of the 
presidential elections in 2010. Despite the 
short-term horrible effects of the related 
events, the long term effects for elections 
were good, because this was the first time 
in history when political parties had a pos-
sibility to make campaigns. Furthermore, 
ms. Karatch stressed particularly the im-
portance of building strong political institu-
tions, because it is the only way to change 
the regime. Deposing of Lukashenka does 
not mean that another strong leader such 
as Lukashenka would not become a dicta-
tor in his place. Therefore, it is important to 
build institutions, not people. Ms. Karatch 
explained that you have to combine short 
and long term strategies by starting acting 
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on the local level, organising small pro-
tests, building up the capacity and, little by 
little, approaching the national level with, 
e.g. large scale protests etc. She finalized 
by pinpointing, that the most important 
thing for an activist is to make sure that 
situation now is better than the one that 
was yesterday. Vyachaslau Pazdnyak 
complemented O. Karatch by expressing 
his point of view. Authorities have applied 
a precautious strategy in Belarus to pre-
vent risks from realizing. Lukashenka 
acts to prevent an unwanted situation 
from arising, rather than dealing with the 
consequences. This precautious principle 
is applied by authorities to dominate the 
activities of participants. Therefore, it is 
extremely difficult to organize any activi-
ty, even a silent protest. To a question on, 
what can be done in the current situation 
with its limitations, Ms. Karatch answered, 
that the civil society couldn’t indeed have 
survived in the last years without inter-
national help. The new challenge for the 
opposition is to build horizontal networks, 
because the government acts nowadays 
vertically and quickly. Ms. Karatch’s or-
ganisation has been imprisoned twice and 
they have not been able to include all the 
people, who have been willing to take part 
in their activities. It is very problematic for 
an organisation to rebuild its structure and 
to keep its communication channels ac-
tive after each such repression.
   Camilla Marucco, student from Finland, 
asked Ms. Karatch’s opinion about the 
younger generation, explaining that if they 
have the chance to travel and see the 
difference, inevitably they will come into 
the realization that it is better to live dif-
ferently. Mr. Jurkonis complemented the 
question presenting a dilemma: “Would 
these youngsters, after seeing a differ-
ent life outside the country, come back 
to Belarus?” Ms. Karatch marked, that 
younger people, under 25 years, are often 
very much pro-Lukashenka. Older gener-
ations remember more the Soviet times 
and have been watching the dictatorship 
from aside for a long time. Last year more 
than a million supporters moved to Rus-
sia. These are people, who are against 
Lukashenka and Ms. Karatch expressed 
a regret of losing support and potential 
voters. Another problem according to her, 
is the opposition figures acting as ‘profets’ 
or dissidents, when, what Belarus needs 
most, are professional politicians. Final-

ly, talking from her experience Karatch 
explained that traveling to other demo-
cratic countries really broadens the mind, 
changes the attitude and helps to under-
stand the Belarusian situation better.
   Later on, Erkki Bahovski, an Estonian 
Journalist, asked about the possible boy-
cotting of the hockey championships in 
Belarus in 2014. Vytis Jurkonis was not in 
favour of boycott. On the contrary, he be-
lieved that it is very important for civil so-
ciety to use this opportunity because the 
international media will be present there 
and the authorities may act softer against 
activists in its presence. He emphasized 
that EU sanctions need to be proactive, 
using the momentum of the event for 
their gains. Finally, Olof Kleberg, from the 
Swedish OSCE Network, enquired, how 
can we criticize Belarus while buying oil 
products from Belarus? Mr. Pazdnyak 
explained, that it is a classic example of 
economic interests prevailing over politi-
cal ideals. Moral considerations should be 
added to this consideration, not only eco-
nomic ones.

III SESSION: TOLERANCE

HENRIKAS MICKEVICIUS - 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, HUMAN RIGHTS MONITORING INSTITUTE, LITHUANIA

ANHELITA KAMENSKA -
LATVIAN CENTRE FOR HUMAN RIGHTS, LATVIA

MODERATOR: ROLF EKÉUS - 
FORMER OSCE HIGH COMMISSIONER ON NATIONAL MINORITIES, 
CHAIRMAN, SWEDISH OSCE NETWORK

The final session of the day concerned 
tolerance issues. Moderator Rolf Ekéus, 
former OSCE High Commissioner on Na-
tional Minorities and Chairman in Swed-
ish OSCE Network, gave an introduction 
to the theme and stated that tolerance is 
especially important when oppression oc-
curs. It is the case when others have the 
sense of superiority on someone or there 
is a tension between the ethnics, religion 
groups or etc. Also, he highlighted that we 
need some actions against intolerance, 
especially in the area of media freedom, 
which receives constant pressure from 
government or business. This is why we 
need to be more democratic and more 
unite. After this short introduction he invit-

ed the first presenter Henrikas Mickeviči-
us, Lithuanian lawyer and Human Rights 
expert, to give his presentation about the 
increasing intolerance level in EU and 
Lithuania. Later on, Anhelita Kamenska, 
the Director of Latvian Centre for Human 
Rights, presented the organizational work 
of her organisation and the present Latvi-
an Human Rights’ situation.
   Mr. Mickevičius started with a person-
al note. He always thought about himself 
more as a centrist, but lately he is turn-
ing more and more towards left wing ide-
as, and this change is not personal but 
caused by the centre parties’ movement to 
the right. Lately, these kinds of parties act 
to maintain stereotypes and prejudices. In 
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the long run, these political forces should 
become more tolerant, but now they are 
still effective in encouraging some kind 
of intolerance. Mr Mickevičius supported 
his arguments by examples: Last week 
the EU commission against racism and 
intolerance observed different parties and 
found that they deem that multiculturalism 
increases fear, migration and leads to 
stealing jobs from the local people. Re-
cently, extremist parties who support in-
tolerant politics are getting more seats in 
parliaments. Hence, the conclusion by the 
above-mentioned EU commission stated 
that racism and intolerance are on the rise 
in Europe in form of national, racial and 
religious hatred and increased violence. 
Lithuania is not an exception: in 2011 the 
political party “Young Lithuania” engaged 
in elections stating that they do not toler-
ate black, gipsies, gay nor Asian people. 
Unfortunately, this party was elected in the 
city council in Kaunas. Another big prob-
lem in Lithuania is caused by the fact that 
the Nazi symbol has become part of the 
national heritage of the country, a symbol 
expressing an attitude that “Lithuania is 
for Lithuanians.” The culture of intoler-
ance spreads to the streets of Lithuania 
as a way to express patriotism. In this en-
vironment, talking about Human Rights is 
considered to be antipatriotic. People talk-
ing about Human Rights have been called 
“Tolerasts” (with a negative connotation). 
Formally, tolerance is an attitude of mind 
that requires mental acceptance of other 
people beliefs and to treat other person 
kindly and generously. Tolerance is a 
voice of this philosophy and political cul-
ture. Human Rights are a practical instru-
ment of tolerance and it works in a way 
to stop intolerance and to treat others as 
equal members of community. Democrat-
ic and political institutions are inefficient in 
Human Rights promotion. To enjoy rights 
a person has to feel safe. In the case of 
promotion of Human Rights, the presenter 
emphasized that education helps. There 
is a need of democracy in order to exer-
cise tolerance.
   Questions on Latvia’s tolerance level 
were raised by Anhelita Kamenska, the 
Director of Latvian Centre for Human 
Rights. She explained about the “Latvian 
Centre for Human Rights” organization-
al work and what issues it faces. Mostly, 
this organization is asked to evaluate 
various statements by the press or on 

the Internet, and to deem whether they 
are intolerant or not. For example, the 
police of the country ask the organization 
to evaluate whether some acts are dis-
criminating or not. In recent years many 
developments were made in Latvia. For 
instance, Latvia had a referendum on the 
second official language.  Now Latvia is 
challenged by the question about its citi-
zenship. The researches and data of the 
population showed that since 1999 the 
number of Latvians has increased from 52 
percent to 62 percent and the number of 
minorities has diminished. However, she 
stressed that minorities in Latvia are still 
sizable. On another note, researches on 
media showed an interesting fact that all 
local media websites have two accessible 
languages and mostly Russian language 
is used as an alternative to Latvian. One 
particularly highlighted fact was that even 
though there are two accessible languag-
es, there is still separate information 
content because the agendas are differ-
ent. Main issues may be the same but 
the framing is different. And this applies 
to different interpretation on events, is-
sues on citizenship, language, policies 
concerning NATO, foreign policy issues, 
history, or specific historic dates. This dif-
ference continues even on the television 
space: most of the Latvians are watching 
Latvian channels and Russian people are 
watching Russian TV. What is important, 
Russians are treated more negatively in 
media.
   When it comes down to self regulation, 
Latvia has the Union of Journalists, which 
in 2010 expressed the need to become a 
self regulating institution and established 
an ethics committee. What is more, there 
is a new electronic mass media law and 
the new mass media electronic council 
was set up. The problem lie in the coun-
cil’s right to give the final comment, be-
cause the candidates of the council are 
often from certain political parties repre-
senting their own political interests. As a 
result, there is no representative of minor-
ities in the council. This council empowers 
administrative sanctions and also takes 
other actions. It is clear that the situation 
in Latvia is going to be controversial for 
some time still. Another way hatred cases 
are tried in Latvia is through the criminal 
legislation. The perspectives on future 
Human Rights in Latvia are, all in all, op-
timistic. 

DISCUSSION

Rolf Ekéus opened the discussion by 
commenting on the presenters’ speeches. 
He acknowledged that there is a lack of 
respect for integration and identity, but the 
building blocks for tolerance already exist. 
Gunnar Lassinantti was interested in the 
events in Latvia concerning citizenship 
developments, since this issue involves a 
big part of non-Latvians. Anhelita Kamen-
ska answered that there were no amend-
ments on citizenship for a long time in Lat-
via, but now the implementation process 
is running. The most difficult debates will 
be on one of the key issues – non-citizen 
children. The child can become a Latvian 
citizen by registration and a lot of parents 
do not register them because of different 
reasons. At present, the country has 13 
000 non registered children under 18. 
That is why parties have agreed on easing 
the registration procedures. 
   Another question was posed on how the 
tension is being resolved in religion, poli-
tics and law in Lithuania. As a response, 
Mr. Mickevičius cited Kazakhstan as an 
example: “Is it is a democratic state or 
not?” According to political scientists it 
is, but Human Rights activists see it dif-
ferently because from the Human Rights 
perspective it is certainly an authoritarian 
state. He continued that, all in all, if you 
implement Human Rights, you can cope 
with the intolerance in all the levels, be it 
religion, politics or law. Ingmar Oldberg 
asked, what discussions in Latvia are go-
ing on about the Russian question? Ms. 
Kamenska answered that at present, the 
parliament is looking into how to extend 
the dual citizenship. This issue is causing 
a lot of debates, because there are siz-
able Latvian groups in Russia, Austral-
ia and New Zealand. But at the current 
stage extending dual citizenship is easier 
for Russian Federation or Ukraine. 
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III SESSION: MEDIA FREEDOM

MODERATOR: OLOF KLEBERG - VICE PRESIDENT, THE SWEDISH OSCE NETWORK

DUNJA MIJATOVIC - THE OSCE REPRESENTATIVE ON FREEDOM OF THE MEDIA 

COMMENTS:
ERKKI BAHOVSKI - FREELANCE JOURNALIST, ESTONIAN FOREIGN POLICY INSTITUTE

DAINIUS RADZEVICIUS - CHAIRMAN OF LITHUANIA'S JOURNALIST UNION

JARMO KOPONEN - PRODUCER, UUSI SUOMI, FINLAND

CONCLUDING REMARKS: VLADIMIRAS LAUCIUS - JOURNALIST, LITHUANIA

Olof Kleberg presented one of the world’s 
leading media representatives Dunja Mi-
jatovic, who is OSCE representative on 
freedom of the media, dealing with prob-
lems in the 56 OSCE Member countries. 
   Dunja Mijatovic started her speech by 
recounting about the unique work the 
organization she is representing is do-
ing. She pointed out that it is the only 
organization in the world that has a right 
to talk about security and Human Rights 
in the same context. She expressed a 
strong belief that democratic society is 
impossible without possibility to express 
yourself freely,and without being able to 
find out what is happening in the world. 
Even though technology provides more 
and more possibilities to express oneself, 
freedom of speech is often questioned 
nowadays.  Ms. Mijatovic spoke about 
repressed journalists and what could be 
made to counter that. There are a lot of 
issues that are very difficult to tackle but 
there are also great successes when 
people, imprisoned for speaking their 
mind, get released from prisons. There is 
a need to change laws and implementa-
tion of these laws. Ms. Mijatovic empha-
sized that safety of journalists is a priority. 
She said that defending bloggers and 
social media activists or citizen journal-
ists are most demanding, but important 
tasks. Whoever has problems to express 
themselves freely gets the help from this 
organization because OSCE does not 
do any distinction between journalists 
and ordinary people, but treat them as 
individuals expressing themselves. In 
her speech she also touched upon the 
question of publicizing the suppression 

of freedom of speech. The problem is that 
countries usually do not talk about this 
problem. Europe is silent about journalists 
being put behind bars and OSCE is the 
only organization talking publicly about 
these issues and dealing with them. Dun-
ja Mijatovic emphasized that democracy 
means accepting others’ beliefs and opin-
ions. There is no other way because oth-
erwise we will be moving to a close and 
suppressed society.  Mijatovic expressed 
regret that many countries advertise free-
dom of speech and its importance in pa-
pers but not in practice. She moved on to 
portray the situation in Turkey, speaking 
about 95 journalists put behind bars. Their 
backgrounds were checked and it turned 
out that these journalists were not ter-
rorists or drug dealers as the authorities 
claimed. The OSCE worked towards the 
release of these journalists or at least for 
them to be put under house arrest so they 
would not be in the same room with crimi-
nals. Mijatovic added that in no way is she 
questioning governments’ right to protect 
media from terrorism, children’s abuse 
and other similar issues. However, most 
people are sitting behind bars because 
they criticized the powerful, or said some-
thing that ministers dislike. 
   Later on she moved to another impor-
tant issue, that is, the decriminalization 
of defamation. Decriminalization of words 
is a reform essential to democracy. She 
praised Estonia in this sphere along Aud-
ronius Azubalis, Lithuanian Minister of 
Foreign affairs, who made a statement on 
3 May 2012 stating that all states should 
create conditions for journalism by, among 
other things, decriminalizing defamation. 

D. Mijatovic accented that the main point 
is a possibility to access information. She 
also vouched for Internet freedom and 
highlighted that it is a state’s responsibility 
to make sure that everyone has access to 
the Internet. She hailed Finland for seeing 
Internet access as a basic Human Right 
for its citizens, and proclaimed that states 
should generally embrace internet as a 
benefit and not as a threat. 

DISCUSSION

Three journalists formed a panel to discuss 
the topic further and Olof Kleberg asked 
the panel participants to comment on Ms. 
Mijatovic’s speech and include in the dis-
cussion their experiences on the basis 
of their journalistic work. Erkki Bahovski 
started by pointing out, that Estonia ranks 
22nd in the press freedom index, where-
as Finand ranks the 1st and Russia the 
172nd. He mentioned, that the criminali-
zation of defamation in speech has been 
a reaction to what has happened in the 
media. He presented a case concerning a 
popular site named “Telfi”, popular in Es-
tonia, Latvia and Lithuania. The problem 
with this site was anonymous comment-
ing, which produced a lot of defaming or 
hate speech, which in turn affected even 
people’s, politicians’ and print paper’s pro-
duce. Government reacted and agreed 
that something had to be done about 
anonymous comments and subsequently 
a law was passed controlling the anonym-
ity of comments.  However, according to 
Bahovski, the government has not used 
this law against journalists.
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   Dainius Radzevicius complemented Ms. 
Mijatovic’s presentation by talking from 
his own experience as a journalist. He ex-
pressed the feeling that though you have 
formal right to express yourself freely, in 
many cases you are censored. Also, Mr. 
Radzevicius emphasized that journalists 
have to deal with hatred coming from pol-
iticians and publishers. As a journalist he 
would appreciate more support from poli-
ticians highlighting cooperation with each 
other as the most important issue. 
   Jarmo Koponen, Producer of the web 
magazine „Uusi Suomi“ (New Finland), 
joined the discussion speaking about 
self-censorship, journalists hiding what 
they know because of government re-
strictions - the main enemy of journalists. 
Koponen pointed out that every journalist 
has a publisher, publisher has an objec-
tive, which has in turn a mode, and results 
may vary from day to day. On one side 
there are the so-called “twitter-journal-
ists”, i.e. people who pick up daily themes, 
emphasize events, get tired and then, the 
professionals take over. On the other 
side there are professional journalists 
who have their own opinion and convey 
things as they are. The difference between 
these two types of journalists is huge. He 
illustrated the current situation in Finland, 
where the party ‘True Finns’ has emerged 
and become very active in, for instance, 
the social media. They use a lot of satire 
in their writings, not knowing where satire 
belongs. However, popular blogs or twitter 
accounts may have more followers these 
days than regional newspapers. Operat-
ing in the social media, amateurs don’t 
just always follow the rules of the media.
   Olof Kleberg asked Ms. Mijatovich 
about her reflections of what was being 
said, referring to the note that self-cen-
sorship is our greatest enemy. According 
to Dunja Mijatovich, the fear of authorities 
related to the issue is a large question 
to tackle on a larger scale. Self-censor-
ship affects not only media but also the 
new forms of media, including bloggers 
and anonymous commentators. Kleberg 
asked the panelists also, if strong self-reg-
ulation adopted by journalist unions would 
be a safeguard against self-censorship. To 
this Dainius Radzevicius answered that in 
Lithuania self-censorship in strong. Peo-
ple fear for jobs and careers and for being 
too open or too direct. There are unwritten 
codes between journalists and employers 

that are also influenced by large business-
es. It is very difficult to be a journalist in 
a media, which belongs to politicians. As 
a result, many journalists talk about these 
issues only in their blogs. Finally, Mr. Kle-
berg asked about the main prerequisites 
for the media. Erkki Bahovski stressed the 
stability of laws and common understand-
ing among the political leaders. Authorities 
must understand that you cannot build a 
stable state without freedom of speech. 
Dainius Radzevicius also reacted to the 
question acknowledging the most impor-
tant aspect: educating the society. There 
is a lot of information and the society must 
learn how to deal with the information, 
opinion, data and etc. Dunja Mijatovic 
complemented the speakers by pointing 
out that government should be built on 
rule of law in general. Laws should foster 
media freedom and not restrict it. Further-
more, it is important to support authorities 
in making it possible for the journalists to 
do their jobs. 

For more information on the Nordic Forum 
for Security Policy and the programmes of 
the Nordic Forum for Security Policy 2012 
Kick-off Seminar 1 Dec 2011 and the con-
ference ‘Empowering the Nordic-Baltic 
Relations - Challenges of the 21st Centu-
ry’ 10-11 May 2012, please visit the web-
site:

http://www.stete.org/nordic.html
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